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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 S. Misra        , Advocate 

For the accused person  …. Sri S. K. Sharma, Jaan Bora , Advocate   

 

Ref. : N.I. Case No. 67/16 

 

Sibesh Saha 

-vs- 

Jimy Saikia 

... Accused person      

 

                   Under section 138 of NI Act 

 

Offence explained on......... 20.07.16  

Evidence recorded on ........ 5.01.17,18.07.17,11.12.17,6.03.18,8.03.18 

Arguments heard on .........  26.06.19, 7.08.19  

Judgment delivered on ...... 7.08.19 

 

             J U D G E M E N T 

1.   The prosecution case in brief is that accused Jimy Saikia, having a friendly 

relation with the complainant, had borrowed an amount of Rs. 3,70,000/-  

from him on 11.01.16, with a promise to return the same within 31-03-16. 

That, after expiry of the period of payment, accused started avoiding the 

payment. On repeated request made, accused issued a cheque payable to the 

petitioner vide No. 560801 dtd. 05.04.16 for an amount of Rs. 3,70,000/- of 

SBI, Tezpur. That, the cheque was presented by the petitioner in his account 

No- 11870100076515 on the same day maintained in Federal Bank Ltd., 

Tezpur, but the said cheque was dishonoured due to insufficiency of fund 

which was intimated to him vide memo dtd. 06-04-16. That, the petitioner 

had communicated the said dishonor of  cheque to the accused through 

registered post with AD on 11-04-16 demanding the payment of Rs. 
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3,70,000/- within 15 days of receipt of notice,  which was duly served on her 

on 19-04-16. That, even after receipt of the notice, the accused did not turn 

up and as such, it is presumed that she has no intention to return the amount 

to the petitioner and has fraudulently and dishonestly issued the A/C payee 

cheque in favour of the complainant in spite of the knowledge that she did not 

have sufficient fund to honour the cheque. Hence, this case.  

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

particulars of offence u/s 138 of NI Act has been explained to her to which 

she pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

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

including himself and the defense side examined two witnesses. After closure 

of prosecution evidence, accused was examined U/S 313 Cr. P.C. I have heard 

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

4.                          POINTS FOR DETERMINATION : 

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

560801 dtd. 05.04.16 for an amount of Rs. 3,70,000/- of 

SBI, Tezpur payable to the petitioner in discharge of her 

debt and liability to the complainant? 

(ii)              Whether the cheque was returned to the 

complainant by bank due to insufficiency of fund in the 

account of the accused 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 30 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? 



3 
 

 

 

5.                      DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

6.         Complainant, Sri Sibesh Saha, as PW1 has stated that accused, 

having good friendly relationship with him since long, had borrowed an 

amount of Rs. 3,70,000/- from him, due to urgent need, with a promise to 

return the same within 31-03-16. That, after completion of the duration, 

accused had issued a cheque being No. 560801 dtd. 05.04.16 for an amount 

of Rs. 3,70,000/- of SBI, Tezpur payable to the complainant. Ext. 1 is the said 

cheque wherein, Ext. 1(1) is the signature of the accused. That, on being 

presented the cheque on the same day, in his bank i.e. Federal Bank Ltd., 

Tezpur, it was dishonoured due to insufficiency of fund. That Ext. 2 is the 

deposit slip and Ext.3 is the cheque return memo. That, after dishonour of the 

cheque, the petitioner had communicated the said dishonour to the accused 

through registered post with AD on 11-04-16 demanding the payment which 

was served duly on her on 19-04-16. Ext-4 is the said notice wherein, Ext. 

4(1) and Ext. 4(2) are the postal receipts. The postal delivery report is 

exhibited as Ext. 5,  Ext. 5(1) and Ext. 6 and Ext 7 are the delivery slips. That, 

even after receipt of the notice, the accused did not turn up and as such, the 

accused had cheated him by fraudulently and dishonestly issuing the A/C 

payee cheque in favour of the complainant in spite of the knowledge that she 

had no sufficient fund to honour the cheque. 

         During cross-examination, he denied the suggestion that accused is not 

known to him rather her husband Jitu Hazarika is known to him. He also 

denied the suggestion that accused never sought for an amount of Rs. 4 lakhs 

from him. He further denied the suggestion that accused never approached 

him as alleged rather Jitu Hazarika came to him through Arup Saikia and 

sought for a loan of Rs. 30,000/-. He again denied the suggestion that since 

Jitu Hazarika was a reporter so in order to secure the transaction he asked for 
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a blank cheque from Jimy Saikia who is a teacher by profession. He further 

denied the suggestion that he extended loan for an amount of Rs. 30,000/- to 

Jitu Hazarika and at that time he had obtained a blank cheque as security and 

had also asked for an agreement in this regard. He denied the suggestion that 

accused had issued blank cheque in his favour which he filled up by himself by 

typing the same. He denied the suggestion that he is a money lender and is 

involved in money lending business. 

7.           PW2, Hemanta Sharma, Assistant Post-Master has proved Ext. 

4(1) and Ext. 4(2) as a postal receipt of registered post sent by Tezpur SPO. 

Both the registered posts were with AD. That Tezpur HPO is fully 

computerized and it can be ascertained from tracking on net regarding 

delivery of assignments.  Ext. 5 and Ext. 5(1) are the tracking assignments in 

respect of the registered post the Ext. 4(1) and Ext. 4(2). As per Ext. 5 

registered letter bearing No. RS.47293662219, the Ext. 4(1) was delivered on 

12.04.16 and as per Ext. 5(1) registered letter with bearing no. Rs.472936525 

it was delivered on 18.04.16. That Ext 4(2) was delivered through Dak, Da- 

Parbatia Branch Post Office and Ext. 4(1) was delivered through Tezpur SPO. 

The delivery slip is proved by him as Ext. 6.  

         In cross-examination he stated that in Ext. 5 and Ext. 5(1) the name of 

the respondent has not been mentioned. That the registered letters are 

delivered by postman. That he had not seen the AD card with the record. That 

he cannot say if Ext. 6 and Ext. 7 were signed by Jimy Saikia. That the hand 

writing of the recipient in both Ext. 6 and Ext. 7 differs. 

8.         PW3, Sri. Liton Das, Branch Manager of Federal Bank, Tezpur 

has proved the statement of account, standing in the name of Sibesh Saha as 

Ext. 8., pertaining to the period 01.14.16 to 30.04.16. He has proved the 

deposit slip of Federal Bank Ltd., Tezpur Branch as Ext. 2. He further stated 

that through Ext. 2, Sibesh Saha had deposited cheque No. 560801 dated 

05.04.16 in Federal Bank Ltd. for an amount of Rs. 3,70,000/- in his account 
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no. 11870100076515. That the said cheque was issued by Jimy Saikia. He had 

proved the seal of their bank in Ext. 1 as Ext. 1(2) and Ext. 1(3). He has 

proved the signature by bank official in Ext. 8 as Ext. 8(1) and Ext. 8(2). That 

Ext. 1, the cheque was issued from SBI, Tezpur and it was sent for collection 

to SBI, Tezpur Branch but it was returned vide Ext. 3 by SBI, Tezpur due to 

insufficient fund. After getting such information the amount was debited from 

the account of the account holder and he was informed accordingly on 

06.04.16. 

9.      PW4, Subrata Kr. Tripathi, Deputy Manager, SBI, Tezpur Branch 

has proved that Ext. 1, the cheque is of their bank. He stated that the said 

cheque was issued by their customer Jimy Saikia from her account no. 

30017245087 maintained in their bank. He has produced the computer 

generated specimen signature of Jimy Saikia and proved it as Ext. 9(1). He 

further stated that specimen signature Ext. 9(1) and signature Ext. 1(1) 

belongs to the same person. He has proved the statement of account of Jimy 

Saikia as Ext. 10. That Ext. 1 was issued on 05.04.16 and on that day there 

was an amount of Rs. 54.47/- only in the account of Jimy Saikia. That vide, 

Ext. 3., the cheque returned for insufficient fund. He has proved his signature 

in the statement of account as Ext. 10(1) and Ext. 10(2). 

10.  DW1, Jimy Saikia in his evidence has stated that she never borrowed 

money personally from the complainant. That during her sickness in the year 

2013 her husband borrowed an amount of Rs.30,000/- from the complainant 

for her treatment. That after her recovery they wanted to return the money 

but complainant demanded excess money as interest. That for returning the 

borrowed amount of money she had issued a cheque in favour of the 

complainant for an amount of Rs. 30,000/-. 

       In cross-examination she has admitted her signature as Ext. 

1(1) in the cheque, the Ext. 1. She also admitted receipt of notice 
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u/s 138 of NI Act. Although she stated that she does not remember 

the contents of the notice.  

      She denied the suggestion put by complainant that she had borrowed an 

amount of Rs. 3,70,000/- from the complainant for which she had issued the 

cheque, Ext. 1 in favour of the complainant. She also denied the suggestion 

that she intentionally issued the cheque for an amount of Rs. 3,70,000/- in 

spite of the knowledge that she does had such amount in her account to 

honour the cheque. 

11.         DW2, Jitu Hazarika has stated that he had borrowed an amount of 

Rs. 30,000/- from Sibesh Saha for treatment of his wife. That for securing the 

transaction complainant insisted for issuance of a cheque from his wife as she 

was Govt. Employee. That as per the demand, she had issued two blank 

cheques. For the borrowed money he used to pay interest. That for some 

financial hardship he failed to pay interest for 2/3 months for which 

complainant presented the cheque issued by his wife in bank for encashment 

without informing them.  

        In cross-examination he stated that  he had neither filed any document 

to show that his wife was lying sick in the year 2013 nor he had filed any 

document to show that he had borrowed the amount of Rs. 30,000/- from 

the complainant. That he had not filed any sort of money receipt to prove the 

transaction. He admitted the receipt of notice u/s 138 of NI Act by his 

wife. 

        He further stated that he had not replied the notice. 

         He denied the suggestion that complainant is not a money lender rather 

he had extended his support by way of lending Rs. 3,70,000/- to the accused 

at the time of their financial crisis.  

12.       Now let me decide the points taken up for determination on the 

basis of evidence lead by both the parties- 
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13.       Point No.1, for determination-Whether the accused had issued 

cheque being no. 560801 dtd. 05.04.16 for an amount of Rs. 

3,70,000/- of SBI, Tezpur payable to the petitioner in discharge of 

her debt and liability to the complainant? 

14.      As per the complainant, to repay loan amount of Rs 3,70,000/- accused 

had issued cheque No 560801 dtd 5.04.16, the Ext-1, for the said amount 

drawn at SBI, Tezpur, Branch.  On being presented the said cheque, in his 

account No. 11870100076515 maintained in Federal Bank, the same got 

dishonored.  

15.       PW4, Deputy Manager, SBI, Tezpur Branch has proved that Ext-1, is the 

cheque of their bank, issued by accused, their customer, from her account No-

30017245087. He has proved the specimen signature of accused, Jimy Saikia 

as Ext-9(1). He has further stated that signatures Ext 9(1) and Ext 1(1), in the 

cheque, the Ext-1, are of the same person.  

16.    PW3, Bank Manager, Federal Bank, Tezpur has stated that on 5.04.16, 

their customer Sibesh Saha had presented cheque No- 560801 dtd 5.04.16 , 

the Ext-1, for an amount of Rs 3,70,000/- drawn by accused Jimy Saikia. 

17.   Accused, in his evidence as DW1, had admitted her signature as Ext 1(1), 

in the cheque, the Ext-1. According to her and DW2, accused never took loan 

of Rs 3,70,000/- from the complainant , rather at the time of illness of 

accused  in the year 2013, they had borrowed an amount of Rs 30,000/- from 

the complainant and for securing the loan transaction , on being insisted by 

complainant, accused being a service holder had issued two blank cheques, 

one of which has been misappropriated by the complainant.  

18.    During examination of the accused u/s 313 CrPC also, accused has not 

disputed the issuance of the cheque by her. Her contention is that, she had 

issued blank cheque for securing loan transaction of Rs 30,000/-. 

19.    The above factual matrix, prima facie reveals that the issuance of cheque, 

in favour of the complainant, has not been disputed by the accused.  



8 
 

20.     Hon’ble Supreme Court in Rangappa v. Sri Mohan {(2010)11 SCC 441} 

has observed 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.” 

 

21.   In view of my discussion as made above and also in the light of the 

aforesaid decision of Hon’ble Supreme court of India, I am of the considered 

opinion that, in the present case, the factual basis for raising the statutory 

presumption exists. 

22.   The above facts are sufficient to raise the presumption u/s 139 of NI Act. 

Hence, in the light of Sec 139, it is presumed that Ext. 1, cheque was given by 

the accused to the complainant for the discharge of the debt of the amount 

mentioned therein, and it was drawn by the accused for consideration.  

23.   However, these presumptions are rebuttable. Hence, the burden is on the 

defence side to rebut the presumption u/s 139 of NI Act.  

24.   The defence side has tried to rebut the presumption on the following 

grounds:  

       That, Jitu Hazarika, husband of accused, in need of money, for 

treatment of his wife, the accused of this case, had approached  the 

complainant in the year 2103,  through, one Arup Saikia and asked for a 

loan of Rs 30,000/-. 

        That accordingly an amount of Rs 30,000/- was given in loan by the 

accused. 

       That since Jitu Hazarika is a reporter, so complainant had asked for 

a blank cheque from his wife, the accused, who is a teacher. 

        At the time of providing loan amount of Rs 30,000/- complainant 

had obtained the blank cheque and had also asked to prepare an 

agreement. 
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        Complainant used to levy interest on the loan amount monthly from 

them. Due to some financial crisis, they failed to pay the interest, for 

2/3 months, for which complainant had misused the blank cheque. 

        Since the blank cheque was obtained by the complainant  from the 

accused, for the purpose of securing the transaction and was presented 

without informing the accused hence, accused is not liable to be 

prosecuted u/s 138 of NI Act.  

25.    Although, the accused and her husband have taken the aforesaid pleas, 

but the aforesaid pleas are not believable on the following grounds- 

        Defence, although  has claimed that  DW2, husband of accused 

approach the complainant, in the year 2013, through one Arup 

Saikia, for loan of Rs 30,000/- but said   Mr. Saikia is neither called 

nor cited as witness to substantiate the contention. 

       Accused has also not produced any sort of documentary poof, 

either in the form of hand note, promissory note to prove that she 

had borrowed Rs 30,000/- not Rs. 3,70,000/- as alleged by the 

complainant. She had even not produced any sort of money receipt 

to show that she was paying interest on the borrowed amount, as 

claimed. 

        No any medical documents has been produced to show the 

that during urgency, arising out of illness of accused, she had to 

borrow, the amount by issuing blank cheque, in favour of 

complainant. 

       Accused in her evidence has stated that she had issued one 

blank cheque, where as DW2, husband of accused has stated that 

his wife had issued two blank cheques, thereby creating doubt in 

their veracity of testimony. 

        That apart, it is hardly believable to a prudent man that for a 

meager amount of Rs 30,000/- a literate person, will issue a blank 
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cheque.  

        Even if it is presumed that at the time of urgency, accused had 

to issue blank cheque, then it is the burden of accused to prove the 

facts and circumstances under which she was compelled to issue 

the blank cheque. But as discussed above accused has miserably 

failed to bring forward the circumstances, under which blank 

cheque/cheques was issued and thereby failed to create a probable 

defence, to rebut the presumption taken against her.  

 

26.          In the light of the above, I am of the considered opinion that 

accused failed to rebut the statutory presumptions u/s 138 of NI 

Act.  

 

27.          Point No.2, for determination-  Whether the cheque was 

returned to the complainant by bank due to insufficiency of fund in 

the account of the accused to honour the cheque ? 

28.      PW1, in his evidence, has stated that when he had presented the cheque 

on  5.04.16, in his bank, Federal Bank, Tezpur Branch, it  was dishonoured 

and returned and intimated to him vide memo dtd. 6.04.16. The deposit slip 

and return memo are exhibited as Ext. 2 and Ext-3. The PW1 is not cross-

examined in this regard, as such it is held that the said cheque was 

dishonoured. 

29.      In addition to the above, complainant has examined the bank officials 

PW3 and PW4, who had specifically stated that the cheque in question, drawn 

by accused, in favour of complainant was dishonoured due to insufficient fund 

in the account of accused. The witness PW4, from SBI, Tezpur has proved the 

statement of account of accused as Ext-10, which shows that as on 5.04.16, 

i.e. the date of issuance of the cheque, accused was having Rs 54.47/- in her 

account, which was not sufficient to honour the cheque in question.  



11 
 

30.    That apart 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. 

31.      In view of above it is held that cheque issued by the accused 

was dishonoured due to insufficient fund in the account of the 

accused. 

 

32.       Point No-3, for determination-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? 

33.     Complainant has deposed that , after dishonour of the cheque, he had 

sent notice, the Ext4, u/s 138, of NI  Act through registered post with AD on 

11-04-16 demanding the payment of Rs. 3,70,000/- after getting knowledge 

of its dishonor on 06.04.16,  which was duly served  on accused on 19-04-16. 

The notice is exhibited as Ext -4 and Bank return memo as Ext 3 . The postal 

delivery report is exhibited as Ext 5. 

34.       PW2 Hemanta Sharma, Assistant Post-Master has proved the postal 

delivery report and postal deliver slips as Ext. 5 and Ext. 5(1), postal receipts 

as Ext. 4(1) and Ext. 4(2) respectively. There was no cross –examination of 

the complainant and the official witnesses in this regard. 

35.       That apart accused and her husband in their evidence has 

admitted the receipt of statutory notice. 

36.       DW2 has admitted that, his wife, the accused had not replied 

the notice.  

37.   Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Gorantla Venkateswara Rao v. Kolla 

Veera Raghava Rao and Anr. Reported in 2006 CRI LJI has observed that:  
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“ Negotiable Instruments Act (26 of 1881), S. 138- 

Dishonour of cheque- legally enforceable debt- 

failure of accused in giving reply to legal notice  

issued by complainant-Is one of strong 

circumstances to draw an inference that accused 

borrowed amount from complainant and cheque 

was issued towards part payment of legally 

enforceable debt.” 

 

38.       Therefore, in view of the aforesaid discussion and in the light of the 

aforesaid decision of Hon’ble Supreme court, it is hold that  complainant 

had made demand for payment of his legally recoverable debt to the 

accused amounting to Rs 3,70,000/-  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.   Point no. (iii) is also decided in favour of the complainant.  

 

40.       Now, let me come to the point no. (iv) for determination- 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.  

41.      It is apparent from the stand of defence that accused had not paid the 

amount as claimed by the complainant. Hence it is established that accused 

had not made the payment of cheque amount of Rs. 3,70,000/-. 

42.        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. 

43.         In the instant case at hand it is already held that the cheque was issued 
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by the accused in the account maintained by her and that the said cheque 

was dishonoured due to insufficient funds. The cheque was issued in the 

instant case on 05.04.16 and it was presented within six months for 

encashment. The cheque was dishonoured on 06.04.16 as is revealed from 

the cheque return memo; and the demand notice was issued by the 

complainant on 11.04.16, which is within 30 days from the receipt of 

information of dishonor. 

44.       The said notice was received by the accused on 19.04.16. The 

complainant had thereafter instituted this complaint on 16.05.16 which is 

within the statutory period as provided under section 138 of N.I.Act. 

45.        Decision-  In the light of the above, I am of the considered view that 

all the ingredients of Sec. 138 of NI Act, are proved, beyond reasonable 

doubt. Thus, the prosecution has been able to prove that the guilt of the 

accused, Jimy Saikia u/s 138 of Negotiable Instruments Act, beyond 

reasonable doubt. Accordingly, the accused is convicted u/s 138 of Negotiable 

Instruments Act.  

46.       Considering the facts and nature of the offence, where credibility of 

business transaction by means of negotiable instrument is in issue, I am not 

inclined to extend the benefit of Probation of Offenders Act to the accused. 

47.       Heard on the point of sentence. Accused has stated that she is a teacher 

by profession and having minor children. Therefore, she may be viewed 

leniently and she may not be awarded imprisonment as it may cause hamper 

to her profession and will also prejudice her family comprising of minor 

children. 

48.       Considering the facts and circumstances of the case and the submission 

of accused made in sentence hearing , I sentence the accused  to pay a fine 

of Rs. 4,00,000/- (Four Lakhs only), which is inclusive of the cheque amount 

and a lump sum interest amount, i/d S.I. for 3(three) months. The entire fine 

amount shall be paid to the complainant as compensation.  
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49.      The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this 7th of August, 

2019. The judgment is prepared under my hand and seal of this Court.  

50.      The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

   

 

 

         

(Smt. A. Rahman) 

   Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

     Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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 APPENDIX 

WITNESSES FOR THE PROSECUTION : 

PW1, Sri Sibesh Saha 

PW2, Hemanta Sharma 

PW3, Sri. Litan Das 

PW4, Subrata Kr. Tripathi 

WITNESSES FOR THE DEFENCE : 

 DW1, Jimy Saikia 

DW2, Jitu Hazarika. 

DOCUMENTS EXHIBITTED : 

Ext.1….cheque 

Ext-2…deposit slip 

Ext-3 ...cheque return memo 

Ext-4 ... legal notice 

Ext. 4(1) and Ext. 4(2)…. postal receipts 

Ext-5 and Ext. 5(1)…. delivery slips…     

Ext-6 .. and Ext 7(1) delivery slips 

Ext-8 … statement of account of complainant (Double marking). 

Ext-9… computerized specimen signature of accused 

Ext-10…. Statement of Account of accused 

 

 

 

 

                                                                               (Smt. A. Rahman) 

Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

   Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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 O R D E R 

07.08.19- 

  Accused, Jimy Saikia is present.  

From the materials available on record it is found that all the 

ingredients of Sec 138 of NI Act, are proved, beyond reasonable doubt. 

Thus, the prosecution has been able to prove that the guilt of the 

accused, Jimy Saikia u/s 138 of Negotiable Instruments Act, beyond 

reasonable doubt. Accordingly, the accused is convicted u/s 138 of 

Negotiable Instruments Act.  

Considering the facts and nature of the offence , where credibility of 

business transaction by means of negotiable instrument is in issue, I am 

not inclined to extend the benefit of Probation of Offenders Act to the 

accused. 

Heard on the point of sentence. Accused has stated that she is a 

teacher by profession and having minor children. Therefore, she may be 

viewed leniently and she may not be awarded imprisonment as it may 

cause hamper to her profession and will also prejudice her family 

comprising of minor children. 

 Considering the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submission of accused made in sentence hearing , I sentence the 

accused to pay a fine of Rs. 4,00,000/- (Four Lakhs  only), which is 

inclusive of the cheque amount and a lump sum interest amount, i/d S.I. 

for 3(three) months. The entire fine amount shall be paid to the 

complainant as compensation.  

           Judgment prepared on separate sheets and kept with the record. 

  

                                                                     (Smt. A. Rahman) 

Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

   Sonitpur :: Tezpur 

 


