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IN THE COURT OF ADDL. CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, TEZPUR 

  PRESENT: SRI KAUSHIK KUMAR SHARMA,  

ADDL. CJM, TEZPUR 

                                   N.I. Case No: 51/12 

                                     u/s 138 of N.I. Act. 

Sri Pulak Nath…….. Complainant 

v. 

                             Sri Pampal Borah….……Accused 

Ld. Advocates: For the petitioner ………Sri Diptanshu Sarma and 
others.  

For Defence…… …..Sri Pramod Sarma. 

Evidence Recorded on: 28.5.14, 3.12.15, 4.2.16, 6.3.17,  

Argument heard on: 29.05.17 

Judgment delivered on: 24.7.17 

                                                    J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution‟s case, in brief, is that, the accused Sri Pampal Bora had 

taken a loan of Rs. 3,80,000/- from the complainant Sri Pulak Nath on 

12/8/11, which he had promised to return the said loan to the 

complainant within six (6) months. After the expiry of six (6) months, the 

complainant tried to approach the accused for the repayment of the loan 

amount, but the accused started to avoid the complainant. After 

repeated visits by the complainant, accused had issued a cheque on 

20/9/12 in favour of the complainant bearing no. 177073, dated 20/9/12 

of SBI Teligaon Branch for Rs. 3,80,000/-. The accused had requested 

the complainant to present the cheque after 30/9/12. The complainant 

had presented the cheque on 1/10/12 at SBI, Teligaon Branch. The bank 

intimated the complainant, that the cheque has been dishonoured 

because of insufficient fund in the account of Pampal Borah and hence, 

the cheque has been returned to him. Thereafter, the complainant issued 
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a legal notice to the accused through his advocate by registered post on 

10/10/12 and intimated the accused about the dishonour of the cheque 

and reasons, thereof. Complainant requested the accused to make the 

payment within 15 days from the receipt of the notice, but the accused 

has failed to make the payment. Hence, the case.  

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

a. Whether the accused had drawn the cheque, bearing no.177073, of 

Rs.3,800,00/- on 20.09.12, on an account number, maintained by him in 

State Bank of India, Teligaon 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,  State 

Bank of India, Teligaon 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? 

DISCUSSION AND DECISION BASED ON REASON: 

2. CW1, Sri Pulam Nath has stated in his examination in chief that he is 

very well known to him and the accused was having good friendly 

relationship with him and they both also had a family relations and as 

such the accused had approached him and requested him to lend the 

accused a sum of Rs. 5,00,000/- only as a loan for the urgent necessity 

of money by the accused person for utilizing the said amount in his 
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business since the accused was going through a financial crisis and upon 

the repeated requests of the accused person and being well known to 

him and also having a friendly relationship since long with him, he could 

manage and pay the accused a sum of Rs. 3,80,000/- on dated 12.08.11. 

After having receipt of the said loan amount by the accused person from 

him, the accused person had promised to repay him the said loan 

amount within a period of 6 months time from the date of its receipt.  

3. He stated that after the expiry of the said period of 6 months from the 

date of receipt of the said amount, when the accused did not turn up to 

repay the said loan amount then he, approached the accused person to 

and asked him to repay the said loan amount then he took some more 

time to repay the said amount. Thereafter, after few weeks when he 

again approached him and asked him for the said loan amount, the 

accused started avoiding him by taking this and that plea even then, he, 

started visiting his residence on several occasions and also at different 

places and demanded him to repay back his said loan amount and when 

this had become a regular affair, the accused finding no other alternative 

had issued him a cheque of his account NO. 11870981783, vide cheque 

No. 177073 dated 20/9/12 for an amount of Rs. 3,80,000/- drawn on the 

State Bank of India, Teligaon branch on account of the liabilities owned 

by the accused person to me and while handing over the said cheque , 

the accused had requested him to present the said cheque with the Bank 

for encashment after the 30th day of September, 2012. He stated that 

the said cheque which was given to him by the accused person, He, on 

dated 1.10.12 had deposited the said cheque No. 177073 dated 20.9.12 

for Rs. 3,80,000 in his account with his banker, i.e., State Bank of India, 

Teligaon Branch, within the period of its validity with a deposit slip for 

encashment of the said cheque amount, but surprisingly enough his said 

bank, vide their Debit advices letter No. NIL, dated 1.10.12, returned the 

said cheque unpaid without collection along with a cheque returning 

Memo and with a remark as “Insufficient fund” against the account of 

the accused person with his said banker, i.e. State bank of India, 
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Teligaon Branch. Thereafter, he met the accused person and apprised 

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

the payment of the said cheque amount to him but he did not pay any 

heed towards his request.  

4. He stated that after getting information from the Bank, he, sent a 

statutory notice under the provisions of section 138(b) of the N.I. Act, 

1881, to the accused person by registered A/D. post on 10.10.12 through 

his appointed advocate, Sri Pulin Biswas, of Tezpur Bar Association, 

calling upon the accused person to pay the cheque amount with interest 

within 15 days from the date of receipt of the said notice and though the 

said notice was sent on the correct and appropriate address of the said 

accused person, but the acknowledgement card of the said notice could 

not be received by him from the postal department and since it was sent 

on the correct addresses of the accused, so it is deemed to have been 

served on the accused person under the provisions of the General 

Clauses Act and Evidence Act. And in spite of the receipt of the said 

notice, the accused person neither paid the amount of the said 

dishonoured cheque nor he replied to the said pleader‟s notice of his. 

The accused has not cared to make payment of the said cheque amount 

in spite of repeated requests and demands being made upon him by him 

on several occasions.  

5. He stated that the accused person Sri Pampal Borah had intentionally 

issued the said cheque in favour of him, in order to cheat and defraud 

him and without any intention on his part to repay him, and issued the 

aforesaid cheque on dated 20.9.12 knowing it fully well that it was bound 

to be dishonoured on account of “Insufficient fund” in the said account of 

the accused person with his said banker within the period of its validity at 

the very time of issuing the said cheque in favour of him and as such the 

accused person has dishonestly cheated him with his ill motive and 

dishonest intention for his wrongful gain and wrongful loss to him and it 

seems that he has no intention to pay the cheque amount to him with his 

dishonest intention.  
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6. He stated that the accused person had issued the cheque in question in 

favour of him as repayment towards the loan amount which was taken 

by him on dated 12.8.11 from him and the said cheque was given to him 

by the accused person on dated 20.9.12 which was subsequently 

dishonoured by the accused‟s banker with an endorsement as afore-

stated. So, it is quite obvious that at the very time of issuance of the said 

cheque in favour of him, the accused person had dishonest intention to 

pay the said cheque amount and hence, by doing his such mischievous 

act, the accused has willfully committed the offence punishable u/d 138 

of Negotiable Instrument Act, 1881 by issuing the cheque in question 

dishonestly and hence the accused person is deserved to be given 

deterrent punishment in law.  

7. He stated that Exhibit-1, is the complaint petition and Exhibit 1(1) to 1(6) 

are his signature.  Exhibit-2 is the cheque bearing no. 177073 dated 

20.9.12 for an amount of Rs. 3,80,000/- of the State Bank of India, 

Teligaon Branch issued by the accused person in favour of him and 

Exhibit-2(1) is the signature of the accused person in the said cheque. 

Exhibit-3 is the debit advice letter no. NIL dated 1.10.12 of the State 

bank of India, Teligaon branch.  Exhibit 4 is the cheque returning Memo 

of the State Bank of India, Teligaon Branch dated 1.10.12. Exhibit-5 is 

the copy of the Pleader‟s notice dated 10.10.12. and Exihibit- 5(i) and 

Exihibit 5(2) are the signatures of the advocate. Exhibit-6 is the Copy of 

the registered postal receipt.  

 

8. In his cross examination has stated that he has lodged this case against 

the accused Pampal Borah because the latter owes him money. He 

stated that the house of the accused is situated at a distance of 500 to 

600 meters away from his house. He had given a sum of Rs. 3,80,000/- 

to the accused in cash, he had given the said amount from the income 

generated from his shop. He stated that at the same time, when he 

made payment of the said amount to the accused, on that day itself, the 

accused had given him a cheque. He also stated that apart from the 
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cheque, no other hand note or document or credit note was executed. 

He has wholesale shop of grocery item as well as hardware shop. He also 

does business on contract basis. He stated that he earns Rs. 50,000/- to 

1,00,000/- per month from his business. He stated that he pays income 

tax to the government. He does not remember the exact date on which 

the accused had borrowed the money from him, but he did so in the year 

2011. He has stated that he did not submit his income tax return of the 

period of 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 in this case. He denied the 

suggestion that his monthly income is not Rs. 50,000/- to 1,00,000/- and 

he has not paid income tax to the government that is why he could not 

submit income tax return in this case. He stated that the accused 

obtained the money from him for  six (6) months. The accused had given 

the cheque on the same day, on which the accused had taken money 

from him. Ext. 2 is the cheque, which he had deposited in the bank 

bearing no. 177073. He stated that the signature on Ext. 2 is the 

signature of the accused, but other written parts  on the cheque are of 

some other person. He stated that the date on the cheque is shown as 

20/9/12. In Ext. 3 and Ext. 4, return memos the date is shown as 

1/10/12. After receiving the cheque, when it was returned, legal notice 

was sent on 10/10/12. He stated that he has not submitted A.D. Card in 

the case for confirmation whether the accused had received the legal 

notice or not.  He has not submitted the confirmation from postal 

department regarding whether the letter was properly delivered or not. 

He denied the suggestion that accused has not received the legal notice 

from him. He also stated that he knows fully what has been written on 

Ext. 1. Ext. 1 has been notarized on 19/10/12, that is, after 9 days from 

the issuance of notice. He has put his signature on the complaint petition 

against the accused. He denied the suggestion that he has not instituted 

the case in terms of N.I. Act. Accused had issued a notice through 

advocate on 16/5/13, which he had received. He stated that in the 

notice, it is written that the accused had taken loan from him and in that 

loan accused had given 5 blank cheques bearing no. 177073, 177074, 
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177075, 177076 and 177077 to him, but  this assertion of the accused in 

his  notice  is false.  

9. He stated that his advocate had instructed him to convey to the accused 

that his assertion made in his notice is false, but no written reply was  

given by him. He stated that till that time Sri Pulin Biswas was his 

advocate. He does not know whether his advocate had sent written reply 

to the accused or not, but he has not filed any such reply in the case. He 

denied the suggestion that out of the cheques, the cheque no. 177073 

was filled by him regarding the amount and he deposited the same in his 

bank and caused the cheque to be bounced. He denied the suggestion 

that he has filed the false case against the accused and has not lent Rs. 

3,80,000/- to the accused and filled. He denied the suggestion that he 

has filed a false case against the accused, and filled the cheque without 

giving 3,80,000/- on credit to the accused as loan to the accused. He 

denied the suggestion that he knew that the accused did not borrow any 

money from him and he would not pay the money, even after receiving 

the notice, he was prepared with this case just after 9 days of issuing the 

legal notice to him.  He denied the suggestion that accused never 

borrowed the amount of Rs. 3,80,000/- from him and accused had never 

issued any cheque of Rs. Rs. 3,80,000/- and the cheque was given to 

him as security.  

10.  CW2, Sri Bimal Chandra Boro, has stated in his examination chief that 

he has brought the documents, as mentioned in the summons. He has 

been working as Branch Manager at Teligaon Branch, since 09.03.15. 

There is an account in their bank, bearing no. 118709181783, which was 

opened on 20.03.08. Ext. 7 is the account opening form of Pampal Bora. 

He has brought the Statement of Account Internet Generated of Pampal 

Bora. From the statement, it appears that Rs. 875/- was deposited as 

credit balance in the account of Pampal Bora from 30.6.12 to 30.12.12. 

Ext. 2 is the cheque, which was issued in the name of their bank. Ext.3 is 

the cheque return memo, which was given from their bank. In Ext.4, the 
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reason for returning the cheque was showed as insufficient fund in the 

account. Ext. 8 is the statement of account of the accused.  

11.  In his cross examination, he has stated that he has been serving at 

Telegaon Branch since 09.03.15. Prior to that, he was working at SBI, 

Dhekiajuli. He stated that at the time of present the Ext. 2 and dishonour 

that same, he was not present in Telegaon Branch. He stated that the 

signature present in Ext. 3 and Ext 4, are not his signature. He was not 

working at the branch at the time of transaction of Ext. 8. He only 

brought computer generated account. 

12.  DW1, Pampal Bora, has stated in his examination in chief that the said 

case has been lodged against him by Pulak Nath, with the allegation of 

borrowing a sum of Rs. 3,80,000/- (Rupees three lakh eighty thousand) 

only from him. Pulak Nath resides at another village near to his house 

and he knows him. The name of his village is Borati and the name of the 

Pulak Nath‟s village is Naw- Paam. He stated that he did not borrow any 

money from the informant. He had given, all total, five cheques to the 

complainant, and amongst those cheques,  the cheque no. 177073 was  

included. He had given the cheques to the informant from no. 177073 to 

177077. He stated that he had given the cheques to the informant so as 

to stand as guarantor, as informant intended to take loan from bank. He 

had given the said five cheques signed by him, to the informant, as the 

informant told him that the said cheques need to be deposited in the 

bank. In the said cheques  the amount, date and the name of the holder 

were not mentioned. He had only put his signature on those cheques. 

Thereafter, the informant had lodged a case against him, showing 

cheque bounce as the reason. Before lodging this case, the informant did 

not send him any notice u/s 138 of N.I. Act regarding repayment of the 

amount and he did not receive any notice. After getting summons from 

the court, on 16/5/13, he sent a notice to the informant through his ld. 

Advocate Sri Promod Sarmah and the said notice was received by the 

complainant. Ext. A is the copy of the notice, which is with his ld. 

Advocate and the signature is original and Ext. B is the postal receipt of 
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the notice which is sent to the informant. He stated that whenever he 

issues cheques to anyone, he makes entry of the fact.  Ext. C is the said 

cheque book. Ext. C(1) is the relevant page of the cheque book, 

containing the issuance of cheque, in favour of Sri Pulak Nath. In Ext. C 

(1), all descriptions are available in relation to issuance of cheque for the 

purpose of loan as guarantor. In Ext. A, it is mentioned that the 

informant would soon return the remaining four (4) cheque to him, but 

neither the informant did return the remaining cheques and nor gave any 

reply. On 3/6/13, he made aware the State Bank of India, Thelamara 

Branch, through a letter that if anyone deposits any cheques out of those 

four cheques for encashment, then immediately he would be informed. A 

copy of the said letter is with him and he furnished the same in the case. 

He stated that the informant had lodged a totally false case against him.  

13.  In his cross-examination, he stated that he is a businessman by 

profession and the complainant runs a shop. In Ext. 5, the address 

„Borati‟ is his address, but Na-Pam is not his address. Barati and Na-Pam 

are two difference villages. He stated that he had received a notice from 

the court in relation to this case. He received the notice/ summons from 

the court, in the same address, which is given in the complaint form. The 

address which is in Ext. 5 and the address which is in complainant form 

are not same. He stated that Barahati is written in the complaint petition. 

Except the name of the village, the rest things of the complaint petition 

are same. After getting summons on 6/3/13 he was enlarged on bail 

from court. He did not inform the court that he did not receive any 

advocate notice u/s 138 of N.I. Act within 15 days of taking bail from 

court. He stated that he did not approach Hon‟ble High Court  to dispose 

of the case on the ground that he did not receive advocate notice. He 

has been appearing regularly in the court since 6/3/13 in relation to this 

case. He denied the suggestion that he had received the advocate notice 

and he has lied in Court that he did not receive the same. In Ext. 2 

cheque, his signature is present. He stated that he cannot say properly 

that in the cheque book from which number to which number cheques 
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were available. He does not remember properly that how many cheques 

were available in the cheque book. He stated that in Ext. C in the cheque 

record slip, it is normally written as to whom the cheque is issued. In the 

Record slip there are 16 nos. of cheque‟s records are available and those 

are as follows :- 177056, 177057, 177058, 177060, 177069, 177064, 

177065, 177066, 177067, 177066, 177069, 177073, 177074, 177075, 

177076, 177077. Since after the record of cheque no. 177077, there is 

no other record is available in the record slip and there is no other 

cheque is available too in the cheque book. He stated that he did not 

take any bank loan, but the informant told him that he was willing to 

take loan from a private bank. He stated that he does not know whether 

is to visit a bank or financial institution so as to seek loan or not. He 

denied the suggestion that he deposed falsely that he does not know 

whether is to visit a bank or financial institution so as to seek loan or not. 

He stated that at that time he was unaware about the fact whether blank 

cheques should be issued or not, but at present he knows the use of it. 

He did not submit production petition in the court to bring the notice. He 

denied the suggestion that he borrowed an amount of Rs. 3,80,000/- 

(Rupees three lakh eighty thousand) from the informant and he issued 

the Ext. 2 cheque so as to return the said money and after bouncing the 

cheque, this case has been lodged. He denied the suggestion that he is 

liable to be punished as per law as his cheque is bounced. He denied the 

suggestion that he deposed falsely.  

Appreciation of Evidence: 

14. On a  bare perusal of the complaint petition, the statement of the 

complainant and his examination in chief in the court, it becomes clear 

that the prosecution‟s case, in simple words, is that the accused had 

borrowed a sum of Rs. 380000/- from the complainant(PW1) on 

12.08.11, to meet his financial needs, which the accused had promised 

the complainant to repay the amount within 6 months from the day of 

payment of the loan. But after the expiry of 6 months, the accused had 

failed to repay the loan amount and after repeated pursuit made by the 
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complainant, the accused had, on 20.09.12, had issued him a cheque 

bearing no. 177073, dtd. 20.09.12, in favour of the complainant, which 

got dishonoured, due to insufficient funds in the account of the accused. 

15. In this backdrop, it is relevant to mention, at the outset, that the accused 

has admitted that he had put his signature on Ext 2 cheque. The 

previous acquaintance between the accused and the complainant has 

also not been denied by the defense. PW1, has also stated, in his cross 

examination, that he earns Rs.50,000 to Rs.1 lakh, per months from his 

grocery and hardware shop and contract business.  

16. Hence, considering the admission as to the signature on the cheque, 

previous acquaintance and ability of the complainant to pay a sum of 

Rs.380000/- as loan, lay down  the factual basis for raising the statutory 

presumptions u/s 139 and 118 of NI Act. In other words, the above facts 

are sufficient to raise the presumption u/s 139 and 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. 

17.  Now, it is to be seen, whether the defense has been able to rebut this 

presumption, either by way of cross examination or by adducing 

evidence or both. 

18. If the averments made in the complaint petition, the statement of the 

complainant u/s 200 Cr PC and the deposition of the complainant in his 

affidavit evidence, are perused, we will find that the complainant has 

taken a clear stand. He has stated that the accused had borrowed a sum 

of Rs. 380000/- from him on 12.08.11, which the accused had promised 

the complainant to repay the amount within 6 months from the day of 

payment of the loan, and the accused, on 20.09.12, had issued him a 

cheque bearing no. 177073, dtd. 20.09.12, in favour of the complainant, 

in discharge of the debt of Rs.380000/-.  

19. However, in his cross examination, the complainant has taken a 

completely contradictory stand, by asserting that, on the very day and at 
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the same time, on and at which he had lent the said money, the accused 

had handed over the cheque to him, and he had deposited the Ext 2 

cheque, bearing number, 177073, in the bank. There is no explanation 

by the complainant side to explain the inconsistent and contradictory 

stands, nor there is any evidence to reconcile  the two statements of the 

complainant. Thus, if the statement of the complainant that the cheque 

was issued by the accused dtd. 20.9.12, is to be believed, then, his 

statement that the cheque was given by the accused to him on the same 

day and time, when the money was lent, cannot be believed and if the 

concerned cheque, was handed over to the complainant at the same 

time and day, on which the loan amount was given, then the aforesaid 

prosecution‟s case stands unbelievable. This irreconcilable and 

contradictory position has made the prosecution‟s case unreliable.  

20. If the cheque was handed  over to the complainant on the same day and 

at same time, when the he had lent the money to the accused,  then, 

from the facts of the case, it appears that it was a blank cheque, though 

signed by the accused,  and given as security for repayment. 

CW1(complainant) has stated, in his cross examination, that the 

signature on the cheque is of the accused, but other writings are of 

different person. It implies that the date mentioned on the cheque was 

not written by the accused. Further, no averment has been made by the 

complainant, to show that the cheque is a post dated cheque.  So, if the 

issuance of the cheque on 20.09.12 is unreliable and the cheque is not 

shown to be a post dated cheque, then, reasonably, the cheque appears 

to be an undated or blank one, at the time, when it was being handed 

over to the complainant. Moreover, as per the statement of CW1, in his 

cross examination, the money was given to the accused for 6 months. In 

fact, in his complaint petition, he has stated that he had approached the 

accused after the expiry of 6 months from the date of lending. Hence, it 

appears that the blank cheque was not given to the complainant, in 

discharge of any debt or liability, as on the very date on which the 

money was lent. Moreover, as stated earlier, the issuance of the cheque 



13 
 

 

on 20.9.12, as mentioned in the cheque, is doubtful, and hence, the  

existence of debt or liability as on 20.9.12, is also doubtful.  

21. Moreover, the prosecution has not produced any kind of documentary 

proof, such as money receipt or any independent evidence, to show that 

a sum of Rs.380000/- has been paid to the accused on 12.08.11.  

22. Considering all the above, I am of the view that the defense has been 

able to rebut the statutory presumption by way of cross examination of 

CW1( complainant). The additional plea taken by the defense is that the 

notice was not received by the accused as his address is Borati  and not 

Borati Napaam, and the notice was issued at an incorrect address . From 

Ext 7, it appears that the address of the accused is village: Barati, P.O. 

Ghatua, and not Barati Napaam. Hence, the benefit of Sec 27 of General 

Clauses Act is not available to the complainant. However, the postal 

receipt  reflects that the notice was issued to the accused, under Ghatua 

P.O.  Moreover,  the complaint petition was received by the complainant 

in the same address, which has been mentioned in the notice. Hence, it 

appears that the accused had received the notice. But, it is not clear as 

to when the notice was received by the accused. There is no 

documentary evidence in this regard.  

23.  The plea that the accused stood as guarantor of the complainant for a 

loan, is not established, because, if there was such a situation, in my 

view, the blank cheques should have been in the possession of the 

creditor and not the principal debtor. Moreover, no documentary proof 

has been put forward to substantiate the plea of the defense.  

24. Nevertheless, as stated above, the prosecution has not been able to 

stand on its own feet and the statutory presumption has stood rebutted.  

In other words, it is not proved, beyond reasonable doubt, that the 

cheque was issued by the accused to the complainant in discharge of any 

existing debt or liability.  

25. In the light of above, it will not serve any purpose, to examine other 

points for determinations. Thus, the offence u/s 138 of NI Act is not 

proved. 
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26. In the light of the above, I am of the view that the prosecution has failed 

to prove the guilt of the accused, u/s 138 of NI Act, beyond reasonable 

doubt. The accused is acquitted of the charge u/s 138 of NI Act and is 

set at liberty forthwith.  

27. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this 24th July, 2017. 

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

28.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

 

                                                       (K.K. Sharma) 

                                               Addl. CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED BY THE PROSECUTION: 

 

1. Exhibit-1 : complaint petition . 

2. Exhibit-2 : the cheque bearing no. 177073 dated 20.9.12 

3.  Exhibit-3 : the debit advice letter no. NIL dated 1.10.12 of the State 

bank of India, Teligaon branch.   

4. Exhibit 4 : the cheque returning Memo of the State Bank of India, 

Teligaon Branch dated 1.10.12.  

5. Exhibit-5 : the copy of the Pleader‟s notice dated 10.10.12.  

6. Exhibit-6 : the Copy of the registered postal receipt.  

 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED BY THE DEFENSE: 

 

1. EXT 7: Savings Account opening form 

2. Ext A: Notice sent to the complainant. 

3. Ext B: Postal Slip. 

4. EXT C: Cheque Book. 

5. Ext C(1): Cheque Book record slip. 

 

                              

                                        (K.K. Sharma) 

                                            Addl. CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 


