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IN THE COURT OF THE SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), 

AT GOHPUR, SONITPUR 

          G.R.No. – 209/2012 
          U/S.: 120(B)/387/506/34 of I.P.C. 
 
 

      S T A T E 

      -Versus- 

1. Sri Dinesh Medhi @ Pulakesh Pegu 

2. Sri Hareswar Kutum.…accused persons 

 

Present:  Smt. Pooja Sinha, AJS,  

 Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M) 

    Gohpur 
 

Advocate appearing for the State  : Smt. Barnali Chetia 

Advocate appearing for the Accused      : Smt. Junmoni Saikia 

       Sri C. K. Baruah 

       Smt. Maloya Doley 

Dates of recording evidence   : 04.04.2017, 11.07.2017,   

                                                                              03.08.2017, 07.10.2017,     

                                                                              22.11.2017 & 05.02.2018 

Date of hearing argument    : 11.04.2018      

Date of delivering Judgment    :  19.04.2018 

 

    JUDGMENT 

1. The case of the prosecution in brief is that, on 22.03.12 at about 3 

p.m., Sri Dinesh Medhi, Sri Abhijit Doley and Sri Hareswar Kutum 

demanded ransom of Rs. 25,000/- by issuing notice along with a official 

letter in the name of Liberal Democratic Council of Missing Land (LDCM) 

to Smt. Lilawati Patiri at her house at Gohpur, in her absence. 

Subsequently, on 23.03.2012 the above persons called up from the phone 

numbers 9706846061, 9707417966 and 9864425810 and demanded the 

above ransom from Lilawati Patiri and was threatened with dire 

consequences for non-fulfilling of demand. That, Dinesh Medhi, Abhijit 
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Doley and Hareswar Kutum has been threatening Lilawati Patiri 

continuously since a year prior to said incident over telephone. 

2. In this regard, Lilawati Patiri filed an ejahar on 30.03.2012, the Officer-in 

Charge, Gohpur Police Station registered a case as Gohpur P.S. Case No. 

59/12 under section 120(B)/387/506/34 of I.P.C. The police conducted 

investigation and thereafter submitted charge-sheet against the accused 

persons Sri Dinesh Medhi @ Pulakesh Pegu, Sri Abhijit Doley @ Ram Patir 

and Sri Hareswar Kutum for trial under section 120(B)/387/506/34 of 

I.P.C.  

3. In due course, the accused persons entered appearance. They were 

furnished with the copies as required under section 207 Cr.P.C. My 

Learned Predecessor in Office framed formal charge U/S 120(B)/387/ 

506/34 of I.P.C. against the accused persons, read over and explained to 

them the particulars of the offences, to which they pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried. However, accused Abhijit Doley subsequently 

defaulted appearance, warrant of arrest was issued against him and later 

after following due procedure of law the case was filed against him and 

after splitting up, the case proceeded against the other two accused 

persons. 

4. In support of the case, the prosecution examined six (6) witnesses. 

Statement U/S. 313 of Cr.P.C. of the accused persons are recorded. 

Defence plea was of total denial. Defence opted not to adduce evidence. 

5. Point for determination  :  

 

I. Whether the accused persons on 22.03.2012 and 

23.03.2012 at Gohpur in furtherance of common intention 

put Lilawati Patiri under fear of death by calling her over 

phone in order to extort Rs.25000/- from her in the name 

of Liberal Democratic Council of Mising Land and thereby 

committed an offence punishable U/S 387/34 of I.P.C?and 

subsequently, 

II. Whether the accused persons on same date and place in 

furtherance of common intention threatened the 

informant with injury to body of the informant and 
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thereby committed an offence punishable U/S 506/34 of 

I.P.C.? and  

 
III. Whether the accused persons in futherance of common 

intention have committed criminal conspiracy to extort 

money from Lilawati Patiri and thereby committed an 

offence punishable U/S 120(B)/34 of I.P.C.? 

6. Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereof: - I have heard the 

learned Counsel appearing for the State. Also heard the learned Counsel 

appearing for the accused persons. Upon hearing the learned Counsel for 

the parties and on perusal of the records, I am of the considered opinion 

to hold the following :- 

7. Point of Determination No. I, II & III: All the points are taken up 

together for discussion in order to maintain the flow and 

appreciation of evidence.  

8. P.W.1 Smt. Lilawati Patiri, she is the informant cum victim of the 

instant case. She in her examination-in-chief deposed that she 

identified the accused present in the dock. That, in the year 2012 she was 

the president of Bartamuli Gaon Panchayat. When the accused persons 

came to her rented house at Gohpur town demanded ransom of Rs. 

25000/- by issuing demand notice in the name of Liberal Democratic 

Council of Missing Land (LDCM). That, she was not present in the house 

when they handed over the demand note to a little boy who stayed in her 

house. That, the accused persons later call her up and demanded ransom 

of Rs. 25000/- over phone. That, she filed the case on the basis of the 

phone call and the number from which the demand was put upon her by 

the accused persons. She exhibited the ejahar as Ext.1 and identified her 

signature thereon. Material Ext.1 is the demand notice and Material Ext.2 

notice issued in the name of LDCM. Material Ext.3 is the envelope in 

which the demand notice was sent. She identified her signature in the 

seizure list Ext.2 which the police prepared while making seizure of the 

above mentioned materials from her. 

9. During her cross-examination she deposed that in Material Ext.1 

money receipt there is no signature of the accused persons Dinesh Medhi 
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and Hareswar Kutum. In material Ext.2 and Ext.3 there is no mentioned 

of accused nor any prove that it was delivered by the accused persons. 

That, the name of the little boy who stayed with her in her house is not 

mentioned in the ejahar. That, she filed the ejahar after a period of 2 

months from received of the demand notice. That, she has no knowledge 

who call her up and demanded money. That, the police made the seizure 

of demand notice from her house in presence of her brother Prafulla 

Patiri. That, she had not read the contents of the seizure list. Denied that 

she has filed the false case against the accused persons.  

10.  P.W.2- Sri Suchan Pegu, in his examination-in-chief deposed   

 that he is not acquainted with both informant Lilawati Patiri and the  

 accused persons. That, he has no knowledge about the incident. 

 His cross-examination was declined by the defense side. 

11.  P.W.3- Sri Prafulla Patiri, in his examination-in-chief deposed  

 that informant Lilawati Patiri is his elder sister. That, he is not   

 acquainted with the accused persons. That, his elder sister filed a case  

 against the accused persons as they demanded money from her.  That,  

 he saw the demand letter for ransom (booklet of M.R. No. 12/12). That,  

 he has no knowledge if the police has seized the demand receipt. 

12.  During his cross-examination he deposed that his elder sister   

 showed the demand letter. That, he has no knowledge as to who sent  

 that demand receipt and booklet.  

13.  P.W.4- Sri Lal Bahadur Mili, he in his examination-in-chief  

 deposed that he is not acquainted with both informant and the accused  

 persons. That, he has no knowledge about the incident. 

 His cross-examination was declined by the defense side. 

14.  P.W.5- Smt. Priyanka Patgiri, she in her examination-in-chief   

 deposed that she is not acquainted with both informant and the  

 accused persons. That, on a certain day police took her signature on a  

 paper while she was grazing her cows near the river side. That, she has  

 no knowledge as to why police took her signature. 

 Her cross-examination was declined by the defense side. 

15.  P.W.6- Sri Ramu Patgiri, he in his examination-in-chief deposed  

 that he is not acquainted with informant, however, he knows accused 
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Dinesh Medhi. That, the incident occurred about 5 to 6 years back at 

Gohpur when he heard from his neighbour Jain Kumbang that, someone 

demanded ransom from Lilawati Patiri. That, police seized the laptop 

which he brought from Jain Kumbang. He identified his signature in the 

seizure list Ext.3. 

16. During his cross-examination he deposed that he has no  

knowledge with respect to the contents of Ext.3. 

17. In the light of the above testimonies and on perusal of the 

materials on record, the following facts are observed: 

I. The informant P.W.1 although exhibited the demand 

notice  along with envelope and the booklet in the name 

of banned organization Liberal Democratic Council of 

Missing Land (LDCM), however could not state as to what 

made her relate the accused with the extortion so made. 

In the ejahar, she has mentioned phone numbers from 

where she received extortion calls, but the same is not 

proved. She during her cross-examination has stated that 

she has no knowledge who called her up and demanded 

money. 

II. Apart from the informant, only P.W.3 and P.W.6 has 

knowledge about the incident to the point that someone 

has put demand of ransom to Lilawati Patiri. This evidence 

is not cogent and credible to hold the accused guilty of the 

offences as alleged. 

III. P.W.2, P.W.4 and P.W.5 has no knowledge about the 

offences as alleged by the prosecution. 

IV. The informant has not mentioned any explanation with 

regard to the grounds for filing the ejahar after a period of 

seven days. This further makes the prosecution story 

weak, as prompt reporting of occurrence gives assurance 

with respect to the true version, however unexplained 

delay creates doubt. 

V. Considering the above lacunas, the benefit is to be 

forwarded to the accused persons. 
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18.  Hence, I hold that prosecution has failed to prove the guilt of the  

 accused persons beyond all reasonable doubt that on 22.03.2012 and  

 23.03.2012 at Gohpur in furtherance of common intention put  

 Lilawati Patiri under fear of death by calling her over phone in   

 order to extort Rs.25000/- from her in the name of Liberal  

 Democratic Council of Mising Land and have committed criminal  

 conspiracy to extort money from her and thereby committed an  

 offence punishable U/S 387/506/120(B)/34 of I.P.C. 

19.  In the result, the accused persons Sri Dinesh Medhi @   

 Pulakesh Pegu and Sri Hareswar Kutum are hereby acquitted on  

 benefit of doubt U/S 387/506/120(B)/34 of I.P.C. and set at  

 liberty forthwith.  

20.  Bail bonds furnished are hereby extended for a period of 6 (six) months. 

21.  The case is disposed of on contest.  

 

Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the  

      19th day of April, 2018 at Gohpur. 

 
 
 
 
 

( Pooja Sinha  ) 
                Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M) 

      Gohpur 
 
 
Dictated and corrected by me 
 
 
 

  ( Pooja Sinha  ) 
Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M) 

     Gohpur 
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APPENDIX 
 
 
Prosecution Witness- 
 
P.W.1- Smt. Lilawati Patiri 
P.W.2- Sri Suchan Pegu 
P.W.3- Sri Prafulla Patiri 

P.W.4- Sri Lal Bahadur Mili  

P.W.5- Smt. Priyanka Patgiri 

P.W.6- Sri RamuPatgiri 

 
Defence Witness- 
 
Nil 
 
Prosecution Side Exhibits- 
 
Ext.1- Ejahar 
Ext.2- Seizure List (13/12) 
Ext.3- Seizure List (23/12) 
M. Ext.1- Demand Notice 
M. Ext.2- Notice Issued in the Name of LDCM 
M. Ext.3- Envelope 
 
Defence Side Exhibits- 
 
Nil 
 

 
 ( Pooja Sinha  ) 

                                                      Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M) 
      Gohpur 


