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CASE NO: G.R. 1859/2009 
 

APPENDIX -12 

IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS, SONITPUR, TEZPUR 

Present: Smt. Priyanka Saikia, JMFC 

(Date of the Judgment) 

24-05-2022 

(CASE NO- G.R. 1859/2009) 

(Details of FIR/Crime and Police Station) 

Complainant  State of Assam 

or 

Sri Kavindra Jain 

Represented By  Smti. Bandhana Boro, Learned APP 

Accused person Md. Sahar Ali 

S/o- Md. Mannash Ali 

Resident of Silbari, 

P.S.- Tezpur, 

District- Sonitpur, Assam. 

Represented by Sri Babul Borthakur 

 

APPENDIX -13 

 

Date of offence 06-10-2009 

Date of FIR 06-10-2009 

Date of charge sheet 30-07-2010 

Date of charge frame 29-03-2014 

Date of commencement of evidence 12-11-2014 

Date on which judgment is reserved 10-05-2022 

Date of judgment 24-05-2022 

Date of the sentencing order, if any NIL 
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Accused Details 

Rank of 

Accused 

Name of 

Accused 

Date of 

Arrest 

Date of 

Release on 

Bail 

Offences 

charged 

with 

Whether 

acquitted or 

convicted 

Sentence 

Imposed 

Period of 

Detention 

undergone 

during Trial 

for purpose 

of Section 

438, Cr.P.C. 

A-1 Md. Sahar 

Ali  

09-10-09 27-11-09, 

07-10-13 

Section 

379 IPC 

Convicted S.I. for 3 

months 

with fine 

of Rs. 

1,000/- 

i/d to 

S.I. for 7 

days 

46 days 

 

APPENDIX -14 

LIST OF PROSECUTION / DEFENCE / COURT WITNESSES 

 

 A. Prosecution: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

(EYE WITNESS, POLICE 

WITNESS, EXPERT WITNESS, 

MEDICAL WITNESS, PANCH 

WITNESS, OTHER WITNESS) 

PW1 Kavindra Jain  Other witness(Informant) 

PW2 Nripen Hazarika Other witness 

PW3 Abdul Rashid Other witness 

PW4 Malek Ali Other witness 

PW5 Robi Tayal Other witness 

PW6 Md. Khairul Islam Other witness 

PW7 Ajit Chandra Dutta Other witness 

 

B. Defence Witnesses, if any:  

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

(EYE WITNESS, POLICE WITNESS, 

EXPERT WITNESS, MEDICAL 

WITNESS, PANCH WITNESS, 

OTHER WITNESS) 
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NIL NIL NIL 

 

C. Court Witnesses, if any: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

(EYE WITNESS, POLICE 

WITNESS, EXPERT WITNESS, 

MEDICAL WITNESS, PANCH 

WITNESS, OTHER WITNESS) 

NIL NIL NIL 

 

LIST OF PROSECUTION/ DEFENCE/ COURT EXHIBITS 

A. Prosecution: 

Sr. 

No 
Exhibit Number Description 

1 Ext. 1 FIR 

2 Ext. 1(1) Signature 

3 Ext. 2 Seizure list 

4 Ext. 2(1) to Ext. 

2(3) 

Signatures 

5 Ext. 3 Charge sheet 

6 Ext. 3(1) Signature 

 

B. Defence: 

Sr. 

No 
Exhibit Number Description 

NIL NIL NIL 

C. Court Exhibits: 

Sr. 

No 
Exhibit Number Description 

NIL NIL NIL 

 

D. Material Objects 

Sr. 

No 
Exhibit Number Description 

NIL NIL NIL 
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JUDGMENT 

1. The brief fact of the case is that the informant, Sri 

Kavindra Jain lodged an FIR in Tezpur Police Station on 

06.10.2009 stating inter alia that on the same day at about 

05.45 AM, he got up and went out to open the main gate, 

he noticed that the lock was broken and his Motor-Cycle 

was missing and someone stolen his Motor-Cycle. 

 
2. On receipt of the FIR, the police registered a case as 

Tezpur P.S. Case No. 955/2009 under Sections 379 IPC 

and conducted investigation into the matter. In the mean 

time Police had arrested A-1 and seized the vehicle from 

him. On completion of the investigation, the police 

submitted the charge-sheet against A-1, Md. Sahar Ali 

under Section 379 IPC. 

 
3. On appearance of A-1, copies were furnished to him 

and charge was framed under Sec. 379 IPC which on being 

read over and explained, A-1 pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried. During trial, the prosecution examined 

7 (Seven) numbers of witnesses and closed its evidence. A-

1 was examined under Sec. 313 Cr.P.C. A-1’s defence is of 

innocence. 

 
4. Upon hearing both the parties and on perusal of the 

case record, the following point for determination was 

formulated by this Court. 
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POINTS FOR DETERMINATION 

(I) Whether, A-1 namely Md. Sahar Ali had 

committed the theft of Motor-Cycle on 06.10.2009 

at Sri Kavindra Jain’s House and had committed the 

offence punishable under Section 379 IPC? 

 
5. I have heard the learned counsels on both side and 

have gone through the evidence on records which have 

been outlined below. 

 
DECISION, DISCUSSION AND REASONS THEREOF:- 

6. PW1 (Sri Kavindra Jain), who is the informant in the 

present case, had deposed in his examination in chief that 

he did not know the accused person.  On the day of 

incident at about 5.00 AM, he saw that his Bajaj Platina 

Motor-Cycle red colour was stolen from his boundary. 

Therefore he lodged an FIR. After ¾ days later of lodging 

the FIR, Dalgaon Police came to his house and recorded 

his statement and informed him that his Motor-Cycle was 

recovered and kept in Dalgaon Police Station and could 

bring the same. Accordingly, he came with police to Tezpur 

Police Station and went to Dalgaon Police Station 

accompanied with Police personnel. Dalgaon Police show 

him the Motor-Cycle for identification and from whom it 

was recovered, police show me the person. He identified 

the Motor-Cycle and confirmed that he does not know A-1. 

Thereafter, PW-1 and Tezpur police personnel returned to 
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Tezpur along with A-1. Exhibit 1 is the Ejahar and Exhibit 

1(1) is his signature.  

During cross-examination of PW-1, he deposed that 

he did not mentioned any name in Ejahar(Ext-1). PW1 said 

that he had seen A-1, when Dalgaon police showed him 

the accused who was arrested by Dalgaon police along 

with the Motor-Cycle. 

 
7. P.W.2 (Sri Nripen Hazarika) deposed that he knows 

informant. The incident took place on 06.10.2009. On the 

day of incident when he was ready for morning walk, PW-1 

informed him that his Motor-Cycle was stolen. 

 
8. P.W.3 (Abdul Rashid) deposed that he does not know 

the informant but he met A-1 along with the Motor-Cycle 

near Silpukhuri Bridge. He also stated that one of Md. 

Malek Ali (P.W.4) told him that one Motor-Cycle would 

brought below Silpukhuri bridge and A-1 wanted to sell the 

alleged Motor-Cycle to PW-4 and PW-4 also would likely to 

buy the same. PW-3 resist the PW-4 to go that place at 

night and he warned PW-4 that fraud business would be 

happened and advised PW-4, if he wanted to go there, 

then would take help from the police. PW-3 and PW-4 went 

to Dalagon Police Station and informed the police and 

accompanied with the police to the Silpukhuri Bridge. 

Then, PW-4 called A-1 over phone and accordingly, he 

came there with the Motor-Cycle. Police asked A-1 from 

where he had came with the Motor-Cycle and he answered 



Page 7 of 20 
 

CASE NO: G.R. 1859/2009 
 

them that from Tezpur.  Then, police arrested A-1 and 

brought him to Dalgaon Police Station with the Motor-Cycle 

as he had no proper documents. The lock of the Motor-

Cycle was broken and suspicion that the Motor-Cycle was 

stolen from somewhere. Exhibit 2 is the seizure list and 

Exhibit 2(1) is his signature. 

 During cross-examination of PW-3, he deposed that 

he put his signature on Ext-2. The Silpukhuri out post is 

1/1/2 KM far from Silpukhuri. He went there with PW-4, 

Ibrahim Ali and Dalgaon Police personnel. PW-4 was his 

co-villager and known to him from many years. 

 
9. P.W.4 (Malek Ali) deposed that A-1 was a foot path 

dental doctor and PW-4 exchanged his mobile number with 

A-1. One day, A-1 called him and offered him to sell a 

Motor-Cycle. When PW-4 refused to buy the Motor-Cycle 

from A-1 as there were no proper documents, then, A-1 

assured him that he would provide the documents in two 

days. But on the same day, A-1 called PW-4 at Silpukhuri 

Bridge at night to sell the Motor-Cycle. PW-4 informed 

about the Motor-Cycle to PW-3(VDP Secretary). A-1 called 

him near Silpukhuri Bridge at night, therefore some doubt 

arose in the mind of PW-4. With PW-3, he went to Dalgaon 

police station and they accompanied with police to 

Silpukhuri Bridge at the time of dusk. After half an hour, A-

1 came to the place of occurrence. A-1 before reached the 

place of occurrence, called PW-4 and asked to wait there. 

When A-1 came to the bridge of Silpukhuri, Dalgaon Police 
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caught him red handed with the Motor-Cycle as A-1 had no 

proper documents of the Motor-Cycle. Dalgaon Police 

seized the Motor-Cycle and two numbers of Keys. Exhibit 2 

is the Seizure List and Exhibit  2(2) is the signature of the 

PW-4. 

 During his cross-examination, PW-4 deposed that the 

said Motor-Cycle was suspected as stolen. He informed 

PW-3 (the VDP Secretary). When accused person called 

him near the bridge at night, some doubt arose in his 

mind. With PW-3, he went to police station and they 

accompanied with police to Silpukhuri Bridge at the time of 

dusk. After half an hour, A-1 came to the place of 

occurrence. A-1 before reached the place of occurrence, 

called PW-4 and asked to wait. When A-1 came to the 

bridge of Silpukhuri, Dalgaon Police caught him red handed 

with the Motor-Cycle as no original key and proper 

documents of the Motor-Cycle were found. 

 
10. PW-5 (Sri Robi Tayal) deposed in his evidence that 

on the day of incident, PW-1 informed him that his Motor-

Cycle was stolen.  

 
11. P.W.6 (Md. Khairul Islam) deposed that he doesn’t 

know the informant as well the accused. In the year 2009, 

when he was returned from market he saw that people 

were gathering near the Laljura bridge. Police had 

recorded his name and address and taken to the police 

station and put his signature on seizure list as one Motor-
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Cycle was seized. Later he came to know that people were 

gathered there for some thief case. Exhibit 2 is the Seizure 

List and Exhibit  2(3) is his signature.  

 In his cross examination he deposed that he had not 

seen any stolen articles. 

 
12. P.W.7 (Inspector Ajit Ch Dutta) deposed that he is 

Attached Officer of Tezpur Police Station on 02.08.2010.  

On that day, on that day Officer-in-Charge of Tezpur P.S. 

endorsed him Tezpur 955/09 to investigate the case. he 

has investigation into the matter lodged by PW-1. After 

completion of his investigation, he had found incriminating 

materials under Section 379 of IPC and submitted 

chargsheet against you. Exhibit -3 is the Charge-sheet and 

Exhibit- 3(1) is his signature. Exhibit 2 is the seizure list 

and Exhibit 2(3) is his signature. Exhibit 3 is the sketch 

map and Exhibit 3(1) is his signature. 

 During Cross examination, he had filed charge-sheet 

on the basis of materials collected by previous Investigator 

Officer.  

 

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE 

13. In this case, the prime accusations levelled by the 

informant/PW-1 that someone stolen his Motor-Cycle. The 

condemnation upon which the criminal law sets in motion 

against A-1 of this case needs to be demonstrate by the 

prosecution beyond any reasonable doubt to prove the 

guilt of A-1. 
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14. In this case the prosecution side able to examine 7 

(seven) numbers of witnesses to substantiate the 

accusations against A-1 and on meticulous perusal of the 

evidences on record, this court finds that PW-1, who 

testified that in the year 2009 at about 05.00 AM, someone 

had stolen his Motor-Cycle from his boundary. PW-1 had 

not deposed specifically as to who had stolen the Motor-

Cycle. 

 
15. Now, coming to the evidence presented by the 

prosecution, who are appears to be the star witnesses to 

the prosecution case, this court finds that PW-3 and PW-4 

had specifically deposed that in the year 2009, A-1 offered 

to sell a Motor-Cycle to PW-4 and accordingly PW-4 also 

likely to purchase the same and called for the documents. 

When A-1 unable to provide the documents of Motor-Cycle, 

PW-4 had some doubt in his mind and discussed with PW-

3. PW-3 advised him to inform all about to the Police. 

Accordingly, PW-3 and PW-4 took help from the Police and 

went to the place where A-1 would come with the Motor-

Cycle. When A-1 came to the place, police stopped him 

and asked about the Motor-Cycle and for relevant 

documents. When he was unable to produce relevant 

documents and key of the Motor-Cycle, A-1 was arrested 

with Motor-Cycle.   

 
16. In this case, there are ample corroborating evidences 

to show that the A-1 was caught red handed by the Police 
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when he illegally tried to sell the alleged Motor-Cycle and 

the Dalgaon Police had also seized the Motor-Cycle and it 

has also been proved by the chain of evidences adduced 

by the prosecution that the Motor-Cycle was stolen by the 

A-1. Therefore the chain of evidence so far is complete and 

does not base any reasonable ground for suspicion. 

 
17. A-1 took the plea of total denial. His plea is that 

while he was attending nature’s call, he was caught hold 

by the police. He was no way involved with the alleged 

occurrence. On that particular day, he was proceeding 

towards Dalgaon.  

 
18. I have heard the arguments of the learned ASST.PP 

& the learned defence counsel, learned ASST.PP appearing 

on behalf of the State of Assam has submitted that the 

prosecution has been able to bring to light the ingredients 

of Section 379 of IPC beyond doubt. The learned defence 

counsel has vehemently argued on the ground that there is 

lacuna in prosecution as the I.O., who had investigated the 

case could not be brought before this Court. Therefore, the 

learned defence counsel has prayed that A-1 may be 

acquitted from this case.  

 
19. Section 378 of IPC defines theft, “Whoever, intending 

to take dishonestly any moveable property out of the 

possession of any person without that person’s consent, 

moves that property in order to such taking, is said to 

commit theft.  
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 The essential ingredients to prove an offence 

under Section 378 IPC as follows:-. 

(I) Accused had taken the movable property dishonestly. 

(II) Property was taken out of the possession of 

complainant. 

(III) Property was taken out without consent of 

complainant. 

(IV) The property was moved to such taking. 

Explanation 1.—A thing so long as it is attached to the 

earth, not being movable property, is not the subject of 

theft; but it becomes capable of being the subject of theft 

as soon as it is severed from the earth 

Explanation 2.—A moving effected by the same act 

which affects the severance may be a theft.  

Explanation 3.—A person is said to cause a thing to 

move by removing an obstacle which prevented it from 

moving or by separating it from any other thing, as well as 

by actually moving it.  

Explanation 4.—A person, who by any means causes an 

animal to move, is said to move that animal, and to move 

everything which, in consequence of the motion so caused, 

is moved by that animal.  

Explanation 5.—The consent mentioned in the definition 

may be express or implied, and may be given either by the 

person in possession, or by any person having for that 

purpose authority either express or implied.” 

 In this case, on close scrutiny of the evidence of 

PW’s it appears that there was recovery of Motor-Cycle 
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from the A-1 and it cannot be denied at all. It is evident on 

perusal of the evidence of PW-1 it appears that he is not 

an eye witness to this case. However, he was informed by 

Dalgaon Police and when PW-1 reached the Dalgaon police 

Station and identified his stolen Motor-Cycle. 

  
20. On perusal of the evidence of PW-3, and PW-4, the 

independent witnesses, it cannot be denied that A-1 was 

not involved in the commission of the offence. It is quite 

clear from the evidence of PW-3 and PW-4 that A-1 tried to 

sell the stolen Motor-Cycle to PW-4 and therefore A-1 

called PW-4 near Silpukhuri Bridge to provide proper 

documents of the Motor-Cycle at night and he was caught 

red handed with the stolen Motor-Cycle. Similarly, it also 

apparent from the cross examination of PW-3 & 4 that A-1 

came to the place which was decided by himself to sell the 

alleged Motor-Cycle to PW-4 and then A-1 was caught red 

handed by the Dalgaon police. 

 
21. From the evidence of the prosecution witnesses it is 

noticed that P.W.3 and P.W.4 were amongst the police 

who intercepted A-1, while he came to the place along with 

the Motor-Cycle in question.  

 
22. Likewise, from the evidence of PW-4, it has revealed 

that during the relevant point of time he was ignorant that 

the Motor-Cycle was stolen from the informant/PW-1 by 

the A-1. From the evidence of PW-4 it has come to light 

that when A-1 tried to sell the stolen Motor-Cycle, PW-4 
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also likely to purchase the same. When PW-4 told about 

the purchasing of Motor-Cycle, then PW-3 warned him 

about the fraud business. After discussion with PW-3, PW-4 

informed Dalgaon police about the Motor-Cycle and 

Dalgaon police went with PW-3 and PW-4 and on the place 

of occurrence, Dalgaon police apprehended A-1 and 

brought him to the police station. 

 
23. The above assertion of the PW-3, and PW-4 was 

tested by way of cross examination by the defense side, 

but the assertion of PW-3 and PW-4 could not be 

demolished in-spite of a lengthy cross examination. The 

evidence of the aforesaid witnesses appears to be reliable 

and trustworthy as nothing material could be extracted 

from them to show that they had falsely deposed against 

A-1. The defense has failed to negate the evidence of the 

PW-3 & PW-4, that A-1 had not come to the place of 

occurrence with the Motor-Cycle. From the evidence of 

PW-3 & PW-4, A-1 had tried to sell the stolen Motor-Cycle 

to PW-4. When PW-4 had some doubt, he along with PW-3 

went to the police and police caught A-1 along with the 

Motor-Cycle. It is noticed that police along with PW-3 and 

PW-4 intercepted A-1 and A-1 wanted to sell the Motor-

Cycle to PW-4 is corroborated by the evidence of the 

prosecution witness No. 3. From the evidence of the 

prosecution witness No. 3 it is also clear that the Motor-

Cycle was seized in presence of him and PW-4.  



Page 15 of 20 
 

CASE NO: G.R. 1859/2009 
 

24. From the evidence of the Prosecution witness No. 7 it 

is noticed that the Dalgaon police seized the Motor-Cycle 

along with the different keys from the possession of A-1. 

All the prosecution witnesses are corroborative, believable 

and trustworthy which inspires confidence of the court that 

it was A-1 who committed the theft of the Motor-Cycle of 

the informant/PW-1 on that particular date. Defense has 

failed to negate the evidence of the prosecution on the 

question of charge. The evidence of the prosecution 

witnesses clearly indicate that it is the A-1, who committed 

the theft of Motor-Cycle of the informant/PW-1. 

 
25. The present A-1 has failed to account for the 

possession of the stolen Motor-Cycle. In the instant case 

the witnesses did not see the fact of stealing of the Motor-

Cycle by A-1. But A-1 was found with the Motor-Cycle after 

the theft. Clearly the A-1 was caught red handed by the 

Dalgaon police as he came to the place for selling the 

stolen Motor-Cycle to PW-4. Therefore, it can safely be 

concluded that the A-1 was arrested along with the Motor-

Cycle. There is no mention in the evidence of independent 

witnesses that the A-1 ever told them that he had 

purchased the Motor-Cycle from another person neither A-

1 stated in his statement of defense that he received the 

Motor-Cycle from another. This court therefore has no 

doubt and difficulty in concluding and presuming that it 

was A-1 who committed the theft of the Motor-Cycle 

belonging to informant.  
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26. In the present case firstly the prosecution has proved 

that the stolen Motor-Cycle was in possession of A-1, which 

is the first ingredient of Sec.379 IPC. The next ingredients 

that the stolen Motor-Cycle was taken out of the 

possession of informant/PW-1. 

 
27. In this case, from another angle also the facts and 

circumstances go against A-1. It has remained 

unchallenged that the seized stolen Motor-Cycle that was 

recovered from his possession. A-1 has not claimed that 

the stolen Motor-Cycle in question owned by him. As A-1 

was found in possession of the stolen Motor-Cycle 

belonging to the informant/PW-1 without any explanation, 

a presumption can be drawn under Sec.114 illustration (a) 

of Evidence Act that A-1 has stolen the Motor-Cycle. Now, 

it was for the A-1 to rebut the presumption by leading 

evidence. But A-1 has neither led any evidence nor taken 

any defence in his statement under Sec.313 Cr.P.C. A-1 

failed to account his possession over it. A-1 also could not 

probabilise his defence plea through the cross examination 

of the prosecution witnesses. The material on record 

nowhere discloses that the PW-3 and PW-4 had any axe to 

grind against A-1 to falsely implicate him in the instant 

case. There is also nothing on record that the witnesses 

examined in the case were related to the informant so as 

to falsely depose against A-1. In the above facts and 

circumstances, I see no reason to discard the otherwise 

trustworthy evidence of the prosecution witnesses. In the 
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context of such facts and circumstances therefore, it can 

be concluded that the Motor-Cycle is stolen one and A-1 

retained it dishonestly, by drawing presumption under Sec. 

114 (a) of the Evidence Act. 

 
28. No material inconsistency or discrepancy is found in 

the evidence on record, A-1 came to the Silpukhuri Bridge 

on riding the Motor-Cycle, then he was asked to stop by 

Dalgaon Police and stolen Motor-Cycle was recovered from 

his possession and he was caught immediately. All these 

facts are very relevant under the Section 8 and 114 (a) of 

Evidence Act. Under these circumstances of the case, the 

minor discrepancies here and there should not be attached 

undue importance. Discrepancies here and inconsistencies 

there are inevitable in every criminal case. But the Court 

has to see whether such inconsistency or discrepancy has 

shaken the core of the prosecution case and shattered the 

basic version of the witnesses; otherwise, minor 

discrepancy or inconsistency should be ignored as 

observed by Hon’ble Supreme Court in Krishna Mochi & 

Ors. Vs. State of Bihar, reported in (2002) 6 SCC 81. 

 
29. Further, while it is necessary that proof beyond 

reasonable doubt should be adduced in all criminal cases, it 

is not necessary that it should be perfect. In Inder Singh 

Vs State (Delhi Admin.) reported in 1978 SCR (3) 

393, it was held that Credibility of testimony, oral and 

circumstantial, depends considerably on a judicial 
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evaluation of the totality, not isolated scrutiny. Proof 

beyond reasonable doubt is a guideline, not a fetish and 

guilty man cannot get away with it because truth suffers 

some infirmity when projected through human processes. 

 
30. Accordingly, the prosecution has able to prove the 

charge under Sec. 379 IPC against A-1 beyond all 

reasonable doubt. As the offence under Sec. 379 IPC is 

proved, that is why I consider as to whether A-1 deserves 

the benefit of Probation of the Offenders Act or the 

provision of Section 360 Cr.P.C., but I find in negative.  

 
31. In my considered view, A-1 must keep in mind that 

stealing Motor-Cycle and selling of stolen Motor-Cycle is 

not a business for profit making and it is a business for loss 

and punishable offence.  

 
32. I have heard the accused/convict on the point of 

sentence to be imposed upon him which is recorded in a 

separate sheet and tagged with the case record. The 

accused/convict has stated that he has no previous 

criminal conviction. He is a poor person and has to look 

after his family.  He is the sole bread earner of the family 

and he has old ailed parents and three children i.e. two 

girls and one boy. He stated that he was also in jail hazot 

for a considerable period during the stage of investigation. 

Therefore, prayed to impose lesser punishment. I have 

considered the submission of the accused/convict. 

 



Page 19 of 20 
 

CASE NO: G.R. 1859/2009 
 

33. It is not on record that the accused/convict is a 

previous convict. Therefore, long term imprisonment may 

not have healthy effect or result of the case. At the same 

time nature of offence committed by the accused/convict is 

required to be kept in mind.  

 
34. Accordingly, I sentence the accused/convict to 

undergo simple imprisonment for 3 (three) months and to 

pay a fine of Rs. 1,000/- (One Thousand Rupees) in default 

further simple imprisonment for 7 (seven) days for the 

offence under Section 379 IPC.  

 
35. Any period of detention undergone by the 

accused/convict shall be set off against the term of his 

sentence under Sec. 428 Cr.P.C. 

 
36. Let the fine, if paid, be deposited in the State 

Treasury under the proper head. 

  
37. The validity of the bail bonds of the accused/convict 

stand extended for a period of 6 (six) months.  

 

38. Let a copy of the judgment be given to the 

accused/convict immediately free of cost as per the 

provisions of Section 363(1), Cr.P.C. 

 
39. The accused/convict is also informed of his right of 

appeal to higher court against the judgment and order of 

conviction and sentence.  
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40. The custody of the seized Motor-Cycle is made 

absolute in favour of the informant/PW-1. 

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 

24th day of May, 2022 at Sonitpur, Assam. 

        

 

 

(Priyanka Saikia, AJS) 

Judicial Magistrate 1st Class 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 


