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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, 

                                           SONITPUR, TEZPUR 

 

 PRESENT : Smti. A. Rahman, A.J.S., 

   Additional Chief  Judicial Magistrate, SONITPUR. 

 

For the prosecution..... Sri P. S. Sethi, Smti T. Devi and Sri K. Tamang, Advocates          

 

For the accused person…Sri P.Sharma, Sri A. K. Saikia and Sri R. Bharali,  

Advocates   

 

Ref. : NI Case No. 157/2013 

 

              Sri. Ajaib Singh 

                                                  -vs- 

                                       Sri. Chittaranjan Nath      

                                 ... Accused person      

 

                  Under section 138 r/w section 142of NI Act 

 

Offence explained on........ 04.07.14 

Evidence recorded on .......14.12.16,08.05.17,15.09.18 

Arguments heard on ........ 9.07.19, 5.08.19 

Judgment delivered on ..... 05.08.19. 

 

                       J U D G E M E N T 

 

1.        The prosecution case in brief is that the complainant was having good 

friendly terms with the accused since long. Taking advantage of the cordial 

relation accused approached him and requested for sell of complainant’s truck 

bearing registration no. AS-09C/4434. Complainant had agreed and a deal has 

been finalized between the parties and a sum of Rs. 3,00,001/- was fixed as 

sell consideration amount. That out of the amount, accused paid a sum of Rs. 

50,001/- in cash and for the remaining amount of RS. 2,50,000/-, he issued a 

post dated cheque bearing no. 339054 dated 25.07.13 drawn at UCO Bank, 
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Thelamara Branch. After the payment, accused person took delivery of the 

truck on 13.06.13. That complainant on 25.07.13 deposited the said cheque 

for encashment in his account with his banker SBI, Bazar Evening Branch .The 

said cheque was dishonoured and communicated vide memo dated. 26.07.13 

of UCO Bank, Thelamara Branch with remark “Insufficient fund and drawer 

signature differs”. Thereafter, complainant met the accused and told him 

about the dishonour of the cheque and requested him to arrange the payment 

of the said amount. That initially accused took some more time to repay the 

cheque amount but later on he did not pay any heed towards his request. 

Therefore, complainant sent registered notice through his advocate on 

07.08.13 u/s 138 of NI Act. That accused in spite of receipt of the notice 

neither replied nor turned up for payment.  Hence, the complainant filed this 

case against the accused. 

2.        The accused person was summoned to face the trial. On his appearance, 

particulars of offence u/s 138 r/w section 142 of NI Act have been explained 

to him to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

3.        During course of trial, the complainant side examined two witnesses, 

including himself. After closure of prosecution evidence, accused was 

examined U/S 313 Cr. P.C. Accused adduced evidence of one witness. I have 

heard the arguments advanced by the learned counsel of both the sides. Ld. 

Counsel for the complainant has filed written argument submitting inter alia 

that -Accused had admitted the issuance of the cheque in favour of the 

complainant as he had not denied the signature. That although accused had 

claimed that he had issued the cheque for the purpose of security but there 

was no cross-examination of the complainant in this count. That accused 

person had also with hold himself from his cross-examination and no any 

witnesses are brought by him to prove the deed of agreement. That since the 

cheque in question and also the signature in the said cheque is not denied by 

the accused person and no plausible explanation is given in rebuttal there of 

by the accused person so accused is liable to be convicted in this case., 
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4.                             POINTS FOR DETERMINATION : 

(i)        Whether the accused had issued cheque being no. 

339054 of RS. 2,50,000/- dtd 25.07.13 of UCO Bank, 

Thelamara branch, payable to the complainant in 

discharge of his debt and liability to the complainant? 

(ii)        Whether the cheque was returned to the complainant 

by bank due to insufficient fund and also for drawers 

signature differ, to honour the cheque ? 

(iii)        Whether the complainant had made demand for 

payment of the said amount of money by giving a written 

notice to the accused within 15 days of receipt of 

information by him from the bank regarding the return of 

the cheque as unpaid? 

(iv)        Whether the accused had failed to make payment of 

the said amount of money to the complainant within 15 

days of the receipt of the notice? 

5.          DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

6.       PW1 Sardar Ajaib Singh, has stated that accused Chittaranjan Nath 

was having friendly terms with him. He requested him for sell of his tuck 

bearing registration no. AS-09C/4434. That complainant agreed to sell the 

truck on consideration amount of Rs. 3,00,001/-. That accused paid an 

amount of Rs. 50,001/- in cash and for the remaining balance he had issued 

post dated cheque bearing no. 339054 dated 25.07.13 amounting to 

Rs.2,50,000/- drawn at UCO Bank, Thelamara Branch. The cheque has been 

exhibited as Ext.2. That at the time of making the deal, accused had initially 

agreed to pay a sum of Rs. 2,30,000/- only in cash and the rest balance 

amount in cheque but due to some problem accused could not pay the agreed 

amount in the manner as agreed by him. That regarding the manner of 

payment an agreement was executed between them on 13.06.13. After 

execution of the said agreement accused had expressed his inability to pay 
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the amount in cash so he paid an amount of Rs. 50,001/- and for the 

remaining balance of the consideration amount he had issued a cheque. That 

on the date of payment itself i.e. 13.06.13 accused person took physical 

delivery of the truck. On 25.07.13 he deposited the cheque for encashment 

but it was dishonoured and communicated via memo dated. 26.07.13 of UCO 

Bank for insufficient fund and also for drawer signature differs. The cheque 

return memo is exhibited as Ext. 3. That after dishonour of the cheque, he 

issued statutory notice with a request to pay the cheque amount. The said 

notice was served on the accused on 19.08.13. That in spite of receipt of 

notice he did not turn up. The notice is exhibited as Ext. 5 and 

acknowledgement as Ext.7.  

         In cross-examination he stated that at the time of institution of the case, 

he was residing at Dolabari, Tezpur in a rented house and presently he has 

shifted to Kolkata, Katopara. That he was having friendly relationship with the 

accused since long. That he had made a deal in respect of his vehicle with the 

accused and accordingly transferred his vehicle to the accused. Photo Copy of 

the deed agreement has been proved by him (under objection) as Ext. A. That 

he had sold the vehicle to the accused at Rs. 3,00,001/-. That accused 

assured him payment of Rs. 2,30,000/- in cash and remaining balance to be 

paid later on. Under the aforesaid terms and conditions, an agreement was 

executed in between them. That as the accused did not pay the assured 

amount of Rs. 2,30,000/- so he tore the original agreement. Thereafter, 

accused issued a cheque in his favour for an amount of Rs. 2,50,000/-.  

 He denied the suggestion that he did not tear the original agreement on 

failure of the accused to pay Rs. 2,30,000/- in cash. He denied the suggestion 

that thereafter accused had not issued a cheque for an amount of Rs. 

2,50,000/-. He further denied the suggestion that he had received Rs. 

2,30,000/- from the accused in cash and balance was Rs. 70,000/-. That he 

does not know when accused had obtained photo copy of the original 

agreement. He also denied the suggestion that original of the agreement was 
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kept by him providing photo copy to the accused. He also denied the 

suggestion that original of the agreement has been concealed by him. He 

further denied that Rs. 2,50,000/- is not due to him from the accused. 

7.          PW2, Santi Ranjan Sarkar, Branch Manager, UCO Bank, Thelamara, 

has stated that Chittaranjan Nath, the accused of this case, is a customer of 

their bank having SB account no. 07910110015919. He has proved that Ext. 2 

is a leaf of cheque book of UCO Bank, Thelamara Branch. That the said 

cheque dtd 25.07.13 was issued in the name of Ajaib Singh for an amount of 

Rs. 2,50,000/- . That the said cheque was returned on 26.07.13 due to 

drawer signature differ, Vide Ext.4, the cheque return memo. That at the time 

of the opening of the account they had obtained 3 specimen signatures of 

their customer Chittaranjan Nath. The the specimen signatures of their 

customer Chittaranjan Nath in the account opening form and the signature 

found in cheuqe, the Ext. 2 are not same. He has proved the account opening 

form as Ext. 8 and the specimen signature of Chittaranan Nath as Ext. 8(1) to 

Ext. 8(3). He has also proved the statement of account of Chittaranjan Nath 

for the period of 01.06.13 to 30.07.13 as Ext. 9. He stated that the statement 

of account does not reflect for the entire month of 2013, Chittaranjan Nath 

was  having Rs. 50,000/- or more than Rs. 50,000/- in his account.  

        In cross-examination he stated that signature of Chittaranjan Nath as 

shown in Ext. 2 also differs from his specimen signature. As per the statement 

of account as on 05.06.13 there was an amount of Rs. 3,06,048/- for one day 

on the next day the amount was withdrawn.  

8.        PW3, Subrata Kr. Tripathi, Deputy Manager, SBI, Tezpur Evening 

Branch, has stated that Ajaib Singh, the complainant of this case is a 

customer of their Bank having Saving account no. 32099319071. That as per 

his statement of account as on 26.07.13 an amount of Rs. 204 was debited 

from his account as cheque return charge. As per the manual ledger as on 

26.07.13 cheque no. 3339054 for an amount of Rs. 2,50,000/- dated 25.07.13 

was presented for encashment from account no. 0791011001919 of UCO 
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Bank. He has proved the statement of account as Ext. 10 and statement of 

ledger cheque transfer and return as Ext. 11 ( remarked as Ext 10 and Ext 11, 

from Ext 8 and Ext 9).  

9.        DW1, Smti. Korobi Kakati, Notary Advocate has stated that she has 

brought notary register of the year 2013 on being directed by court. As per 

entry no. 1292 in her notary register dated 13.06.13 an agreement for sale for 

a motor vehicle was executed in between Ajaib Singh and Chittaranjan Nath. 

Ext. A is the said agreement. That she has put her signature and seal in every 

page of the agreement. She has proved the relevant entry as Ext. B(1) in the 

notary register, the  Ext. B. The signature of Ajaib Singh and signature of 

Chittaranjan Nath are proved by her as Ext. B(2) and Ext. B(3).  

10. In cross-examination she stated that the notaries are suppose to keep a 

photo copy of the executed/notarized document with them. That her register 

does not discloses as to whether she had kept the photo copy of the 

agreement executed between the parties or not. That she does not know as 

to whether the terms and conditions of the agreement were abide by the 

parties or not. That she does not know what happened with the original of the 

document. 

11.   Decision in respect of Point No.1- Whether the accused had issued 

cheque being no. 339054 of RS. 2,50,000/- dtd 25.07.13 of UCO 

Bank, Thelamara branch, payable to the complainant in discharge of 

his debt and liability to the complainant? 

12.   From the discussion of aforesaid evidences, it reveals that as per PW1, 

accused was to pay an amount of Rs 300,001/- to him as sale consideration, 

of a truck, owned by the complainant. That although initially it was agreed 

between the parties that accused will pay an amount of Rs 2,30,000/ in cash 

and for the rest of the amount he will issue cheque but for some problem 

accused paid an amount of Rs 50,001/- only and for the balance he had 

issued a cheque for Rs 2,50,000/ , the Ext-2 which was dishonoured on 

presentation.  
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13.  PW2, Branch manager, UCO bank has proved that , cheque Ext-2 , is a 

leaf of cheque Book issued by their bank against A/C No- - 0791011001919, 

standing in the name of Chittaranjan Nath , drawn in favor of , Ajaib Singh.  

14.  PW3 , Deputy Manager , SBI, Tezpur evening branch has stated that 

cheque, in question was issued from account no- 0791011001919, i.e the 

account number- of accused, as already  proved by PW2, his banker. He has 

proved Ext-10 and Ext-11, (Remarked from Ext 8 and 9)wherein Rs 204 has 

been shown to have been debited from  the account of complainant for  

dishonor of cheque bearing No- 339054 , for an amount of Rs 250,000/- 

issued in favour of Ajaib Singh, drawn  from account no- 0791011001919. 

        Moreover, accused has neither denied the signature/issuance of the 

cheque nor had cross-examined the complainant in this count.  

15. Accused in his statement under section 313 Cr.P.C   has also not denied 

execution of the cheque although he claimed the same to be a security 

cheque. 

16.  Hon’ble Supreme Court in Rangappa v. Sri Mohan {(2010)11 

SCC 441} has observed that: that  

      “… it is obligatory on the Court to raise the presumption (u/s 

139) in every case where the factual basis for raising of the 

presumption has been established.” 

17.   Since in the case in hand, the issuance of the cheque has not been 

disputed rather admitted by the accused, hence the basic  factual matrix to 

raise presumption against the accused is found very much available.   In view 

of the aforesaid discussion, I am of the considered opinion that complainant 

has able to discharge his initial burden, to raise presumption u/s 139 of NI 

Act. to the effect that accused Chittaranjan Nath  had issued the cheques in 

favour of complainant, in discharge of lawful debt and liability thereby shifting 

the onus to the accused. Now accused is supposed to rebut the presumption 

taken, by way preponderance of probability.  
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18.    In cross-examination of the complainant, a photocopy of agreement for 

sale of a vehicle allegedly executed between Ajaib Singh, the complainant  

and accused Chittaranajan Nath on 13.7.13 was shown to him by the accused, 

which has been proved by the complainant  as Ext-A. Complainant, on being 

shown the photocopy of the document, had not denied the execution of the 

same although he had taken the stand that since accused failed to make 

payment in terms of the said agreement executed between them , so he had 

torn out the original. 

19.  It further reveals from his evidence that , it was not within his knowledge 

that photocopy of the agreement , remained with the accused, i.e one of the 

party to the agreement . 

20.  Thus complainant, himself had admitted that the original of Ext A was 

with him, which he had torn out, for some reason. 

21.  In view of the aforesaid admission of the complainant in respect of 

execution and damage of the agreement, it is hold that Ext A , although a 

photocopy , is admissible in evidence in terms of section 65 (c) of Evidence 

Act.  

22.  Now if we go through the contents of Ext A, it is seen that in para No- 2 

of the agreement, complainant had acknowledged receipt of Rs 2,30,000/- 

from the accused. From para No-3, it further reveals that complainant had 

agreed to receive the remaining amount of Rs 70,000/ within one month of 

the execution. 

23.  Careful perusal of the complaint petition and evidence on affidavit it 

reveals that complainant had mentioned about the aforesaid terms and 

conditions by stating that initially on 13.07.03 (i.e the date of agreement for 

sale) it was agreed between them that accused will pay Rs 2,30,000/- in cash 

out of total consideration amount of Rs 3,00,001/- , and the remaining he will 

pay through cheque. Complainant had omitted to state about the execution of 

the agreement, with the aforesaid terms and condition, in his complaint 
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petition although the same has been divulged by him at the time of adducing 

evidence on affidavit.  

24. From para No. 4, it further reveals that accused had issued a cheque for 

an amount of Rs. 2,50,000/- as security for the payment of balance amount of 

Rs. 70,000/-.As per para 5 of the agreement possession of the vehicle was 

handed over to the accused on the same day. 

25. Complainant in his evidence on affidavit as well cross-examination has 

admitted that he had transferred the vehicle in the name of the accused on 

13.06.13, i.e on the date of execution of the agreement itself. 

26.  Situated thus general proposition is that complainant had handed 

over/transferred  the vehicle on receipt of consideration amount as agreed 

between them, in terms of the agreement for sale, the Ext A.  

27.  If there was exception to the general proposition then , it is the burden 

of the complainant to show , under what circumstances  he had handed over/ 

transferred the vehicle on receipt meager amount  of Rs. 50,001/- as claimed 

by him, which is one sixth of the total consideration amount  and  what 

compelled him to give false acknowledgement of receipt of Rs 2,30,000/- as 

part payment of consideration amount .It is also his burden to prove that the 

conditions of the agreement was not fulfilled , for which he had to cancel the 

same. The fact of execution of the agreement has been divulged at the time 

of adducing evidence on affidavit and also got confirmed by accused at the 

time of cross-examination of complainant . If complainant is bona fide enough 

, then he should had  adduce evidence either oral or documentary to prove 

that the agreement was cancelled/torn out, for non fulfillment of terms and 

conditions, but no  any such steps has been taken by him, which bring the 

entire prosecution case under shadow of doubt. 

28.  That besides, execution of the agreement between, complainant and the 

accused is proved by Notary, who has been called as DW1. She has proved 

the relevant Notary Register as Ext B, The relevant Entry as Ext- B (1) and the 
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signatures of Ajaib Singh and Chittaranjan Nath As Ext- B (2) and B(3).  Her 

evidence regarding execution of the agreement remained unrebutted. 

29.  Ld. Counsel for the complainant in this respect has submitted that mere 

exhibition of a document do not automatically prove the contents of the 

documents. Contents of the document has to be proved individually. Even if 

execution of a document is presumed to be correct the contents of the 

documents cannot be said to be automatically proved.  In this respect he has 

relied upon the following decisions:- 

(i)        2014 (5) GLT 245 (B); Tarun Ch. Kumar Vs. Legal heirs of 

Bidyadhar Kalita, 

(ii)        AIR 1971(SC) 1865, Sait TarajeeKhimchand & Others Vs. 

Yelamarti Satyam. 

(iii)        2006 Cri. L.J 1(B), Gorantla Venkateswara rao Vs. Killa Veera 

Raghava & another.  

30.  I have gone through the judgments relied upon by the Ld. Counsel for 

the complainant and humbly opined that the complainant is not entitled to the 

benefit of the aforesaid decisions as because in the case in hand the contents 

and execution of the agreement has already been admitted by the 

complainant though he has taken the stand that agreement was later on 

cancelled. Therefore, Ext. A, the agreement for sale executed between the 

parties, in absence of proof of its cancellation, is found to be admissible in 

evidence “in toto” in terms of Section 59  read with section 65  (c )  of the 

Evidence Act.  

31.   It was held by Hon’ble Supreme Court in Kumar Export vs. 

Sharma Carpets, (2009) 2 SCC 519 that to disprove the presumption 

accused should bring on record such facts and circumstances, upon 

consideration of which, the court may believe the consideration and 

debt did not exist or their non existence was so probable that a 
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prudent man under the circumstances of the case, act upon the plea 

that they did not exist. 

32.    In the light of the aforesaid decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court and 

also taking into consideration of my findings, based on materials available on 

case record, I am of the considered opinion that accused has able to rebut the 

evidence of compliant to the requisite level of preponderance of probabilities, 

therefore it is held that complainant is not able to prove beyond reasonable 

doubt that, the cheque was issued by the accused Chittaranjan Nath, 

in discharge of lawful debt and liability. 

33.   In view of the above, I hold that the cheque was not issued by the 

accused in discharge of lawful debt and liability. This point is accordingly, 

decided against the complainant.  

34.   Decision in respect of Point No. 2 - Whether the cheque was returned to 

the complainant by bank due to insufficiency of fund and signature of accused  

differ  to honour the cheque ? 

35.  The allegation of the complainant that the cheque was dishonoured for  

drawer’s signature differ  is supported by PW2 and PW3 Bank witnesses. PW2 

has also proved the sample signatures of the accused on Ext-8, the Account 

opening form, according to him, sample signature of their customer 

Chittaranjan Nath, the Ext 8(1) to 8(3), in the account opening form  and 

signature  found in Ext-2 are not the same . Official witness PW3 has proved 

Ext 3, cheque Return memo, Ext-10, statement of account of complainant, Ext 

11, Cheque Referred and return memo. From  Ext-10 and Ext-11, (Remarked 

from Ext 8 and 9) it was found that  Rs 204 has been shown to have been 

debited from  the account of complainant for  dishonor of cheque bearing No- 

339054 , for an amount of Rs 250,000/- issued in favour of Ajaib Singh, drawn  

from account no- 0791011001919. 

 

 



12 

 

36.  There is no cross-examination of the official witnesses on the aforesaid 

testimony.  

37. Section 146 of the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881 provides for statutory 

presumption as regards the cheque return memo issued by the bank in 

respect of the dishonor of the cheque; hence in the light of the provision of 

law and aforesaid findings, it is held that the said cheque was dishonoured 

due to  drawers signature differ.  

38.  Decision in respect of Issue No. 3  -  Whether the complainant had made 

demand for payment of the said amount of money by giving a written notice 

to the accused within 30 days of receipt of information by him from the bank 

regarding the return of the cheque as unpaid - 

39.   The complainant (PW1) has deposed that he had issued the demand 

notice in respect of the dishonor of the said cheque through his advocate on 

7.08.13 by registered post with A/D after receipt of information of dishonor of 

cheque on 26.07.13. The complainant has produced the said notice and Bank 

return Memo and the same are marked as exhibit 5 and exhibit 3. The 

complainant has further deposed that the said notice was received by the 

accused on 19.08.13. The A/D is marked as Ext 7, The complainant was not 

cross examined by the defence in this regard; hence there is nothing on 

record to doubt or disbelieve him.  

40.  In view of the above it is held that the complainant had made demand 

for payment of the said amount of money by giving a written notice to the 

accused within 30 days of receipt of information by him from the bank 

regarding the return of the cheque as unpaid. Hence, this issue is accordingly, 

decided in favour of the complainant.  

41.  Decision in respect of Issue No. 4 - Whether the accused had failed to 

make payment of the said amount of money to the complainant within 15 

days of the receipt of the notice- 

42. From the above discussion and decision arrived in point No-1, it is held 

that complainant has failed to prove beyond reasonable doubt that , the 
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cheque, Ext-2, was issued in discharge of lawful debt and liability. Therefore, 

question of failure of the accused to make the payment, does not arise. Hence, 

this issue is decided against the complainant.  

43.   The offence under section 138 is complete on the satisfaction of certain 

conditions which are that the cheque has to be issued on the account 

maintained by the accused and that the cheque has to be issued for the 

discharge of a debt or liability. It is further provided that the said cheque has 

to be deposited within six months of its issuance or within its validity and that 

the notice regarding the dishonor of the cheque for insufficient funds ought to 

be given within 30 days of the receipt of information regarding the dishonor. 

44.  In the instant case in hand although it is proved that the cheque was 

issued by the accused in the account maintained by him but it is not proved 

beyond reasonable doubt that the same was issued in discharge of lawful debt 

and liability.  

45.  In view of the above discussion it is held that although the other 

ingredients of section 138 NI Act, has been proved but it is not proved that  

the cheque, the ext-2,was drawn by accused  in discharge of lawfully 

enforceable debt and liability. Therefore, accused is not liable for commission 

of offence u/s 138 of N.I Act and he deserves acquittal. Accordingly accused is 

acquitted from this case. Bail bond stand cancelled and bailor is discharge 

from his liability.     

46.  DECISION: The accused has not committed the offence under 

section138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act, 1881. 

47.   The case is disposed of on contest.  

48.   Signed, sealed and delivered in the open Court on this 5th day of August, 

2019 at Sonitpur. 

 

            (Smt. A. Rahman) 

                                                                      Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

                                                                                    Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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APPENDIX 

WITNESSES FOR THE PROSECUTION : 

PW1 Sardar Ajaib Singh  

PW2, Santi Ranjan Sarkar  

PW3, Subrata Kr. Tripathi  

WITNESSES FOR THE DEFENCE : 

DW1, Smti. Korobi Kakati 

DOCUMENTS EXHIBITTED : 

Ext.1….Complaint petition 

Ext-2…cheque 

Ext-3 ...Cheque returning memo.  

Ext.4… Cheque returning memo. 

Ext-5….Pleader’s Notice 

Ext-6…Registered Postal Receipt 

Ext.7 …Acknowledgement receipt delivery letter.  

Ext.8.. Statement of account.  

Ext.9.. bank intimation letters stating about signature differ. 

Ext10- Statement of account. 

Ext11- Cheque referred and return memo.  

Documents exhibited by accused- 

Ext. A- Agreemet.  

Ext B- Notary Register. 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                (Smt. A. Rahman) 

                                                                      Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

                                                                                    Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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        O R D E R 

 

05.08.19 

Accused is present. Argument reheard. 

 

     In view of the materials available in the case record it is held that 

although the other ingredients of section 138 NI Act, has been proved 

against the accused but issuance of the cheque, the Ext-2, in discharge of 

lawfully enforceable debt is not proved, against him. Therefore, accused is 

not liable for commission of offence u/s 138 of N.I Act and he deserves 

acquittal. Accordingly accused Chittaranjan Nath, is acquitted from this case. 

Bail bond stand cancelled and bailor is discharge from his liability. The case 

is disposed of on contest.  

Judgment is prepared on separate sheets and is kept here with the 

record.  

 

  

 

 

 

           

                                                          (Smt. A. Rahman) 

Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

      Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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