
 

1 
 

IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL 

MAGISTRATE (M), GOHPUR, SONITPUR 

 

Present: A. A. Choudhury, SDJM (M), Gohpur 

Date of Judgment: 11.04.2022. 

 

Case No. GR-263/17 

(FIR No. 219/17, Dated. 20/09/2017 - Gohpur P.S) 

COMPLAINANT State of Assam 

(Informant: - Sri. Raju Phukan) 

REPRESENTED BY Ms Barnali Chetia, Ld. APP 

ACCUSED Sri Bikash Bhuyan 

S/O- Sri. Jiten Bhuyan 

Vill- Pockpara, P.S- Gohpur. 

Dist- Biswanath, Assam. 

REPRESENTED BY Sri. T. Chaterjee & S. Saikia, Ld 

Advocates 
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Accused details: 

Rank of 

the 

accused 

Name 

of 

Accused 

Date 

of 

Arrest 

Date 

Release 

on Bail 

Offence 

charged 

with 

Whether 

Acquitted 

or 

convicted 

Sentence 

Imposed 

Period 

of 

detentio

n 

undergo

ne 

during 

trial for 

Date of offence 14.08.2017 

Date of FIR 20.09.2017 

Date of Charge Sheet 31.01.2018 

Date of framing of charges 11.10.2018 

Date of commencement of evidence 05.11.2018 

Date on which judgment is reserved 11.03.2022 

Date of judgment 11.04.2022 

Date of the Sentencing Order, if any 11.04.2022. 
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purpose 

of 

Sec428 

Cr.P.C 

1 Bikash 

Bhuyan 

  279/33

7/427 

IPC 

Convicte

d 

Rs.1000/-(One 

thousand) 

&Rs.500/- 

(Five 

hundred) on 

being 

convicted U/S 

279/337 IPC 

respectively. 

Aggregate 

fine amount 

stands at Rs. 

1500/-(One 

thousand five 

hundred) 

only and in 

default of 

payment of 

fine, shall be 

 



 

4 
 

sentenced to 

S.I for 02 

(two) 

months.  
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IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE 

(M), GOHPUR, SONITPUR. 

G R 263/17 

U/S 279/337/427 I.P.C 

State 

Vs 

Sri Bikash Bhuyan 

S/O- Sri. Jiten Bhuyan 

Vill- Pockpara, P.S- Gohpur. 

Dist- Biswanath, Assam  

                        .....Accused. 

Present:  Mr. A. A. Choudhury, S.D.J.M (M), Gohpur. 

For prosecution:  Ms. Barnali Chetia, Ld. A.P.P 

For defence:        Sri. D. Dutta, Ld. Advocate. 

Date of evidence:   05.11.18, 27.11.18, 22.02.19,  

 23.04.19, 09.05.19, 13.11.19. 

Argument heard on:  11.03.22. 

Judgment delivered on:  11.04.22. ` . 
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JUDGMENT 

(1) The case of the prosecution in a nutshell is that the informant 

namely Sri. Riju Phukon lodged an ejahar/FIR on 22.08.17 

inter-alia alleging that on 14.08.17 at about 09:15 am, while 

informant‟s cousin brother namely Sri. Rupak Saikia was riding 

his motorcycle bearing Regd. No. AS 12 D – 1256 and pillion 

riding his 07 year old daughter namely Miss. Jharna Saikia for 

dropping her at Kolabari L.P. School, meanwhile, prior to 

reaching the school, accused Bikash Bhuyan, who was driving 

his Bolero (white color without registration no. bearing A/F) 

vehicle in rash, negligent and high speed manner dashed with 

the motorcycle of Sri. Rupak Saikia near NH 15 about 150 

meters from Kolabari Centre causing grievous injury to the rider 

of the motorcycle namely Sri. Rupak Saikia and his 07 year old 

daughter namely Miss. Jharna Saikia in addition to damage to 

the said motorcycle. Both the injured persons were taken to 

Gohpur SDCH by the local persons and were subsequently 

referred to Tezpur Medical Hospital. It is also stated that delay 

in lodging ejahar was caused due to treatment of victims. 

 

(2) The ejahar/FIR was initially received at Hawajaan Out-Post vide 

G D Entry No. 314 dated 22.08.20 and thereafter on being 

forwarded to Gohpur P.S, the same was registered as a case 
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vide Gohpur P.S. Case No. 219/2017 dated 20.09.17 U/S 

279/338/427 I.P.C and on completion of the investigation, 

Charge-Sheet was submitted U/S 279/337/427 I.P.C against the 

accused person namely Sri. Bikash Bhuyan. Moreover, I could 

not find any explanation provided by the O/C, Gohpur than for 

delayed registration of the case on 20.09.17 though GDE at 

Hawajan O.P was made on 22.08.17, which is the date of 

lodging the ejahar. 

 (3) Accordingly, cognizance was taken and copies were served to 

the accused person and when particulars of offence under 

section 279/337/427 I.P.C were read over and explained to the 

accused person, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

(4)  During the trail, the prosecution side has examined 01 (one) 

Court Witness and 06 (six) Prosecution witnesses, whereas, the 

case of accused is that of denial.  

(5) Point for determination:  

(i)  Whether the accused person namely Sri. Bikash Bhuyan has 

driven a Bolero vehicle bearing Registration Number – AS 12S-

0129 on 14.08.17 in a rash and negligent manner upon a public 

way endangering human life or likely to cause hurt or injury to 

other person? 
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(ii)  Whether the accused person caused hurt to the victims namely 

Sri. Rupak Saikia and his 07 year old daughter namely Miss. 

Jharna Saikia by doing a rash and negligent act as to endanger 

human life or public safety of others? 

(iii). Whether the accused person has committed mischief by 

causing wrongful loss or damage to the informant‟s property 

(motorcycle bearing Regd No. AS-12D-1256) worth Rupees 50 

or upwards? 

Decision thereon and Reasons for the decision: 

(6)  In evidence, the victim namely Sri. Rupak Saikia as CW 1 

deposed that informant is his brother and he knows the 

accused person. On 14.08.17, at about 11:30 am, while CW 1 

was riding motorcycle towards Gohpur; one Bolero Pick Up Van 

dashed CW 1 at Kalabari Centre and as a result, CW 1 fell down 

and sustained injuries. CW 1 saw the accused person at the 

place of occurrence. CW 1 cannot say how the incident 

occurred as it occurred instantly. CW 1 was treated at Gohpur, 

Catholic Hospital and Tezpur. PW 1‟s cousin brother lodged the 

ejahar. The Bike did not suffer any damage.  

(7)  In cross examination, CW 1 stated that there were about 04 

nos of schools near the place of occurrence. At the time of 

incident, there were many children on the street. The school of 
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CW 1‟s daughter is on the right hand side of the road. Accident 

occurred in front of the school while CW 1 was entering the 

school.  

(8). PW 1 namely Sri. Raju Phukon, who is the informant of the 

case deposed in his evidence that he knows the accused 

person. Incident occurred at about 4-5 months ago (from date 

of his evidence – 27.11.2018) at about 09:30 am in front of 

Kalabari Rajhowa Bhawan. While Pradip Saikia @ Rupak was 

going to drop his daughter at her school in his motor-cycle; 

meanwhile, accused Bikash Bhuyan driving his silver colour 

Bolero dashed the motorcycle from behind and as a result the 

minor daughter of Pradip Saikia skidded off from the motorcycle 

and Pradip Sakia sustained injuries at his back.  PW 1 saw the 

incident and informed the Ambulance which took the victims to 

Gohpur SDCH and then referred to Catholic Hospital and then 

referred to Thumuki. Accused person was driving in high speed 

and also holding his mobile phone in one hand and thus due to 

the recklessness, the incident occurred. The delay in lodging 

ejahar was caused due to PW 1 engaged in treatment of 

victims.  

(9). In cross examination, PW 1 stated that he saw the accident 

which occurred at a distance of about 10 metres from PW 1. 
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While Rupak, riding his motorcycle was crossing the road and 

observing his rear to see if any approaching vehicles are 

nearby, suddenly the Bolero dashed the bike near School of 

Rupak‟s daughter. PW 1 does not remember the date of lodging 

ejahar. Ejahar was written as per PW 1‟s version. PW 1 knows 

the accused person. There are about 04 nos School nearby the 

place of occurrence and at that time, school children were 

coming to School. PW 1 denied the fact that he has not stated 

before police that accused person was driving in high speed 

and was also holding a mobile phone in one hand. PW 1 has 

denied the suggestions put to him by the defence side.  

(10) In evidence PW 2 namely Biju Phukon deposed that he knows 

both the parties. One day about 06 months ago (from the date 

of evidence of PW 2 – 27.11.18) at about 09:00 am, while PW 2 

was at Kalabari Centre; PW 2 heard a commotion and saw that 

one little girl was lying on the ground and Rupak Saikia has 

lifted her to the white Bolero vehicle of the accused person and 

were proceeding towards Gohpur. 

(11) In cross examination, PW 2 stated that informant Raju Phukon 

is his younger brother and victim Rupak Saikia is his cousin 

brother. Accident occurred while Rupak Saikia was going to 
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School in motorcycle to drop his daughter and crossing the 

road. 

12. PW 3 namely Priyanka Sakia deposed that she knows both the 

parties and incident occurred about 01 year ago (from date of 

her evidence – 22.02.19) near Kalabari Mornaiguri Bridge at 

about 09:40 am. While PW 3‟s husband namely Rupak Saikia 

was going to drop their daughter namely Gungun Saikia at her 

school in his motor-cycle; meanwhile one Bolero vehicle dashed 

the motorcycle from behind and as a result their daughter 

sustained injury at her neck and forehead. PW 3 has seen the 

incident. PW 3‟s husband was taken to Gohpur SDCH in 108 

Ambulance and than referred to Catholic Hospital and then 

referred to Tezpur, Thumuki. PW 3‟s husband sustained 

fracture of the leg requiring installation of a „plate‟. They have 

also stated at GMCH, Guwahati for about 4-5 days.  

13. In cross examination, PW 3 stated that she was nervous and 

cannot say who was driving the Bolero vehicle. The Bolero 

vehicle was going on speed. PW 3‟s husband was about to 

cross the road to reach their child‟s school. PW 3 has denied 

the suggestions put to her. 

14. In evidence, PW 4 namely Rajen Saikia deposed that he saw 

the accused person on the day of incident. On 14.08.2017 at 
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about 09:30-09:45 am while Rupak Saikia was going to drop his 

07 year old daughter at her school in his motor-cycle; 

meanwhile in front of Kalabari Majalia Vidyalaya after crossing 

Kalabari Centre, as he was about to cross the road; one Bolero 

vehicle dashed the motorcycle from behind and as a result both 

Rupak Saikia and his daughter fall down. Rupak Saikia was 

taken to Gohpur SDCH in the Bolero vehicle and then referred 

to Catholic Hospital and then referred to Tezpur Medical 

College, where he stayed for 14 days. Rupak Saikia‟s back-bone 

was dislocated.  The minor girl sustained injuries at her elbow, 

left knee. PW 4 signed the seizure list of the motorcycle. 

15. In cross examination, PW 4 stated that he was sitting over a 

bench near the place of incident. The incident occurred as the 

Bolero was driven at the side of the road. PW 4 has denied the 

suggestion that the Bolero vehicle was driven properly and in 

permissible speed. PW 4 also denied that the motorcycle did 

not use indicator light and suddenly crossed the road.  PW 4 

signed on a blank paper. PW 4 has denied the suggestions put 

to him.  

16. In evidence, PW 5 namely Sonmoni Borah deposed that he 

knows the informant and came to know about the accused 

person from the day of incident. About one (01) year ago (from 
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the date of evidence of PW 5 – 09.05.19) at about 09:00 – 

09:30 am PW 5 has seen Pradip riding a motorcycle to drop his 

minor daughter at School , meanwhile in front of Tiniali M E 

School, Kalabari, one Bolero vehicle dashed the motorcycle 

from behind as the motorcycle was about to cross the road and 

as a result Pradip fell down and sustained injuries. Accused 

person brought the victim Pradip in his own vehicle. PW 5 has 

not seen any injuries on the minor daughter.  

17. In his cross examination, PW 5 stated that the motorcycle did 

not turn on the indicator signal while crossing the road. The 

distance between the Bolero vehicle and the bike was about 25 

feet. The accident occurred due to non-use of signal.  

18. The Investigation Officer of the case namely ASI Aditya Baruti 

was examined as PW 7 (seriatim ought to have been as PW 6) 

who in his evidence deposed that on 22.08.19 at about 09:30 

am, one Rupak Saikia informed the i/c, Hawajan that one 

Bolero vehicle has hit a motorcycle and as a result, the rider 

(Rupak Saikia) and his daughter Jharna Saikia sustained 

injuries. G D Entry was made vide No. 314 dated 22.08.17. As 

PW 7 was entrusted with investigation of the case, PW 7 

proceeded to the place of occurrence, prepared sketch map and 

recorded statement of witnesses. PW 7 has also seized the 
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Bolero vehicle which belonged to Bikash Bhuyan and that he 

was driving the vehicle at the time of incident. Incident 

occurred near the RCC bridge at Kalabari on N H 17. Both the 

Bolero vehicle and the motorcycle were seized by PW 7. S.I 

Padmeswar Borkotoky filed the Charge Sheet against accused 

Bikas Bhuyan U/S 279/337/427 IPC. 

19. In cross examination PW 7 stated that he came to know about 

the incident on the day of incident which is 22.08.17 and on 

that day, PW 7 recorded the statement of witnesses, prepred 

the sketch map and seized both vehicles. PW 1 Rajib Phukon 

did not state in his 161 statement that accused had a phone in 

his hand at the time of incident. PW 1 also did not state before 

PW 7 that while turning back, the car hit the motorcycle. PW 7 

has denied the suggestions put to him. . 

20. Upon appreciating the evidence of the witnesses, it is seen that 

PW 1, PW 3, PW 4 and PW 5 are eye-witnesses, who have seen 

the occurrence of the incident directly. PW 2 was nearby the 

place of occurrence at the time of incident and heard a 

commotion and also saw the injured victims as well as the 

accused and his vehicle just after the occurrence. The 

submission of the ld. defence counsel is that PW 1 and PW 3 

are cousin brother and wife respectively of victim/CW 1 and 



 

15 
 

hence are interested witnesses. All the witnesses, except PW 2 

have deposed uniformly that one day at about morning hours 

while Pradip Saikia @ Rupak was going to drop his daughter at 

her school in his motor-cycle and as Pradip Saikia @ Rupak was 

about to cross the road to enter the school to drop his 

daughter; meanwhile, accused Bikash Bhuyan driving his Bolero 

dashed the motorcycle from behind and as a result both the 

rider and her minor daughter sustained injuries. Victims were 

immediately taken for medical treatment. PW 2, who was 

nearby the place of occurrence, immediately rushed to the 

place of occurrence on hearing a commotion and saw that one 

little girl was lying on the ground and Rupak Saikia was lifted to 

the white Bolero vehicle of the accused person and were 

proceeding towards Gohpur. In his cross examination, PW 2 

stated that accident occurred while Rupak Saikia was going to 

School in motorcycle to drop his daughter and crossing the 

road. All the witnesses have deposed that the place of 

occurrence was near Kolabari Centre on National Highway. 

21. The prosecution side submits that PW 1 has seen the incident 

from as close as 10 metres from the place of incident. PW 1 

also deposed that accused person was driving in high speed 

and also holding his mobile phone in one hand and thus due to 

the recklessness, the incident occurred. PW 3 in her cross 
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examination stated that the Bolero vehicle was going on speed. 

It is also seen that at the place of occurrence, there are about 

04 schools and there were plenty of school going children at 

that point of time. This leads us to the strong assertion that 

accused person was reckless in driving especially in the vicinity 

of schools and that too during school opening hours where 

students and their guardians accumulate for entering their 

respective schools. One ought to have been extra cautious and 

highly alert while driving in such areas like nearby schools, 

hospitals etc. However, the defence of the accused side is that 

which PW 5 stated in his cross examination stating that the 

motorcycle did not turn-on the indicator signal while crossing 

the road. The distance between the Bolero vehicle and the bike 

was about 25 feet. The accident occurred due to non-use of 

signal. PW 5 appears to be an independent witness and hence 

cannot be ruled out completely.  

22. As regards injury sustained by the victims – there is no Medical 

Report of the minor girl namely Gungun Saikia. PW 5 deposed 

in his evidence that he has not seen any injuries on the minor 

girl at the place of occurrence. The Medical Injury Certificate of 

Rupak Saikia dated 14.08.17 mentions that victim sustained 

abrasion of left side of forehead, right elbow joint, both hands, 

right foot, haematoma on left side of forehead and tenderness 
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at back. The witnesses have also deposed regarding injuries 

sustained by victim Rupak Saikia in various degrees. The victim 

as CW 1 in his evidence deposed that the Bike did not suffer 

any damage. 

23. As regards the deposition of PW 1 that the accused person was 

driving in high speed and also holding his mobile phone in one 

hand and thus due to the recklessness, the incident occurred; 

could not be absolutely relied, especially the part of using 

mobile phone while driving, as because the said witness, ie, PW 

1 did not state the same in his statement recorded by the police 

U/S 161 Cr.P.C as stated by the I.O of the case in his evidence.  

24. Hence, considering the evidence of the witnesses, the injury 

certificate of victim Rupak Saikia, the MVI examination report of 

both the vehicles, it can be said that victim Rupak Saikia while 

riding his motorcycle alongwith his minor daughter  was hit by 

the vehicle driven by the accused person from behind. I have 

also considered the evidence of PW 5 that victim did not use 

the turn indicator in his bike while crossing the road in his 

motorcycle. However, the place of occurence is such that there 

are multiple of schools in and around that locality and the time 

was of opening of schools where naturally there will be a 

gathering of students and their guardians. The vehicle passing 
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through such a delicate zone ought to have been extra cautious 

while driving any vehicle. PW 5 in his cross examination 

deposed that the distance between the Bolero vehicle and the 

bike was about 25 feet and yet if the collision had occurred, it 

speaks about the speed at which the Bolero vehicle was 

travelling at that point of time and that it corroborates with 

evidence of other witnesses who deposed that the Bolero 

vehicle driven by the accused person was driven at high speed.  

25. Thus, considering the facts and circumstances of the case in 

the light of the evidence discussed above ; the following issues 

are answered accordingly: 

(i)  Whether the accused person namely Sri. Bikash Bhuyan has 

driven a Bolero vehicle bearing Registration Number – AS 12S-

0129 on 14.08.17 in a rash and negligent manner upon a public 

way endangering human life or likely to cause hurt or injury to 

other person? – This issue in answered in the affirmative and 

against the accused person for reasons already discussed in the 

preceding paragraphs.  

(ii)  Whether the accused person caused hurt to the victims namely 

Sri. Rupak Saikia and his 07 year old daughter namely Miss. 

Jharna Saikia by doing a rash and negligent act as to endanger 

human life or public safety of others? - This issue in answered 
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in the affirmative and against the accused person in so far as 

hurt to victim Rupak Saikia is concerned. 

(iii). Whether the accused person has committed mischief by 

causing wrongful loss or damage to the informant‟s property 

(motorcycle bearing Regd No. AS-12D-1256) worth Rupees 50 

or upwards? This issue in answered in the negative and in 

favour of the accused person as because  the victim Rupak 

Saikia who was himself riding the bike at that point of time in 

his evidence as CW 1 deposed that the Bike did not suffer any 

damage. Moreover, the MVI Report regarding the bike mentions 

extent of damage as: “Front Visor”, which in my opinion, could 

have been in a damaged condition prior to the incident or if 

caused at the time of incident is not mentioned as to the extent 

of damage in monetary terms so as to attract the provision of 

Section 427 IPC. 

26. Therefore, considering the above, the following Order is passed 

in this case. 

O R D E R 

27. The accused person namely Sri. Bikash Bhuyan stands 

convicted in this case on being found guilty of the offence U/S 

279/337 IPC charged against him for reasons discussed above. 
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28. This Court has also given due consideration as to whether the 

provisions of the Probation of Offenders Act, 1958 can be 

applicable in the instant case, but in this case, such an offence 

is not a fit case to release the accused person under the Act of 

1958 as the offence pertains reckless and irresponsible act on 

the part of the accused person which adversely affects innocent 

victim causing much pain and suffering to them in addition to 

monetary cost as well.  

29. Later on, also heard accused Bikash Bhuyan on the question of 

sentence. Accused pleaded clemency as the instant offence 

being the first and only offence ever committed by him and 

further assured that henceforth he will never commit any 

offence. Considering the nature of the offence and the manner 

of commission of the offence; prayer for clemency made by 

accused person stands rejected. 

30. Hence, accused Sri. Bikash Bhuyan is sentenced to payment of 

fine of Rs. 1000/- (One thousand) and Rs. 500/- (Five hundred) 

on being convicted U/S 279/337 IPC respectively. Aggregate 

fine amount stands at Rs. 1500/- (One thousand five hundred) 

only and in default of payment of fine, shall be sentenced to S.I 

for 02 (two) months.  
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31. No imprisonment is awarded in this case, only considering that 

the victim person while riding his motorcycle did not use turn 

indicator while crossing the road, as deposed by PW 5, which is 

mandatory on the part of the any rider to use turn indicators 

and to obey all the mandatory and safety rules and regulations 

to avoid any untoward incident by cautioning the vehicle at the 

rear.  

32. The judgement is pronounced in open Court in the presence of 

the accused person. 

33. Let free copy of the Judgement and Order be furnished to the 

convicted accused person.  

34. Seized materials, if any, be disposed off as per provisions of law 

35. Accordingly, case disposed off. 

 Bail bond, if any, shall remain in force for a period 06 (six) 

months as specified under provisions of law. 

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 11th day 

of April, 2022. 

 

A. A.  Choudhury,  

                                                           S.D.J.M (M), Gohpur,  
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A P P E N D I X 

 Prosecution Witness:  

 PW 1 – Raju Phukon. - Informant 

 PW 2 – Biju Phukon. – Eye witness 

 PW 3 – Priyanka Saikia. 

 PW 4 – Rajen Saikia 

 PW 5 – Sonmoni Borah 

 PW 7 – ASL Aditya Baruti – I.O 

 Defence Witness: NIL 

 Court Witness:  

  C W 1 – Rupak Saikia - Vicitm 

 Prosecution Exhibits: NIL 

  Exhibit 1- Ejahar. 

  Exhibit 2 & 3 – Seizure List 

  Exhibit 4 – Sketch Map 

  Exhibit 5 – Charge Sheet. 

 Defence Exhibits: NIL 
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 Court Exhibits : NIL 

 Material Objects: NIL 

 

                                                      A. A.  Choudhury,  

                           SDJM (M), Gohpur.  
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11.04.22: 

Accused person is present in Court today and vide petition no. 973 

dated today prayed for previous bail showing ground of absence. 

Considering all and hearing both sides, petition no. 973 stands 

allowed. 

Judgment and Order is pronounced in open Court today. 

The following Order is passed in this case. 

Keep the original copy of Judgment and Order alongwith the C/R. 

O R D E R 

27. The accused person namely Sri. Bikash Bhuyan stands 

convicted in this case on being found guilty of the offence U/S 

279/337 IPC charged against him for reasons discussed above. 

28. This Court has also given due consideration as to whether the 

provisions of the Probation of Offenders Act, 1958 can be 

applicable in the instant case, but in this case, such an offence 

is not a fit case to release the accused person under the Act of 

1958 as the offence pertains reckless and irresponsible act on 

the part of the accused person which adversely affects innocent 

victim causing much pain and suffering to them in addition to 

monetary cost as well.  
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29. Later on, also heard accused Bikash Bhuyan on the question of 

sentence. Accused pleaded clemency as the instant offence 

being the first and only offence ever committed by him and 

further assured that henceforth he will never commit any 

offence. Considering the nature of the offence and the manner 

of commission of the offence; prayer for clemency made by 

accused person stands rejected. 

30. Hence, accused Sri. Bikash Bhuyan is sentenced to payment of 

fine of Rs. 1000/- (One thousand) and Rs. 500/- (Five hundred) 

on being convicted U/S 279/337 IPC respectively. Aggregate 

fine amount stands at Rs. 1500/- (One thousand five hundred) 

only and in default of payment of fine, shall be sentenced to S.I 

for 02 (two) months.  

31. No imprisonment is awarded in this case only considering that 

the victim person while riding his motorcycle did not use turn 

indicator while crossing the road, as deposed by PW 5, which is 

mandatory on the part of the any rider to use turn indicators 

and to obey all the mandatory and safety rules and regulations 

to avoid any untoward incident by cautioning the vehicle at the 

rear.  

32. The judgement is pronounced in open Court in the presence of 

the accused person. 
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33. Let free copy of the Judgement and Order be furnished to the 

convicted accused person.  

34. Seized materials, if any, be disposed off as per provisions of law 

35. Accordingly, case disposed off. 

 Bail bond, if any, shall remain in force for a period 06 (six) 

months as specified under provisions of law. 

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 11th day 

of April, 2022. 

 

A. A.  Choudhury,  

                                                           S.D.J.M (M), Gohpur,  

 

 

 

 


