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1 SC.No0.5199/2025
(Old SC.No.89/2019)

IN THE COURT OF II** ADDL.DISTRICT AND

SESSIONS JUDGE, YADGIR,

SITTING AT SHORAPUR.

:PRESENT:

Sri. Yamanappa Bammanagi, g.a.LLs (sp1)
II** Addl. District & Sessions Judge, Yadgir,

sitting at Shorapur.

DATED THIS THE 10™ DAY OF MARCH, 2026.

Complainant:

ACCUSED: 1.

S.C. NO.5199/2025
(OLD S.C. NO.89/2019)

The State of through Kembhavi P.S.

(By Sri. Public Prosecutor)
/ /Versus//

Bhimanna S/o Laxmanna Hugar,
Age: 44 Years, Occ:Agriculture,
R/o Mudanoor (B), Tq: Shorapur,
Dist:Yadgir.

Devikamma W /o Laxmanna Hugar,
Age: 65 Years, Occ: House hold,
R/o Mudanoor (B), Tq: Shorapur,
Dist:Yadgir.

Gangamma W /o Basavaraj Hugar,
Age: 40 Years, Occ: House hold,
R/o Mudanoor (B), Tq: Shorapur,
Dist:Yadgir.

Shantamma W /o Shivanna Hugar,
Age: 38 Years, Occ:House hold,
R/o Banhatti, Tq: Sindagi, Dist: Vijayanar.
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1) Date of offence

2) Date of report of offence
3) Name of the complainant
4) Commencement of trial
5) Closing of trial

6) Offences complained of

10.

2 SC.No0.5199/2025
(Old SC.No.89/2019)

Mallamma W/o Mallanna Hugar,
Age: 36 Years, Occ:House hold,
R/o Harangera, Tq: Shahapur, Dist:Yadgir.

Basamma W/o Mallanna Hugar,
Age: 34 years, Occ: House hold,
R/o Balwat, Tq: Mudhebihal

Renuka W /o Veeresh Hugar,
Age: 32 years, Occ: House hold,
R/o Didige, Tq: Sindhanoor, Dist: Raichur.

Sharnamma W /o Mounesh Hugar,
Age: 30 years, Occ: House hold,
R/o Rampur, Tq: Shorapur, Dist:Yadgir.

Mounesh S/o Ramachandrappa Hugar,
Age: 25 years, Occ: Agriculture,
R/o Rampur, Tq:Shorapur, Dist:Yadgir.

Mallanna S/o Golappa Hugar,
Age: 35 years, Occ: Agriculture,
R/o Harangera, Tq: Shahapur, Dist:Yadgir.

(By Sri.S.S.K. Adv.,,)

: 28.03.2018

: 28.03.2018

: Smt. Basalingamma

: 07.11.2025.

: 07.03.2026.

: P/U/Sec.143, 147,
323, 324, 307,
498(4), 504,

506 R/w 149 of IPC.
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7) Opinion of the Judge : Accused No.1 to 10

are found not guilty,
hence acquitted.

JUDGMENT

The PSI Kembhavi PS, has filed charge sheet
against accused No.1 to 10 for the offence P/U/Sec.143,
147, 323, 324, 307, 498(A), 504,506 R/w 149 of IPC.

2. Brief facts of the prosecution case:

On 28.03.2018, at 09.00 am, when complainant,
is in her house, at that time, accused No.1 to 10,
formed unlawful assembly committing riot, and accused
No.1 to 10, from so many days given physical and
mental torture to CW-1, but on the said date at about
09.00 am, being members of unlawful assembly, to
commit murder, abused in filthy language and
assaulted CW-1 with hands and accused No.1 assaulted
on CW-1 with stone on her stomach and caused
grievous injuries, accused persons to commit murder of

CW-1 poured the red chilly powder and kirosine on body



KAYG320005032025
FEHE

4 SC.No0.5199/2025
(Old SC.No.89/2019)

of CW-1 and gave life threat to CW-1 after investigation

IO has submitted charge sheet against accused persons.

3. After hearing the learned counsel for the
accused persons and on perusal of entire charge sheet,
as their is sufficient material to proceed against accused
persons, hence the accused persons were not
discharged under Sec.227 of Cr.P.C, my Ld predisicer
framed charges for the offences P/U/Sec.143, 147, 323,
324, 307, 498(A), 504, 506 R/w 149 of IPC, as required

U/Sec.228 of Cr.P.C. which are as follows;

1 Jeodzen 0gieed G@pcdes oome BROD &3
SVTTR0 TRET  QOARELCD  SDIND  DF0ss
28.03.2018 ooz &f%fij 9.00 no&3r eAo-1 wﬁ@oﬁ@
B OIDYRNT ATeCY  STREHTDO QT  FE
023280 20000 &FWERETE GPAPN SARYOT Jecy
GRTSCAD TOE F0&& 500, 143 Fonw 50 149 LD
FOBAECCVETVET DTOXTNIT) &5 &g,000000DE F00030%0
TOHONE DFATIO.

2 Feobmen e Tevm DT0F, AEO0D &0
FETY QTeey STREHIT) HFDERE TLSHTROR 200D
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FR02) TRE BIROT VY LIRTSCON [Z0E 0L FLO.

147 Fonwz &doo 149 d@abeg fnfolrtdovoInrIn)
STORPNIR, & cwzyoi;ae)oizd Ee)~{evalclovs Jalolalevs]d)
DFNTIO.

3 FeaDeN e FTeYD QT0F, FED &)
YOG diTeery STRCHID HF0BRE DL3HBRORD 208D
eRF-1 OSON 8T SRS VZeTH0E 30D 00
PR D03, AeD DF WO, §oWoT TREBWINTY SO
oI SDT/YT 20083 Fort 50OA0T 200, AN Fd 1 3¢
GORCD DY W00 FYR, IMDER0R PFo-1 00
TREZT TN MY B TPFeD JoOZ TR0
BARQOF DY GIRTIEOD 0 H0%HE 300. 307 FONE 50
149 0dBowE —comdeccnTE  OBENYE, &
9, CIROONET HOZg DD TOLHODE) DANTYI0,

4 Jeondmen &eeS FTeYD DIW0F, AEDOD DV,
YT QTewy STREHIT YFDERE TLSHTROR 200D
AN T3 | Je. @B D6y Y, FMCDIRORD L3070~ 1
O30 BRI DO MY MHIMCD FREAO I eF
D&Y RT3 Tom 7o o0, 324 mona 800 149
ORCDEY TORICCWETE SDJOIPNYL, & gD
F0gZ000D TOLONG DFNTIO.

5 Jeonmen &oeeS TeYD OIWOF, TN D,
ggfzjeg ATew9 STREHBD &FDERE TLSLEROR 20050
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eRA-1 TTOI oD 0T B D03, Heed aeg

O, Fo0T TBRECINIY SOF eoicd ST 20
Fort 5990 2QO IR OFT AP LIVTICON D0 H0&HZ
geo, 323 Aon@ w0 149 ORNE  DZo@EACoNTT
OTORPNGT, & TYOTROONT  HoGloDIo0 TOLDY
QAFNDDIO.

6 SCODTN  &DET TEPD QDT0F, ADAL X
YT QTeey STREHIT) HYFDERE TLSHTRORD 2000
eRA-1 OS50 ARY @030 ©oeedaen i 908
YONSL, TREFEY T EEWIDTYN  QVZCTZoDE 5N
YTEOT SRR IR OF DY GIRTICON 0T F0&HE 50.
504 Forcd 149 SR H0FICONTET STTDNGL, &5
opXevsplevsl ) FOZADIOD TOLONE DINDIO.

7 Seo0ToN &S TEYET QTV0F, AR &)
YT ATewy STREHIT HTDTRE TLSATRORD 208D
e5m0-1 TS0 AG), RFE 2EFeT 00T A 836y ek
g0 T G080 236538 2IB0F BT OF AEY GIvTIE0D 5o
F0%& 800, 508 FoN@E 149 ORDE GCoEDEODTT
OTOPNETL, & TYOIROODE FOLEONIoD TOLHDY
QANTDIO.

8 BeonmoN e TEYED QA0F, AL &I
g%fzjeg, Qe STRELBD Deey. LpA-1 0&or &
TREFED WWPRY. DTT S0 PRI SITEE 03
QTEY TRTAT DB, &éoF DY RO SARYOT DY
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pleXIdevs) mo F0c%d 800.498()0B0NY

BOEAECDTIE OTOVFNGT, 8 T3 CIROODE FOGNHIa%
TOHONE DFATHIO.

4. Charges read over and explained in the
language known to the accused persons, they denied
and claimed to be tried, the accused persons not plead
guilty, so, the accused persons were not convicted
U/Sec.229 of Cr.P.C. hence, fixed the date for recording
of evidence of the prosecution witnesses, prosecution
has examined as many as 02 witnesses as PW1 & 2,
and got marked Ex.P1 & 2. Since there is no
incrementing evidence appeared against accused hence
recording of statement of accused U/sec.313 of Cr.P.C
is dispensed with. Thereafter accused No.1 to 10 have
called upon to lead their defence evidence, accused No.1

to 10 submitted that, they have no defense evidence.

5. Heard argument of the Ld PP and argument

of Ld counsel for the accused persons.
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6. [ have perusal the oral and documentary
evidence, material placed before the court by the

prosecution and considered the argument of learned PP,

and learned counsel for the accused persons,

perusal of the same, the points that would arise for my

consideration are as follows:-

POINT NO.1: Whether prosecution
proves beyond all reasonable doubt that,
on 28.03.2018, at 09.00 am, when
complainant was in her house, accused
persons, formed unlawful assembly by
committing riot accused No.1l to 10 have
committed offence P/U/Sec.143, 147 R/w
Sec.149 of IPC ?

POINT NO.2: Whether prosecution
proves beyond all reasonable doubt, that
accused persons being member of
unlawful assemble, in order to prosecute
the common object of unlawful assembly
accused No.1l to 10 assaulted CW-1 with

hands and accused No.1 to 10 have
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committed offence punishable U/Sec. 323
R/w Sec. 149 of IPC ?

POINT NO.3: Whether prosecution
proves beyond all reasonable doubt, that
accused persons being member of
unlawful assemble, on order to prosecute
the common object of unlawful assembly
accused No.l1 assaulted complainant/
CW-1 with stone and caused grievous
injuries and accused No.1 to 10 have
committed offence punishable U/Sec. 324
R/w Sec. 149 of IPC ?

POINT NO.4: Whether prosecution
proves beyond all reasonable doubt, that
accused persons being member of
unlawful assemble, on order to prosecute
the common object of unlawful assembly
accused No.1 to 10 assaulted with hands
and stone to the CW-1 and poured the red
chilly powder and kerosine on the body of
CW-1 with intention to kill her and
accused No.1 to 10 have committed

offence of attempt to commit murder of
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CW-1 punishable U/Sec.307 R/w Sec.
149 of IPC ?

POINT NO.5: Whether prosecution proves
beyond all reasonable doubt that, accused
persons being member of unlawful
assembly, accused persons gave physical
and mental torture to CW-1 and thereby
accused No.1 to 10 have committed

offence P/U/Sec.498(A) R/w 149 of IPC?

POINT NO.6: Whether prosecution proves
beyond all reasonable doubt that, accused
persons being member of unlawful
assembly, abused in filthy language, with
a intent to insult her, and thereby accused
No.1 to 10 have committed offence

P/U/Sec.504 R/w 149 of IPC?

POINT NO.7: Whether prosecution proves
beyond all reasonable doubt that, accused
persons being member of unlawful
assembly and accused persons gave a life

threat to the CW-1, and thereby accused
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No.1 to 10 have committed offence

P/U/Sec.506 R/w 149 of IPC?
POINT NO.8: What order ?

7. My answer to the above points are as follows;

Point No.1 : in the Negative.
Point No.2 : in the Negative.
Point No.3 : in the Negative.
Point No.4 :in the Negative.
Point No.5 : in the Negative.
Point No.6 : in the Negative.
Point No.7 : in the Negative.
Point No.8 : As per the final order

for the following;

REASONS

8. POINT NO.1 to 7 : These points are inter

connected to each other, in order to avoid repetition,
these points are taken for common discussion. In order
to prove its case the prosecution has examined PW1 &
2, and got marked Ex.P1 & 2 and the CW-1

Basalingamma as PW1, CW-4 Bhimareddy as PW2 and
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got marked Ex.P1 & 2, Ex.P1 is the complaint, Ex.P2 is
the statement of PW2.

9. In support of its case the prosecution
examined PW1, she deposed that, she know CW-4 & 35,
she know accused persons who are present before the
court, about 7 years back there was dispute between
her and accused persons in connection with landed
properties, on account of which she went to police
station, at that time police took her signature on one
paper, she identified her signature on Ex.P1 and same
is marked at Ex.Pl(a) and no incident took place as
stated in Ex.P1. She do not know the contents of Ex.P1,
no panchanama was conducted by the police in her
presence, accused never assaulted and abused her and
never harassed her, except this she do not anything.

10. PW2 has deposed that, he know CW-1, 5 and
accused persons, he do not know anything about
incident and he have not given any statement before the

police about the incident in question.
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11. On careful scrutiny of oral and documentary
evidence led by the prosecution, it is clear that, no
prosecution witnesses have supported the prosecution
case. PW1 & 2 deposed that, he do not know contents of
his complaint, PW1 & 2 deposed that, they knows
accused, they do not know incident, thus, they have not
supported prosecution case, they deposed that, they do
not know any thing about incident and they have not
given any statement before the police, even PW1 being
complainant went on to depose that, he do not know the
contents of compliant. Further the prosecution has
examined independent witnesses to prove its case but,
no independent witnesses have supported the
prosecution case.

13. On careful scrutiny of evidence of PW1 & 2
as extracted supra, it is clear that, prosecution failed to
prove its case beyond all reasonable doubt, because the
complainant who is PW1 and PW2 have specifically

deposed that, they do not know any thing about the
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incident, further PW2 is the independent witnesses they
deposed before the court that, they do not know any
thing about the incident and they have not given any
statement before the police, thus, it is clear that, no
case has been made out by the prosecution against the
accused persons as all the prosecution witnesses have
turned hostile and they have not supported the
prosecution case.

14. When complainant and witnesses are
examined as PW1 & 2, have not supported the
prosecution case, and they went on to depose that, they
have not given any statement before the police. Thus, it
is clear from the evidence of prosecution witnesses
itself, that the prosecution failed to prove beyond all
reasonable doubt that, accused persons have committed
offences as alleged against them, it is clear that, the
prosecution utterly failed to prove its case beyond all
reasonable doubts, and accused persons are entitle for

benefit of doubt.
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15. On careful scrutiny of entire prosecution
evidence, it is clear that, no single ingredients of
offences alleged against accused persons are proved by
the prosecution beyond all reasonable doubt. It is well
settle law that, even though court, if convinced that a
particular part of the testimony of hostile witness,
whether it forms part of examination in chief or cross-
examination is true, can act. Mere fact that he was
declared as hostile and allowed to be cross-examined,
does not make him unreliable, so exclude his evidence
from consideration altogether.

16. The correct rule is that either side may rely
upon the evidence of a hostile witness and that the
whole of the evidence, in so far it affects both parties
favorable or not, must be considered for what its worth.
But testimony is found to be wholly or thoroughly
unreliable the whole of it has to be discarded.

17. In the case on hand, PW1 complainant,

deposed before the court that no incident as alleged in
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the complaint took place, accused persons never
committed any act as alleged in the complainant, such
evidence are not proves the case of the prosecution
beyond all reasonable doubt, no single ingredients of
offences alleged against accused persons are proved by
the prosecution beyond all reasonable doubts and
accused persons are entitle for benefit of doubts. Hence,
[ constrained to answer these point No.1 to 7 in the
Negative.

18. POINT NO.8: In view of the findings on

point No.1 to 7, I proceed to pass the following;

ORDER

Acting U/Sec.235(1) of Code
of Criminal Procedure, the accused
No.1 to 10 is hereby acquitted for
the offences P/U/Sec.143, 147, 323,
324, 307, 498(A), 504, 506 R/w 149

of IPC.
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The bail bond and surety
bond of accused persons shall
stands canceled.

As per PF No0.45/2018 dated:
29.03.2018 the IO seized one hand
stone and same is worth Rs.00/- so
same is worthless and ordered to be

destroy after appeal period.

(Dictated to the Stenographer-III directly on computer, transcript
computerized by her, corrected, initialed and then pronounced by me in
the open court, on this the 10" day of March- 2026)

(Yamanappa Bammanagi)
(I nd Addl. District and Sessions Judge
Yadgir, Sitting at Shorapur)

ANNEXURE

Witnesses examined on behalf of prosecution:

PW1 : Basalingamma W/o Bhimanna
PW2 : Bhimareddy S/o Channappagouda

Documents marked on behalf of prosecution:

Ex.P1 : Complaint
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Statement of PW2

Witnesses examined on behalf of accused:

NIL

Documents marked on behalf of accused:

NIL

(Yamanappa Bammanagi)
(I nd Addl. District and Sessions Judge
Yadgir, Sitting at Shorapur)



