
1 
 

 

IN THE COURT OF ADDL. CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, TEZPUR 

  PRESENT: SRI KAUSHIK KUMAR SHARMA,  

ADDL. CJM, TEZPUR 

                                    C.R. Case No: 308/11 

                                     u/s 138 of N.I. Act. 

Sri Arup Saikia …….. Complainant. 

v. 

                        Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita ….……Accused 

Ld. Advocates:  

For the Complainant :    Sri T.K. Maitra and others, Ld. Advocates.  

For Defence                :    Md. F. Haque and others, Ld. Advocates.  

Evidence Recorded on: 9.4.12, 26.2.15, 4.9.15. 

Argument heard on: 28.11.17 

Judgment delivered on: 05.1.18 

                                                    J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution‟s case, in brief, is that, the accused, Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita, 

took a loan of Rs.350000/- from the complainant, Sri Arup Saikia, on 

4.7.11 and an another loan of Rs.300000/- from him on 07.7.11, by 

executing a hand note  dtd. 07.07.11. The accused had promised to 

return the amount of the total loan amount of Rs.650000/- to the 

complainant on 12.08.11. In order to discharge the said loan amount, 

the accused had drawn a post dated account payee cheque, No. 034397 

dtd. 12.08.11 of Assam Gramin Vikas Bank, Tezpur Branch, on the bank 

account no. 7845 , in favour of the complainant, Sri Arup Saikia. The 

complainant had deposited the said cheque on 17.8.11, in his bank for 

encashment, but it was dishonoured due to insufficiency of funds in the 

account of the accused. After coming to know about the dishonor, the 

complainant had sent a legal notice to the accused vide registered letter 
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on 22.08.11, demanding the payment of the cheque amount, within 15 

days of its receipt, but the accused, in spite of receiving the notice on 

29.08.11, did not repay the amount. Hence, the case. 

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

the accused person, particulars of offence u/s 138 has been explained to 

the accused persons, to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried.  

3. During the court of trial, complainant side examined three (3) witnesses 

including the complainant himself. Accused was examined u/s 313 of 

CrPC. Defence has led no evidence. Heard arguments.  

   

Points for Determination: 

a. Whether the accused had drawn the post dated cheque, bearing no. 

034397, of Rs.650000/-  dtd. 12.8.11, on an account number i.e 7845, 

maintained by him in Assam Gramin Vikas Bank, Tezpur branch, for 

payment of the said amount to the complainant from that account for 

discharge of his debt or other liability? 

b. Whether the complainant had presented the cheque to his bank,  UCO 

Bank, Tezpur Branch, within 6 months from the date on which it was 

drawn or within the period of its validity, whichever is earlier? 

c. Whether the cheque was returned to the complainant by the bank, due 

to insufficiency of funds in the account of the accused to honour the 

cheque? 

d. 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 the receipt of information by him from the bank regarding the 

return of the cheque as unpaid? 

e. 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? 
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  DISCUSSION AND DECISION BASED ON REASON: 

4. PW1, Sri Arup Saikia has stated in his examination-in-chief that he is the 

complainant of this case. He stated that accused being a well 

acquaintance of himself and having close friendly relationship, took a 

loan of Rs. 3,50,000/-  from him on 4.7.11 and also took a further loan of 

Rs. 3,00,000/- from him on 7.7.11, by executing a hand note dated 

7.7.11. Ext. 1 is the said hand note and letter of acknowledgement dtd 

7.7.11. and Ext. 1(1) and Ext. 1(2) are the signatures of Dibyajyoti Kalita 

on the hand note. The accused promised to refund the said total amount 

of Rs. 6,50,000/-  to him on 12.8.11. He stated that in order to discharge 

of the said loan amounts, accused issued and drew a post dated Account 

Payee Cheque no. 034397 dated 12.8.11 on Assam Gramin Vikash Bank, 

Tezpur Branch on the bank account no. 7845 in favour of him. Ext. 2 is 

the account payee cheque no. 034397 dtd 12.8.11 for Rs. 6,50,000/- 

(Rupees six lakhs fifty thousand) only and Ext. 2(1) is the signature of Sri 

Dibyajyoti Kalita.  On 17.8.11, he deposited the said cheque no. 034397 

dated 12.8.11 for Rs. 6,50,000/- in his bank account no. 

02440100002072 of UCO Bank, Tezpur Branch for encashment of the 

cheque vide deposit in slip dated 17.8.11. Ext. 3 is the deposit slip dtd 

17.8.11 by him depositing the said cheque bearing no. 034397 for Rs. 

6,50,000/- (Rupees six lakhs fifty thousand) only.  But, later on his 

banker i.e. UCO Bank, Tezpur Branch vide their cheque returning memo 

dated 18.8.11 returned the said cheque to him on the ground of 

“Insufficient Fund” along with cheque returning memo of the said bank 

enclosed therewith. Ext. 4 is the said cheque return memo from UCO, 

Bank Tezpur Branch dtd 18.8.11 and Ext. 5 is the cheque return memo 

of the said cheque no. 034397 for Rs. 6,50,000/- by UCO Bank, Tezpur 

Branch dtd 18.8.11 for the reason “Funds Insufficient”. 

5.  He has also stated that accused knowingly having “Insufficient Fund” to 

honour the said cheque amount of Rs. 6,50,000/- only, drew the said 

cheque dated 12.8.11 for the said amount in favour of him, as a result of 

which the said cheque was dishonoured by the banker of the accused 
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and returned to his banker, i.e. UCO Bank, Tezpur Branch on 18.8.11 

without encashment. So, it appears that the accused drew the cheque 

intentionally to defraud him despite having “Insufficient Fund” in his bank 

account no. 7845 with Assam Gramin Vikash Bank, Tezpur Branch to 

honour the cheque. Hence, the accused has committed an offence u/s 

138 of NI Act. He stated that he suffered irreparable harm, loss and 

injury for the above willful and negligent act of the accused by not 

keeping sufficient funds in his said bank account and the accused Sri 

Dibyajyoti Kalita has willfully, deliberately and negligently issued the said 

cheque in favour of him knowing fully well that his said cheque would be 

dishonoured. Then, he sent a legal notice dated 22/8/11 through his 

advocate Sri Tushar Kanti Maitra under Registered Post A/D, which was 

sent within one month from the date of intimation by the bank, to the 

accused under the provisions of sec. 138 of N.I. Act demanding the said 

dishonoured cheque amount of Rs. 6,50,000 only with all cost and 

expenses within 15 days from the receipt of the said legal demand 

notice. Ext. 6 is the copy of his advocate notice dtd 22.8.11 to the 

accused Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita and Ext. 6(1) and Ext. 6(2) are the 

signatures of his advocate Sri Tushar Kanti Maitra. Ext. 7 is 2 (two) nos 

of postal registration receipt dtd 22.8.11 of his advocate notice. 

6. The said notice was duly served on the accused on 29/8/11. Ext. 8 is the 

registered receipt of the said notice received by Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita and 

Ext. 8(1) is the signature of Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita with date. The accused 

failed and neglected willfully and deliberately to pay the said outstanding 

due amount of Rs. 6,50,000/- of the dishonoured cheque with an ulterior 

and evasive intention by issuing the above cheque dated 12.8.11 in his 

S/B account of Assam Gramin Vikash Bank, Tezpur Branch knowing fully 

well that the said cheque would be dishonoured on account of funds 

insufficient in the account of the bank of the accused. He stated that 

even after receiving the said advocate‟s notice dated 22.8.11 by the 

accused on 29.8.11, he has not communicated with him in regard of the 

dishounred cheque and thereby caused great monetary harm to himself.  
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7. In his cross-examination, he stated that he is a class-I registered 

contractor of PWD department of Assam. He has been a contractor for 

more than fifteen (15) years. The amount mentioned in Ext. 1 has been 

withdrawn by him from his account SBI, Tezpur Branch. He has not 

submitted any document to show that he is a contractor. He has not 

submitted any proof of withdrawal of money from his account, i.e. SBI, 

Tezpur Branch.  He has stated that it is a fact that  he has not mentioned 

in his complaint petition or in affidavit that the amount mentioned in Ext. 

1 was paid to  by withdrawing the same from his account at SBI, Tezpur 

Branch. He stated that as a contractor, he knows that any transaction 

beyond Rs. 50,000/- (Rupees fifty thousand) only should be transacted 

through cheque. It  is not mentioned in the Ext. 1 or in his affidavit or in 

complaint petition that the amount has been paid either in cash or 

cheque. There is no signature of any witness in Ext. 1. He stated that he 

is not a money lender. In Ext. 1, there is no mention about interest pay 

back is made. He has not submitted any income tax statement or bank 

statement in support of having owned the amount of Rs. 6,50,000/- on 

that relevant date or price to that.  

8. He has denied the suggestion  that the accused person has not received 

Rs. 6,50,000/- from him vide Ext. 1 and the signature of the accused 

person is not because he had paid the said amount to the accused. He 

has denied the suggestion that he had lent Rs. 50,000/- to the accused 

person and took a blank cheque i.e  Ext 2, from the accused person.  He 

also denied the suggestion that the accused person has signed on a 

blank cheque and he asked him not to write the amount on the cheque. 

He denied the suggestion that he is a money lender and he took 

signatures of the accused in Ext. 1 ad Ext. 2 in blank form by telling the 

accused that an amount of Rs. 50,000/- will be inserted by him later on 

as and when required and the signatures taken as security. He denied 

the suggestion that it is his modus operandi to insert inflated amounts in 

the blank cheques and papers signed by the persons who take money on 

loan from him. He denied the suggestion that the accused had borrowed 
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a sum of Rs. 50,000/- from him. He denied the suggestion that the facts 

and figures in Ext. 2 are types written and not hand written. He denied 

the suggestion that accused had paid a sum of Rs. 50,000/- to him. He 

denied the suggestion that in Ext. 1 and Ext. 2 have been misused by 

him to file false case.  

9. PW2, Sri Bishnu Prasad Mazumdar, Senior Manager of Assam Gramin 

Vikash Bank, Tezpur, has stated in his examination-in-chief that accused 

Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita is a customer of their bank. He stated that he is a 

senior manager of Assam Gramin Vikas Bank, Tezpur Branch. Accused Sri 

Dibyajyoti Kalita had drawn the Ext. 2 cheque of their bank in the name 

of the Arup Kalita. Ext. 2 is the cheque. Arup Saikia had deposited the 

said cheque in UCO Bank, Tezpur Branch. Ext. 3 is the deposit form of 

UCO Bank, Tezpur Branch which was deposited by Arup Saikia. The said 

cheque was drawn on 12.8.11 and the same was deposited for 

encashment on 17.8.11 in UCO Bank, Tezpur Branch. On 17.8.11 the 

cheque was received by their bank. He stated that from 12.8.11 till 

18.8.11, the amount of Rs. 6,50,000/- was not available in the account of 

accused and he stated that only Rs. 2624/- was available in the account 

of accused during the said period and that is why their bank returned the 

said cheque to UCO Bank due to insufficient fund in the account of the 

accused. Ext. 9 is the account statement of the accused, which is 

computer generated and certified by him.  

10. In his cross-examination, he stated that Ext. 9 relates to new account  

no. 7054010001939. He stated that the records of their bank were 

computerized from 22.1.11. He stated that in the summons sent to him, 

the certified copy of the account no. 7845, has been mentioned. In the 

summons , he was not instructed to bring certified copy. In Ext. 9, the 

old account no. 7845 is mentioned, but no signature and endorsement 

were present there.  He denied the suggestion that the  aforementioned 

13 digit bank account is not true. He denied the suggestion that the 

aforesaid statement is not a true statement of the old account. There is 

no endorsement to show that Ext. 9 is a certified copy. Ext. 9 does not 
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contain any digital signature. There is no endorsement to show that the 

Ext. 9 was taken out from the computer of the bank. He denied the 

suggestion that Ext. 9 is not accepted as per I.T. Act.  

11.  PW3, Sri Santanu Chetia, Probationary Officer, UCO Bank, Tezpur has 

stated in his examination-in-chief that he is a Probationary officer of UCO 

Bank, Tezpur Branch and has come to the Court after receipt of 

summons. He stated that Ext. 2 cheque was drawn by the accused 

person to his banker i.e. UCO Bank, dated 12.8.11 for Rs. 6,50,000/- 

(Rupees six lakhs fifty thousand) only. He stated that Arup Saikia has an 

account in their bank. On 17.8.11 the said cheque was deposited in their 

bank for encashment and the said cheque was sent to Assam Gramin 

Vikash Bank . He stated that the said cheque was sent by putting seal of 

their bank dated 18.8.11. Ext. 2 is the said cheque. Ext. 3 is the cheque 

deposit form dated 17.8.11, but the said cheque was returned by Assam 

Gramin Vikash Bank due to „insufficient fund‟ in the account of the 

accused. Ext. 5 is the cheque returning memo of their bank, dated 

18.8.17. He stated that their bank returned the cheque to Arup Saikia 

along with cheque returning memo vide return memo. 

12.  In his cross-examination, he stated that he had joined the UCO Bank , 

Tezpur Branch on 15.6.15. He stated that he cannot say who, had put 

signature on Ext. 3, Ext. 4 and Ext. 5 in the year 2011, belonging to UCO 

bank. He stated that there is no signature of any employee of UCO Bank, 

on the seal of UCO Bank.  

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE 

13. The PW1, in his evidence has  stated that the Ext 2, post dated cheque 

was drawn by the accused in his favour towards discharge of the loan 

amount of Rs.650000/-, which the accused had brought on two dates. 

He has also stated that the accused had given a hand note, Ext 1, to 

him, promising to repay the same on 12.8.11.  

14. Though, the defense side has raised the defense that the cheque and the 

hand notes were blank, given as security, to the complainant, towards 
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discharge of only Rs.50000/-, but the signatures of the accused on Ext 2, 

cheque and Ext 1, hand note, have not been denied by the defense. On 

the other hand, from a bare perusal of the cross examination part of 

PW1( complainant), and of the replies given by the accused, during his 

examination u/s 313 Cr PC, it is clear that the defense has admitted the 

signatures of the accused on Ext 1 and Ext 2. Although, the defense has 

denied the existence of any liability or debt of Rs.6.5 lakhs towards the 

complainant and drawing of the cheque and execution of the hand note 

towards the discharge of such liability or debt.  

15. In support of the assertion of PW1, the Senior Bank Manager of Assam 

Vikas Gramin Bank, PW2, has stated, in his evidence, that the accused is 

a customer of their bank, and Ext 2 cheque was issued by the accused in 

favour of Sri Arup Saikia( complainant). Nothing could elicited during 

cross examination of PW2, to doubt in his veracity. Likewise, Ext 1, the 

hand note, signed by the accused, reflects the existence of the loan debt 

towards the complainant.  

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

441}. In that case, Hon‟ble Supreme Court 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.” 

17. The above mentioned factual basis is sufficient for raising the 

presumptions u/s 139 and also u/s 118 of NI Act. Hence, in the light of 

Sec139 and 118 of NI Act, it is presumed that Ext 2, 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. 

18. Now, it is to be analysed whether the defense has been able to rebut 

these presumptions or not.  

19.  As stated above, the content of Ext 1, shows that the accused has 

acknowledged the existence of loan debt of Rs 6.5 lakhs towards the 

complainant and that the accused had promised to return the same on 



9 
 

 

12.08.11, and towards that promise, he had issued a post dated cheque 

no. 034397 (Ext 2) in favour of the complainant. Mere suggestion that 

the Ext 1 was blank, does not create any reasonable doubt regarding the 

authenticity of the hand note. Moreover, the explanation of the accused 

that he had signed on the cheque and hand note and gave those in blank 

form to one Sri Lila Dutta, and the complainant had taken those  

documents from Lila Dutta and lodged a false case, is not acceptable. It 

is so because, Lila Dutta was not examined by the defense, nor any such 

suggestion relating to any  role of Lila Dutta was put during the cross 

examination of PW1. In fact no evidence has been led by the defense in 

this regard. Hence, the explanation given by the accused, appears to be 

an afterthought.  

20. Further,  in the given factual scenario of this case, where Ext 1 and Ext 2 

have been proved to have been issued and executed by the accused, 

mere non submission of Income tax documents, non submission of 

documents showing that the complainant was a Class I contractor and 

non submission of proof of withdrawal of money from the account of the 

complainant, are not sufficient to rebut the presumption u/s 139 of NI 

Act. Moreover, if the assertion of the complainant that he is a Class I 

contractor, is believed, then availability of cash in hand of Rs.3.5 lakhs 

and Rs. 3 lakhs on different dates, is not unusual. A class I contractor 

may keep cash in hand for payment to labourers and to meet other 

expenses. Hence, absence of cheque payment by the complainant does 

not raise doubt in the veracity of the prosecution‟s case nor it is sufficient 

to rebut the presumption.  

21. The argument of the defense side that the cheque and hand note were 

given in blank form by the accused, as security for repayment of loan of 

Rs.50,000/- only, which the accused had borrowed from the 

complainant, is not acceptable. Firstly, no evidence, documentary or 

otherwise, has been adduced by defense side to substantiate this stand. 

Moreover, nothing could be elicited during the cross examination of PWs, 

to raise reasonable doubt as to the possibility of inflation of the amount 
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from Rs. 50,000/- to Rs.6.5 lakhs. Mere suggestions in this regard are 

not sufficient. Moreover the accused, in his examination u/s 313 Cr PC, 

was totally silent as to the borrowing of Rs.50,000/- and giving the 

cheque and the hand note to the complainant as security. In fact, he has 

denied borrowing any money from the complainant, and has tried to give 

a new dimension by saying that he had given the blank cheque and hand 

note to one Mr. Lila Dutta only, from whom the complainant had taken 

those signed but blank documents and misused the same. As stated 

above, this explanation appears to be an afterthought.  

22.  Hon‟ble Supreme Court, in Sampelly Satyanarayan Rao v. Indian 

Renewable Energy Development Agency Ltd( decided on 19.9.16, 

in Crl. Appeal No. 867 of 2016), has observed that : 

        “ we are of the view that the question, whether a post dated 

cheque is for the discharge of debt or liability, depends on the nature of 

the transaction. If on the date of the cheque, liability or debt exists or 

the amount has become legally recoverable, the section is attracted , 

otherwise not” 

23. As stated above, the cheque in question is a post dated cheque, and as 

per the hand note(Ext1), the amount was payable on 12.08.11, i.e on the 

date of the cheque. In other words, liability or the debt existed on 

12.08.11. Hence, even if the cheque is assumed, for argument sake, 

given as security, but on the date of the cheque, i.e on 12.08.11, the 

liability to repay the loan amount was existing. In the facts and 

circumstances of this case, liability to repay the loan arose from the time 

the loan was disbursed to the accused.  

24. The evidence of PW2, establishes the fact that Ext 2 cheque was drawn 

by the accused, who is a customer of the Assam Gramin Vikas Bank, 

Tezpur Branch, in the name of Arup Saikia. The old account no. 7845  of 

the accused, is mentioned on the face of the cheque itself. Ext 9 also 

shows that the old account no. of the accused is 7845 and the new 

account no. is 7054010001939.  
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25. Hence, in the light of the above, it is proved that the accused had drawn 

the post dated cheque, bearing no. 034397, of Rs.650000/- dtd. 12.8.11, 

on an account number i.e 7845, maintained by him in Assam Gramin 

Vikas Bank, Tezpur branch, for payment of the said amount to the 

complainant from that account for discharge of his loan debt of Rs. 6.5 

lakhs.  

Point (b) and (c): 

26. PW1 has stated in his evidence that he had presented the Ext 2 cheque, 

in his bank on 17.08.11, and the date mentioned on the cheque is 

12.08.11. Hence, the cheque was presented for payment within the 

period of validity of the cheque. This fact was no disputed by the defense 

during cross examination of PW1. This assertion has also been 

corroborated by PW3, who is a Probationary Officer of the UCO bank, of 

which the complainant is a customer. Moreover, Ext 3, deposit slip, also 

shows that the cheque was deposited in the bank on 17.8.11 for 

payment. Hence, there is no doubt that the cheque was deposited in the 

bank for payment within the period of the validity of the cheque.  

27. Likewise, Ext 5, which is the cheque returning memo, shows the fact that 

the cheque was returned dishonoured on the ground of insufficient fund 

available in the account of the accused. PW2 , in his evidence has stated 

that the accused had only Rs. 2624/- from 12.8.11 and 18.8.11 in his 

account. He has also stated that the cheque was returned to the UCO 

bank due to insufficient fund in the account of the accused. Likewise, 

PW3, has also stated that the cheque has been returned on the ground 

of insufficiency of fund in the account of the accused. Moreover, the 

accused, in his statement u/s 313 Cr PC, has also admitted that he had 

only Rs.2624/- in his bank account from 12.8.11 till 18.8.11.  

28. In the light of the above, it is proved that the cheque was dishonoured 

because the insufficient fund in the account of the accused.  

Point (d)  

29. PW1 has asserted in his testimony that he had sent the notice on 

22.8.11. The evidence of PW3 and the Ext 5 show that the UCO bank 
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had informed the complainant about the dishonor of the cheque on 

18.8.11. The Ext 7, which is the postal receipt, shows that the notice, 

vide registered letter, was sent to the accused on 22.8.11, and the AD 

card, Ext 8, shows that the said notice was received by the accused on 

29.08.11. Moreover, the accused, in his examination in chief, has 

admitted that he had received the said notice. Likewise, Ext 6, the notice 

shows that the complainant had brought the fact of dishonor of the 

cheque to the knowledge of the accused and made a demand for 

payment within 15 days of its receipt. All these facts prove 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 the 

receipt of information by him from the bank regarding the return of the 

cheque as unpaid. 

Point (e): 

30. The PW1 has asserted, in his evidence, that the accused did not make 

the payment of the cheque amount of Rs.6.5 lakhs. It is not the case of 

defense that the amount of Rs. 6.5 lakhs have been paid by the accused. 

In fact, the accused has denied( in his examination u/s 313 Cr PC) 

borrowing of any money from the accused. Hence, it is implied that the 

accused did not make any payment to the complainant.  

31. Hence, it is also established that the accused has not made the payment 

of cheque amount of Rs. 6.5 lakhs, within 15 days of the receipt of the 

notice.  

32. 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, Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita u/s 138 of Negotiable Instruments Act, 

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

of Negotiable Instruments Act. 

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

business transaction by means of negotiable instrument is in issue, and 

the fact that it in notice of the Court that the accused has been earlier 
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convicted in similar offences of cheque dishnour cases, I am not inclined 

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

34. Heard  on the point of sentence. 

35. Considering the facts and circumstances of the case and the fact that the 

past conduct of the accused, evident by his previous convictions by Court 

in relation to other similar offences under Sec 138 NI Act, I sentence the 

accused to undergo R.I for 6 months and to pay a fine of Rs.8 lakhs/-

(Rupees Eight Lakhs only), which is inclusive of the cheque amount and 

a lump sum interest amount, i/d R.I. for 5(five) months. The entire fine 

amount shall be paid to the complainant as compensation.  

36. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this  05th    of January, 

2018. The judgment is prepared under my hand and seal of this Court.  

37. The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

 

                                                       (K.K. Sharma) 
                                               Addl. CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED BY THE PROSECUTION: 

Ext1: Hand Note.  

Ext2: Account payee cheque.  

Ext.3: Deposit Slip.  

Ext.4: Return Memo.  

Ext.5: Return Memo.  

Ext.6: Copy of Advocate Notice.  

Ext.7: Postal Registration Receipt.  

Ext.8:   Registered Receipt received by Sri Dibyajyoti Kalita.  

Ext. 9: The statement of account of the accused.  

 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED BY DEFENSE:       NIL 

 

                                        (K.K. Sharma) 
                                            Addl. CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 

 

 


