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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

1.  Prosecution’s case, in brief, is that one Smti. Minu Medhi 

lodged an ejahar before the Officer-in-Charge, Tihu P.S on 23.12.17 allegig 

inter-alia that after solemnizing social marriage with the accused Kamal 

Krishna Talukdar on 23rd May, 2017, he along with accused persons 

Bhubaneswar Talukdar and Damodar Talukdar started harassing her. After 

three days from her marriage, accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar told the 

informant that he will not take the responsibility of the informant and consider 

her as his wife as he had not consented to the marriage and that he loves 

some other girl. He solemnized the marriage as his father and brother 

pressurized him to do so. The accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar also assaulted 

her. When the informant told all such behavior of her husband to other two 

accused persons, they suggested the informant to return to her parental 



 

 
 

house and accordingly on 1st August, 2017, she went to her parental house. 

After few days, when no one from her matrimonial house came to take her 

back to her matrimonial house, the informant along with her mother and 

some other persons went to her matrimonial house but accused Bhubaneswar 

Talukdar and Damodar Talukdar refused to keep her and as such they 

returned home. Thereafter, the accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar sent a legal 

notice to the informant and accordingly the informant along with her mother 

and other persons, who went earlier, accompanied them to her matrimonial 

house but accused Bhubaneswar Talukdar insulted them and chased them 

away. Hence the case. 

2.  On receipt of the ejahar, Tihu P.S. Case No. 214/17 U/s 498-

A/34 I.P.C. was registered and investigated into. On completion of the 

investigation, I/O filed charge-sheet only against the accused Sri Kamal 

Krishna Talukdar U/s 498-A I.P.C and cognizance has been taken only against 

the accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar under the same section of law. 

3. The accused person appeared before the Court on receiving summons. The 

necessary copies have been furnished to the accused person in accordance 

with sec 207 CrPC. Perused the charge-sheet and the case record. Finding 

materials against the accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar u/s 498-A IPC, charge 

under the same section of law has been framed against him which was read 

over and explained to him to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried.  

4.  In support of its case, prosecution side examined 7 (seven) 

witnesses. The accused was examined u/s. 313 Cr.P.C wherein he took the 

plea of denial. Defence has examined no witness.   

5.  I have heard arguments of the learned counsels for both the 

sides at length, gone through the case record and perused the evidence 

carefully.                                                       

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION ARE: 

6.  (i) Whether the accused person at Siyalmari village, under Tihu 

P.S, being the husband of the informant, after marriage, subjected her mental 

harassment and thereby committed an offence punishable u/s 498-A IPC? 

   

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREON: 



 

 
 

7. Before going to decide the points for determination, let me 

describe the evidence in brief. P.W.1/informant, Smti. Minu Medhi, had 

deposed in her evidence that she lodged the FIR against Kamal Krishna 

Talukdar, Bhubaneswar Talukdar and Damodar Talukdar on 23.12.17 at about 

9.30 pm. The marriage was solemnized socially on 23.05.2017. In the night of 

third day from the date of her marriage with the accused Kamal Krishna 

Talukdar, he told her that he loves some other girl and he entered into this 

marriage because of his family pressure. After three days from the date of this 

incident, he went to Guwahati and there used to be arguments on the same 

topic for about fifteen days over phone. When he returned home after fifteen 

days he used to talk with someone else over phone and when PW 1 tried to 

enquire about the same, the accused slapped her and pushed her away as a 

result of which she fell down. Whenever there arises any dispute between the 

informant/PW 1 and the accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar on this topic, the 

accused used to assault her. Once accused Bhubaneswar Talukdar chased 

P.W.1 to assault her but he could not as P.W.1 closed the door. In the month 

of July, PW 1 stayed 2 (two) nights at her husband’s rented house at Lakhra, 

Guwahati and from there she went to her brother’s house at Khanapara.   

Presently P.W.1 residing at her parental house at Siyalmari and she has been 

living there since 1st August, 2017.  P.W.1 stayed only 2 (two) months at her 

matrimonial house. After twenty days from the date of her marriage, when 

P.W.1 confronted the matter to her father-in-law, he admitted that they 

pressurized accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar for the marriage thinking that the 

accused will change after marriage. PW 1’s father-in-law told her that she can 

leave her matrimonial house along with her stridhan articles if PW 1 has any 

objection. On 9th October, 2017, when P.W.1 went to her matrimonial house 

her father-in-law refused to keep her. But on 14.12.17, they sent an advocate 

notice directing PW 1 to return to her matrimonial house within fifteen days.  

Accordingly, P.W.1 went to her matrimonial house on 23.12.17 but her father-

in-law and her brother-in-law refused to keep her as her husband was not at 

home. Thereafter, PW 1 lodged the FIR against the accused persons. Ext.1 is 

the ejahar and Ext. 1(1) is the signature of P.W.1. 

8. In her cross-examination, PW 1 had stated that she had not 

lodged any FIR apart from this in respect of assaults meted out to her. It is 

not a fact that P.W.1 had not stated before police that there used to be 



 

 
 

arguments between PW 1 and her husband/accused for fifteen days over 

phone, that after fifteen days when her husband/accused returned home he 

used to talk with some other persons over phone, that when PW 1 enquired 

about the same accused/husband slapped her and pushed her away as a 

result of which PW 1 fell down, that once accused Bhubaneswar Talukdar 

chases PW1 to assault her but could not as she closed the door, that after 

twenty days from the date of her marriage, when P.W.1 confronted the 

matter to her father-in-law, he admitted that they pressurized accused Kamal 

Krishna Talukdar for the marriage thinking that the accused will change after 

marriage, that PW 1 can leave her matrimonial house along with her stridhan 

articles if PW 1 has any objection, that on 9th October, 2017, when P.W.1 

went to her matrimonial house but her husband/accused refused to keep her, 

that two villagers namely Hriday Talukdar and Harmohan Talukdar were also 

present when they went to their matrimonial house on 23rd December, 2017. 

It is not a fact that P.W.1 lodged this case falsely. 

9. P.W.2, Sri Dhaneswar Medhi, has stated in his evidence that 

informant Minu Medhi is his sister and accused is his brother-in-law. PW 2 

further deposed that PW 1 and the accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar socially 

solemnized their marriage on 23 May, 2017 and after five days from the date 

of their marriage when PW 1 formally went to her matrimonial house, the 

accused told PW 1 on that night itself that he was not willing to marry PW 1 

but compelled to do so by his family members. After two days the 

accused/husband went to Guwahati and stopped responding PW 1’s phone 

calls. The accused used to harass PW 1 both physically and mentally. When 

PW 1 confronted these matters to her father-in-law then he used to ask PW 1 

to leave her matrimonial house along with her stridhan articles. On 1st August, 

2017, P.W.1 left her matrimonial house and since then she had been residing 

in her parental house. On 9th December, 2017, P.W.2 along with her mother, 

cousin Biraja Medhi and brother of PW 2 took PW 1 to her matrimonial house 

but her father-in-law refused to keep her and as such they returned home. On 

14.12.17, the accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar sent an advocate notice to PW 

1 directing PW 1 to return to her matrimonial house within fifteen days. 

Accordingly, on 23.12.17 they again took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house but 

her father-in-law again refused to keep her as her husband/accused was not 

at home. Thereafter, they lodged the FIR. 



 

 
 

10. In his cross-examination, PW 2 deposed that the informant/PW 

1 is an Anganwadi worker. PW 2 further deposed that neither PW 1 told PW 2 

that after five days from the date of marriage between PW 1 and accused 

Kamal Krishna Talukdar, accused told PW 1 that he was not willing to marry 

her but had to marry her because his family forced him nor PW 2 heard about 

the same by himself. It is not a fact that P.W.2 had not stated before Police 

that after five days from the date of marriage between PW 1 and the accused, 

the accused told P.W.1 that he was not willing to marry her, that his family 

members forced him for the marriage, that the accused stopped responding 

calls of PW 1 after he went to Guwahati after two days from the date of their 

dispute, that the accused used to assault the informant/PW 1 both mentally 

and physically. P.W.2 stated that he had not seen the accused harassing 

P.W.1 both physically and mentally. It is not a fact that P.W.2 has not stated 

before police that on 9th December, 2017 he along with his mother, cousin 

Biraja Medhi and his brother took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house but the 

accused refused to keep her. On 23.12.17, when P.W.2 along with others 

again took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house, Harmohan Talukdar and Hriday 

Talukdar were also present there. PW 2 also stated that PW 1 had not lodged 

any other FIR against the accused in respect of physical and mental tortures 

meted out to her. It is not a fact that P.W.2 deposed falsely for the sake of his 

sister.   

11. P.W.3, Sri Tankeswar Medhi, deposed in his evidence that 

informant is his sister and accused is his brother-in-law and their marriage 

was solemnized socially on 23rd May, 2017. After three days from the date of 

their marriage, P.W.1 formally went to her matrimonial house and on the 

night of that day itself accused told PW 1 that he was not willing to marry PW 

1 because he loves another girl but he had to marry PW 1 since his family 

forced him to do so. On 1st August, 2017, P.W.1 returned to her parental 

house. The accused mentally harassed PW 1 and also assaulted her. Even her 

father-in-law asked her to leave her matrimonial house. On 9th December, 

2017, P.W.3 along with others took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house but the 

accused refused to keep her.  On 14.12.17 the accused sent an advocate 

notice directing PW 1 to return to her matrimonial house within fifteen days 

and accordingly on 23-12-17, PW 3 along with others again took P.W.1 to her 



 

 
 

matrimonial house but that day also the accused persons refused to keep her. 

Thereafter PW 1 lodged the FIR.  

12. In his cross-examination, PW 3 had stated that he was not 

present at the place of occurrence and he had not seen the incident. He only 

heard about the same. It is not a fact that P.W.3 had not stated before police 

that the accused person assaulted the informant and the father of the accused 

person asked the informant to leave her matrimonial house. On 9.12.17,  

P.W.3 along with his brother, his cousin and his mother took PW 1 to her 

matrimonial house but the accused refused to keep her. Again on 23.12.17, 

P.W.3, his brother, his cousin and his brother-in-law took P.W.1 to her 

matrimonial house.  On that day Hriday Talukdar was also present at the 

house of the accused person. However, the accused person/husband was not 

present at his house on that day. It is not a fact that P.W.3 deposed falsely for 

the sake of his sister.   

13. P.W.4, Smti. Biraja Medhi, has stated in her evidence that the 

informant is her cousin. The accused is her co-villager and he married PW 1 

on 23.5.17. Soon after the marriage of PW 1 with the accused, PW 1 told PW 

4 that the accused told her that he was forced for the marriage. PW 1 also 

used to tell PW 4 that the accused assaulted her both physically and mentally. 

However, PW 4 stated that she had not seen the accused assaulting PW 1. On 

9th December, 2017, P.W.4 along with others took P.W.1 to her matrimonial 

house but the family members of the accused person refused to keep her.  

After few days, the accused person sent a legal notice to PW 1 directing her to 

return to her matrimonial house within fifteen days and continue her conjugal 

life. Accordingly, on 23rd December, 2017, P.W.4 along with others again took 

P.W.1 to her matrimonial house but that day also the family members of the 

accused refused to keep her. P.W.4’s brother had informed the accused that 

they will be visiting his house to keep PW 1 at her matrimonial house but he 

had switched off his mobile on that day. Police interrogated P.W.4.   

14. In her cross-examination, PW 4 had stated that it is not a fact 

that P.W.4 had not stated before police that on 9th December, 2017, P.W.4 

along with others took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house but the family 

members of the accused persons refused to keep her, that after few days the 

accused sent a legal notice to PW 1 directing the PW 1 to return to her 

matrimonial house within fifteen days and continue her conjugal life. On 9th 



 

 
 

December, 2017 accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar was not at home.  It is not a 

fact that P.W.4 had not stated before police that his brother informed the 

accused that they will be visiting his house to keep PW 1 at her matrimonial 

house but on that day the accused had switched off his mobile. On 23rd 

December, 2017 when PW 4 along with Suren Rajbongshi, Dhaneswar Medhi, 

Tankeswar Medhi and Minu Medhi took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house, 

Hriday Talukdar and Harmohan Talukdar were also present at the house of 

the accused. It is not a fact that on 23rd December, 2017, the father of the 

accused person refused to keep PW 1 at her matrimonial house as her 

husband/accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar was not at home. It is not a fact 

that P.W.4 depose falsely before Court that on 9th December, 2017, P.W.4 

took P.W.1 to her matrimonial house, that a legal notice was received and in 

accordance with the legal notice they again took PW 1 to her matrimonial 

house on 23-12-17. 

15. P.W.5, Sri Harmohan Talukdar, had deposed in his evidence 

that he knows the informant and the accused person. On 23.12.17, P.W.5 

went to the house of accused where he saw that the informant/P.W.1, Biraja 

Medhi, P.W.1’s younger brother Dhanjit, another younger brother of P.W.1, 

P.W.1’s brother-in-law, P.W.1’s father and one elder brother were also present 

there. P.W.5 heard some noise from the courtyard of the house of the 

accused person and suspected of some dispute inside the house of the 

accused person. When PW 5 went inside the house he heard the father of the 

accused person saying that he will keep PW 1 when her husband/accused 

Kamal Krishna Talukdar stays at home.  P.W.5 knows that the accused had 

sent a legal notice to P.W.1 and accordingly P.W.1 returned to her 

matrimonial house on that day but the father of the accused person refused to 

keep her as her husband/accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar was not at home.   

16. In his cross-examination, he has stated that on 16th December, 

2017, accused’s father called P.W.5, Sanjay Kalita, Prabin Deka and Khagen 

Kalita to compromise the matter between the 1st party and the accused 

person. The father of the accused person told us that he had called the family 

members of the informant/PW 1 but they did not come on that day. PW 5 

does not know whether the father of the accused actually invited them or not. 

On 23rd December, 2017, the father of the accused asked them to come on 

25th December, 2017, because on that day accused will remain at home and 



 

 
 

on that day they will keep PW 1. Thereafter, the informant/PW 1 along with 

other family members left the house of the accused. Later, PW 5 came to 

know that on 25th December, 2017, PW 1 did not went to her matrimonial 

house but lodged an FIR against the accused person.   

17. P.W.6, Sri Suren Rajbongshi, had deposed in his evidence that 

he knows the informant and the accused person. The informant/PW 1 and the 

accused solemnized their marriage socially on 23rd May, 2017. PW 1 informed 

PW 6 over phone that the accused used to torture her both physically and 

mentally. Once PW 6 invited both the informant/PW 1 and her 

husband/accused for lunch and on that day also accused was talking to 

someone over phone for about two hours. On the same day, after leaving PW 

6’s house the accused slapped PW 1 and PW 1 informed PW 6 about the same 

over phone. On 10th or 12th of December, 2017 P.W.1 received a legal notice 

from the accused wherein she was directed to return to her matrimonial house 

with ten to fifteen days. Accordingly, PW 6 along with PW 1, Tankeswar Medhi 

and Biraja Medhi went to the house of the accused person. The father-in-law 

of the accused person refused to keep her as her husband/accused was not at 

home. Thereafter, they came back from there and lodged the FIR. Police 

interrogated P.W.6.   

18. In his cross-examination, PW 6 had stated that he had not seen 

the accused torturing P.W.1 both physically and mentally. P.W.6 does not 

remember whether he had stated before police or not that once he had 

invited P.W.1 and the accused for lunch and on that day the accused was 

talking to someone over phone for about two hours and that on the same day 

after returning from the house of P.W.6, accused slapped P.W.1.  P.W.6 had 

not seen the accused slapping P.W.1. It is not a fact that P.W.6 had not 

stated before police that on 10th or 12th of December, 2017, P.W.1 received a 

legal notice wherein she was directed to return to her matrimonial house 

within ten to fifteen days and continue her conjugal life. she was directed that 

she has to go to her matrimonial house within 10-15 days to start their 

conjugal life.  It is not a fact that on 23rd December, 2017 the father-in-law of 

PW 1 refused to keep her as her husband/accused was not at home and 

asked her to come on 25th December, 2017, but PW 1 falsely lodged the case 

against the accused person. It is not a fact that P.W.6 deposed falsely before 

the Court.   



 

 
 

19. P.W.7, SI Kanak Ch. Sarma, had deposed in his evidence that 

on 23.12.17 the informant lodged an ejahar before the O/C Tihu P.S. and the 

same was registered and endorsed to PW 7 for investigation. On the day of 

lodging the FIR PW 7 went to place of occurrence, inspected the place of 

occurrence and drew the sketch map. P.W.7 interrogated the informant and 

other witnesses who came along with her at the P.S and other witnesses 

present at the place of occurrence. However, two witness who resides near 

the place of occurrence denied to give statement. P.W.7 gave notice to 

Damodar Talukdar and Bhubaneswar Talukdar and asked them to appear at 

police station. Finding no materials against them, P.W.7 allowed them to go.  

Later, Kamal Krishna Talukdar appeared at police station.  P.W.7 interrogated 

him and allowed him to go as he agreed to cooperate during investigation. 

Later, P.W.7 submitted charge-sheet against the accused Kamal Krishna 

Talukdar u/s. 498-A IPC. Ext.2 is the charge sheet and Ext.2(1) is the 

signature of P.W.7.   

20. In his cross-examination, PW 7 deposed that the ejahar was 

lodged on 23.12.17 at 9.45 pm.  P.W.7 recorded the statements of Dhaneswar 

Medhi, Pankaj Medhi, Suren Medhi, Biraja Medhi and the informant on the day 

of incident. P.W.7 recorded the statement of Harmohan Talukdar on 24.12.17.  

All the witnesses except Harmohan Talukdar are relatives of informant/P.W.1.  

It is not a fact that P.W.1 had stated before P.W.7 that the accused/husband 

returned home from Guwahati after fifteen days and was talking with 

someone else over phone and when PW 1 enquired about the same, the 

accused slapped her and pushed her away as a result of which she fell down, 

that once Bhubaneswar Talukdar chased PW 1 to assault her but could not do 

so as PW 1 closed the door, that when PW 1 confronted the matter to her 

father-in-law that that the family members of the accused forced him to marry 

then her father-in-law admitted the fact and told her that they forced the 

accused to marry PW 1 thinking that accused might change after marriage, 

that her father-in-law told her to leave her matrimonial house along with her 

stridhan articles if PW 1 has any objection, that on 9th October, 2017, when 

P.W.1 went to her matrimonial house, accused refused to keep her. P.W.7 did 

not medically examine the victim/P.W.1 as she lodged the ejahar after 5 (five) 

months from the date of incident. It is not a fact that P.W.2 had stated before 

P.W.7 that PW 1 formally went to her matrimonial house after five days from 



 

 
 

the date of their marriage and on that night itself the accused told her that he 

has a love affair with some other girl and he married PW 1 because his family 

forced him to do, that after two days from the date of this incident the 

accused went to Guwahati and stopped responding phone calls of PW 1, that 

the accused harassed PW 1 both mentally and physically, that when PW 1 

confronted the matter to her father-in-law, he asked her to leave her 

matrimonial house along with her stridhan articles. It is not a fact that P.W.2 

has stated before P.W.7 that his mother, Biraja Medhi and his brother took the 

informant/P.W.1 to her matrimonial house.  It is not a fact that P.W.2 has 

stated before P.W.7 that accused’s father did not keep P.W.1. It is not a fact 

that P.W.3 had stated before P.W.7 that PW 1 formally went to her 

matrimonial house after three days from the date of her marriage and on that 

night itself the accused told her that he was not willing to marry PW 1 as he 

loves some other girl, that the accused assaulted PW 1 and mentally tortured 

her, that her father-in-law asked her to leave her matrimonial house, that on 

14.12.17 the accused sent a legal notice to PW 1 directing her to return to her 

matrimonial house within fifteen days. It is not a fact that P.W.4 had stated 

before P.W.7 that the day on which PW 1 came to her matrimonial house after 

marriage, the accused told her that he was forced to marry PW 1, that PW 

told PW 4 that the accused used to torture her physically, that the brother of 

PW 4 contacted the accused over phone that they will be visiting his house to 

keep PW 1 at her matrimonial house but on the day when PW 4 along with 

others took PW 1 to the house of accused, his mobile was switched off. It is 

not a fact that P.W.6 had stated before P.W.7 that the informant/P.W.1 

informed P.W.6 over phone that the accused tortured her both physically and 

mentally, that once P.W.6 invited P.W.1 and her husband/accused for lunch 

and on that day also the accused was talking to someone alse over phone for 

about two hours, that after they left the house of PW 6 accused slapped PW 1 

and PW 1 informed the matter to PW 6 over phone, that on 10th or 12th of 

December, 2017 P.W.1 received a legal notice to PW 1 directing her to return 

to her matrimonial house within fifteen days and continue their conjugal life 

P.W.6 had not before PW 7 the names of persons who accompanied PW 1 to 

her matrimonial house. P.W.7 had not put his signature and date on the 

sketch map.  It is not a fact that P.W.7 had submitted the charge-sheet 



 

 
 

without investigating the case properly and have harassed the accused 

person.  

 

21. SEC 498-A IPC : Husband or relative of husband of a woman 

subjecting her to cruelty—Whoever, being the husband or the 

relative of the husband of a woman, subjects such woman to cruelty 

shall be punished with imprisonment for a term which may extend to 

three years and shall also be liable to fine. 

Explanation.—For the purpose of this section, “cruelty” means— 

(a) any wilful conduct which is of such a nature as is likely to drive 

the woman to commit suicide or to cause grave injury or danger to 

life, limb or health (whether mental or physical) of the woman; or 

(b) harassment of the woman where such harassment is with a 

view to coercing her or any person related to her to meet any 

unlawful demand for any property or valuable security or is on 

account of failure by her or any person related to her to meet such 

demand. 

 

So, in order to attract the offence of cruelty u/s 498-A IPC, either of the two 

ingredients mentioned above has to be fulfilled. We have to consider whether 

there was any wilful conduct of such nature as is likely to drive the woman to 

commit suicide or to cause grave injury or danger to life, limb or health of the 

woman; OR whether the woman was subjected to harassment with a view to 

coercing her or any person related to her to meet any unlawful demand for 

any property or on account of failure by her or any person related to meet 

such demand. 

22. In order to prove the guilt of the accused person, the 

prosecution side adduced as much as 7 (seven) witnesses. Perused the 

evidences on record and upon perusal it is observed that there are 

contradictions between the evidence of PW 1 as deposed before the court and 

her statement recorded by I.O/PW 7 under section 161 CrPC. During the cross 

examination of PW 1, she denied the fact that she had not stated before 

police that arguments took place between PW 1 and her husband/accused for 

fifteen days over phone, that after fifteen days when her husband/accused 

returned home he used to keep talking to some other persons over phone, 



 

 
 

that when PW 1 asked him about the same he/accused slapped her and 

pushed her away as a result of which PW 1 fell down, that once accused 

Bhubaneswar Talukdar chased PW1 to assault her but could not as she closed 

the door, that after twenty days from the date of her marriage, when P.W.1 

confronted her father-in-law regarding the matter, he admitted that they 

pressurized accused Kamal Krishna Talukdar for marrying her thinking that the 

accused will change after marriage, that her father-in-law also told PW 1 that 

she could leave her matrimonial house along with her stridhan articles if PW 1 

had any objection, that on 9th October, 2017, when P.W.1 went to her 

matrimonial house her husband/accused refused to keep her, that two c0-

villagers, namely, Hriday Talukdar and Harmohan Talukdar were also present 

when they went to their matrimonial house on 23rd December, 2017. 

However, during cross examination of the Investigating Officer/PW 7, he 

stoutly denied the fact that PW 1 had stated the above mentioned facts before 

him. PW 7 also denied the fact that PW 2, PW 3, PW 4, PW 5 and PW 6 had 

stated before PW 7 what they had stated in their evidence before the court. 

Moreover, there is nothing on record which could prove that there are 

materials against the accused person which satisfies the essentials ingredients 

to constitute the offence of cruelty u/s 498-A IC. 

23. In the backdrop of the above discussion, it is clear that there 

are contradictions between the statements deposed by the prosecution 

witnesses before the police u/s 161 CrPC and before the Court. It is the 

cardinal principle of criminal jurisprudence that the prosecution has to prove 

the case against the accused beyond all reasonable doubt and if there is such 

doubt, then that favours the accused. In the instant case, from the 

discussions made in the foregoing paragraphs, I am of the considered opinion 

that the prosecution has failed to the prove the offences U/s 498-A IPC 

against the accused beyond all reasonable doubt and as such, the accused is 

liable to be acquitted of the said offence. 

       

O R D E R 

24.     In view of the conclusion made above, I hold the accused not 

guilty of the offences U/s 498-A IPC and hence, he is acquitted of the offences 

U/s 498-A IPC. The accused is set at liberty forthwith.   



 

 
 

25.   The bail-bond of the accused shall remain in force for a period 

of six months from the date of this order.  

26.   The judgment is delivered in the open Court in presence of the 

accused and his learned Counsel. 

  Given under my hand and the seal of this court on this 09th day 

of October, 2018.  

 

 

Dictated and Corrected by me,  

 

(Anurup Bordoloi) 

Munsiff cum JMFC, Tihu     

   

(Anurup Bordoloi) 

 

Munsiff cum JMFC, Tihu 
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