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(1) In this appeal the appellant/complainant has challenged the

judgment and order of the Additional District and Sessions Judge,

Fast Track, 2nd Court, Malda dated 11.03.2010.  The judgment

was delivered in Sessions Case No. 126/2006.

(2) The private respondents were tried for an offence under Section

489(C) of the Indian Penal Code.  In absence of any sufficient

evidence to have been proved against them, the trial Court has

acquitted the said accused persons.  This appeal has been filed to

assail the said impugned judgment of the trial Court.

(3) This appeal has been filed in the year 2010 and pending since

then.

(4) This appeal has been listed before this Court on 22.03.2023.

Since the date of listing of this appeal before this Court, the same
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has been called on for twice, on each date of Court’s functioning.

However, no one has appeared either for the appellant or the

State.  Thus, in this appeal, it is found that the appellant has had

a reasonable and sufficient opportunity of being heard, which he

did not avail in spite of the appeal being pending and called on for

a considerable period of time.

(5) It is also noted that during the time the present appeal has been

pending before this Court and called on, no pleader for the

appellant has also represented him, in spite of there being

sufficient scope for him to appear to represent the appellant.

Accordingly it is found that pleader on behalf of the appellant, if

there is any, has also not availed the opportunity to represent the

appellant in spite of there being sufficient scope and reasonable

opportunity for that.

(6) Under such circumstance this appeal may be taken up for final

determination, which shall not be in contravention and hostility

with the provision under Section 384 (1) proviso (a) of the Cr.P.C.

(7) On perusal of the record it is also found not necessary to call for

the record from the trial Court in connection with C-854 of 2008.                                                                         

(8) The Facts of the prosecution case in brief is that on the basis of

sources information on 31.8.03 S.I. Manik Debnath along with

S.I. Santanu Koar O.C. Traffic Malda and others police personnels

went to Rathbari Netaji Market in front of Hirandranath Trading
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at about 13.15 hours and detained those two suspected persons

who on interrogation disclose their names as Dilip Saha and

Nemai Saha. It is also alleged in the FIR that on interrogation

Dilip Saha told that he was a Bangladesi national and he could

not produce any document in support of his stay in the territory

of India. It is also alleged in the FIR that thereafter these

apprehended persons were scarched in presence of the witnesses

namely Mrinal Kanti Saha and Susanta Ghosh.

(9) On the perusal of the certified copy of the impugned judgment it

appears that the trial Court, in the same, has elaborately and

categorically discussed on the evidence available before it, both

ocular as well as others.  The trial Court has analyzed the same

and after through scrutiny, has come to a finding and decision

which is a just, reasonable and plausible view, on the basis of the

available evidence.

(10) This Court finds no cogent or sufficient reasons to interfere

with such plausible decision, arrived at by the trial Court on the

basis of the evidence on record.  Hence, it is found that there is

no sufficient ground for this Court to interfere with the finding of

the trial Court and its decision in the impugned judgment and

order.  Hence, the appeal merits no success.

(11) Therefore, upon examining the petition of appeal and the

copy of the impugned judgment and upon finding that there is no
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sufficient ground for interfering, CRA 301 of 2010 is dismissed in

terms of the provision under Section 138 and 141 of the

Negotiable Instrument Act.

(12) Urgent certified copies of this judgment, if applied for, be

supplied to the parties subject to compliance with all the requisite

formalities.

(Rai Chattopadhyay, J.)


