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C. R CASE NO: 8225 OF 2006
COMPLAINANT: SHRI DIGANTA DEKA Vs
ACCUSED: SHRI AJOY KUMAR ROY

DISTRICT: KAMRUP
IN THE COURT OF THE SUB DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL 
MAGISTRATE, (S),II, KAMRUP

CR CASE NO: 8225/ 2006
U/S 138 N. I ACT

COMPLAINANT: SHRI DIGANTA KUMAR DEKA
VERSUS

ACCUSED: SHRI AJOY KUMAR ROY

PRESENT : YUSUF AZAZ, SDJM, (S),II, KAMRUP

ADVOCATE FOR THE PROSECUTION: SHRI S. MEDHI

ADVOCATE FOR THE ACCUSED: SHRI A.K TALUKDAR

OFFENCE EXPLAINED ON: 23/11/2006

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON: 14/5/2007, 24/12/2007, 6/4/2010, 
21/9/2011, 4/12/2012

ARGUMENT HEARD ON: 1/4/2013

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON:9/4/2013

JUDGMENT

1. The  is  a  case  instituted  under  section  138  of  the  Negotiable 
Instruments Act, 1881 alleging therein that the accused, Shri Ajay 
Kumar Roy had issued a cheque in favour of the complainant which 
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was  dishonoured  due  to  insufficient  funds  in  the  account  of  the 
accused.

2. The brief facts leading to the institution of this complaint case is that 
the complainant, Shri Diganta Kumar Deka advanced a loan to the 
accused. The complainant has alleged that the accused approached 
him  for  a  loan  of  Rs.2,70,000/-  which  was  advanced  by  the 
complainant. The complainant has alleged that the accused promised 
to repay the loan by September, 2006 and accordingly in discharge 
of the loan he issued the cheque in question. The complainant had 
stated  that  the  accused  issued  cheque  bearing  no:286090  dated 
5/9/2006  for  Rs.2,70,000/-  in  favour  of  the  complainant  for  the 
discharge of his liability. The complainant accordingly deposited the 
said cheque for encashment to his bank, but the same was returned 
unpaid on 7/9/2006 as the accused did not have funds in his account 
to honour the said cheque.

3. The  complainant  thereafter  issued  legal  notice  to  the  accused  on 
18/9/2006 demanding the amount of cheque, but the accused failed 
and neglected to pay the same even after receipt of the notice; as 
such the complainant lodged this complaint under section 138 of the 
Negotiable Instruments Act,1881.

4. The accused was called upon to enter trial and upon his appearance 
the  particulars  of  offence  under  section  138  of  the  Negotiable 
Instruments Act,1881 was explained to him to which he pleaded not 
guilty and claimed to be tried.

5. The complainant examined himself in support of his case and also 
examined  one  another  independent  witness;  whereas  the  accused 
examined himself and one Smti Monika Baruah in his defence.

6. The defence case is of denial as is evident from the statement of the 
accused recorded under section 313 CrPC and also the evidence of 
the accused. The accused has admitted to the issuance of the said 
cheque in question, but has stated that it was agreed between him 
and the complainant that the complainant would advance a loan of 
Rs.2,70,000/-  which was immediately required by the accused for 
the  medical  treatment  of  his  sick  mother,  but  the  complainant 
advanced him a loan of Rs.70,000/- only, and promised to pay the 
remaining amount after some time. The accused has contended that 
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the complainant demanded a cheque of Rs.2,70,000/- from him to 
which he wrote the cheque for Rs.2,70,000/- and handed over the 
same  to  Smti  Monika  Baruah,  a  common  friend  with  an 
understanding  that  she  would  hand  over  the  cheque  to  the 
complainant after receiving the remaining Rs.2,00,000/- from him. 
According  to  the  accused,  Smti  Monika  Baruah  handed  over  the 
cheque to the complainant even though he (accused) did not receive 
the remaining Rs.2,00,000/-; hence he is not liable to pay the cheque 
amount.

7. I have heard the learned counsels for both the parties. 

8. Upon hearing and on perusal of record I have framed the following 
points for determination in order to arrive at a definite finding as 
regards the dispute in this case-

(1) Whether the accused issued the cheque for the discharge of 
any legally enforceable debt or liability?

(2) Whether the cheque was dishonoured for insufficient funds in 
the account of the accused?

(3) Whether the accused received the demand notice issued by the 
complainant regarding the dishonor of the cheque?

(4) Whether the accused has committed the offence under section 
138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881?

DISCUSSION,  DECISION  AND  REASONS  FOR  THE 
DECISION:

POINT  FOR  DETERMINATION  NO.1:  Whether  the  accused  
issued the cheque for the discharge of any legally enforceable debt  
or liability?

9. The complainant had contended that the accused owed Rs.2,70,000/- 
to him and in discharge of the aforesaid debt the accused gave him 
the cheque in question.
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10.The  complainant  examined  himself  in  support  of  his  case.  The 
complainant has stated that the accused sought for a loan from him 
and accordingly he advanced a loan of Rs.2,70,000/- to the accused. 
The complainant has deposed that the accused issued the cheque in 
question  towards  the  discharge  of  his  debt  of  Rs.2,70,000/-.  The 
complainant has deposed that the accused issued cheque bearing no: 
286090 dated 5/9/2006 for the discharge of his aforesaid debt. The 
said cheque is produced and marked as exhibit C1. The signature of 
the accused is identified and marked as exhibit C2. The complainant 
was cross examined by the accused, but nothing could be elicited 
from  the  cross  examination  so  as  to  doubt  or  disbelieve  the 
complainant. 

11.The accused had deposed in this case and he has stated that he was in 
need of money because his mother was sick and admitted to hospital. 
The accused (DW1) had deposed that one Smti Monika Baruah had 
introduced him to the complainant and he sought for a loan of Rs. 3-
4 Lakh, but the complainant told him that he could advance a loan of 
Rs.2,70,000/-  only.  The  accused  (DW1)  had  deposed  that  the 
complainant  gave  him Rs.70,000/-  only  and  promised  to  pay  the 
remaining amount of Rs.2,00,000/- after few days. The accused has 
deposed that the complainant demanded a cheque of Rs.2,70,000/- 
from him to which he (accused) issued the cheque in question and 
gave  the  same to  Smti  Monika  Baruah on the  condition  that  she 
would give the cheque only when the complainant pays to him the 
remaining  Rs.2,00,000/-.  The  accused  has  deposed  that  the 
complainant  took  the  cheque  from  Smti  Monika  Baruah  without 
paying the remaining Rs.2,00,000/- to him hence he is not liable to 
pay the cheque amount.

12.The accused had also examined Smti Monika Baruah (DW2) and she 
had deposed that she was present during the entire transaction. The 
DW2 had deposed that it was agreed that the complainant would pay 
Rs.2,70,000/- as loan to the accused, but the complainant had paid 
Rs.70,000/-  to  the  accused  and  promised  to  pay  the  remaining 
Rs.2,00,000/- later on. The DW2 had stated that the accused wrote 
the cheque in question for Rs.2,70,000/- and gave the same to her 
with an understanding that she would hand over the cheque to the 
complainant  only  when  the  complainant  pays  the  remaining 
Rs.2,00,000/- to the accused. The DW2 has deposed that the accused 
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did  not  contact  him for  some  time  and that  in  the  meantime  the 
complainant came and told her that he had paid the amount to the 
accused and so she handed over the cheque to the complainant. The 
DW2 has further deposed that the accused came and met her after 
about one week and asked her to return him the cheque to which she 
told the accused that the complainant had taken the cheque from her.

13.The perusal of the evidence of the DW1 and the DW2 shows that the 
defence  had  tried  to  show  that  the  complainant  had  paid  only 
Rs.70,000/- to the accused and took the cheque for Rs.2,70,000/- by 
falsely  misrepresenting  that  he  had  paid  the  entire  agreed 
Rs.2,70,000/-. 

14.The facts disclosed above shows that it is an admitted fact that the 
accused had issued the cheque in question and he had signed it. The 
only dispute is as to whether the complainant had paid Rs.2,70,000/- 
to  the  accused  and  as  to  whether  the  cheque  was  issued  for  the 
discharge of the aforesaid debt. 

15.The accused (DW2) had deposed that he had repaid Rs.21,000/- to 
the complainant on three different occasions and also paid Rs.1000/- 
or  Rs.2000/-  on  many  different  occasions  amounting  to  another 
Rs.15,000/-.  Keeping  the  above  facts  in  mind  let  me  discuss  the 
other materials on record and try to find out whether the accused has 
been able to raise a probable defence. 

16.The accused had deposed that Smti Monika Baruah (DW2) told him 
that she had given the cheque in question to the complainant upon 
being misrepresented that he (complainant) had paid the remaining 
Rs.2,00,000/- to the accused. The DW2, Smti Monika Baruah had 
deposed that the accused came to her after about a week to ask for 
the cheque. It is seen from the evidence of the DW1 and the DW2 
that the time lapse between the first payment of Rs.70,000/-, which 
payment is admitted by the accused, and the time when the accused 
came to know that the complainant had misrepresented Smti Monika 
Baruah and taken the cheque from her is only one week. If the above 
fact is held to be true, then there is no explanation as to why the 
accused or Smti  Monika Baruah did not confront the complainant 
regarding the fact as to why he misrepresented and took the cheque 
from Smti Monika Baruah. Any reasonable person, after coming to 
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know  of  the  fact  that  he  had  been  duped  and  a  cheque  of 
Rs.2,70,000/-  was  being  taken  by  misrepresentation,  would  have 
confronted  the  complainant  to  know  as  to  why  he  had 
misrepresented  and  would  further  have  demanded  the  remaining 
balance amount of Rs.2,00,000/- or would have demanded back the 
cheque, but in the instant case neither the accused (DW1) nor Smti 
Monika  Baruah  (DW2)  have  deposed  that  they  confronted  the 
complainant  or  had  demanded  the  cheque  back  or  demanded  the 
balance amount. The above conduct of the accused and the DW2, 
Smti Monika Baruah is not in consonance with the normal human 
reaction.

17.The  accused  had,  as  stated  above,  deposed  that  he  had  paid 
Rs.21,000/-  in  three  installments  and  further  paid  Rs.15,000/-  in 
several other installments. It has also come in evidence of the DW1 
and  the  DW2  that  the  accused  came  to  know  about  the  alleged 
misrepresentation and the fact that the complainant took the cheque 
from Smti Monika Baruah after about a week or so from the date 
when  he  handed over  the  cheque to  Smti  Monika  Baruah.  If  the 
above facts are held to be true, then there is no explanation as to why 
the accused repaid the complainants in several installments a portion 
of the loan. No reasonable person would not have repaid the loan 
after  coming  to know that  he  had been cheated  and a  cheque of 
Rs.2,70,000/-  is  taken  from  him  by  misrepresentation  unless  the 
dispute had bee resolved.

18.In  addition  to  the  above  there  is  no  explanation  as  to  why  the 
accused had issued the cheque of Rs.2,70,000/- if he received only 
Rs.70,000/- from the complainant. The accused could have very well 
issued a cheque of Rs.70,000/- only if he really received Rs.70,000/- 
and could have issued another cheque of Rs.2,00,000/- as and when 
he would have received the remaining Rs.2,00,000/- as alleged by 
the defence. 

19.The DW2, Smti Monika Baruah had further deposed that she had a 
quarrel with the accused when the accused came to know that she 
had handed over the cheque to the complainant. The above statement 
of the DW2, Smti Monika Baruah is also not believable because any 
reasonable  person  would  have  quarreled  with  the  complainant 
because it is the complainant who had allegedly misrepresented Smti 
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Monika Baruah and not the accused. The DW2 had also not deposed 
as to why she had not taken any steps to get the cheque back from 
the complainant.

20.The contention of the defence that  the accused had received only 
Rs.70,000/-  and  not  Rs.2,70,000/-  appears  to  be  an  afterthought 
because the accused had cross examined the complainant, but during 
the cross examination, the accused had not at all cross examined the 
complainant regarding the factum that he received only Rs.70,000/- 
or about the alleged misrepresentation. There is no explanation as to 
why the accused had not cross examined the complainant regarding 
the above facts and the only explanation that appears to be probable 
is that the accused has cooked up the above story merely to mislead 
the court as an afterthought. 

21.The accused had not disputed the factum of receipt of notice; as such 
the  accused  ought  to  have  replied  to  the  demand  notice  of  the 
complainant narrating his defence, but no such reply was given by 
the accused for reasons best known to him.

22.In addition to the above, the cross examination of the complainant 
reveal that the accused had tried to set up the defence that the cheque 
was issued in favour of Smti Monika Baruah whereas the accused 
had later on taken the defence that the cheque was handed over to 
Smti  Monika  Baruah  to  give  the  same  to  the  complainant.  The 
accused had not at all cross examined the complainant in this regard. 
The  accused  had  not  even  suggested  to  the  complainant  that  the 
complainant had paid him only Rs.70,000/- and that Rs.2,00,000/- 
remains to be paid.

23.In view of the above discussions it is held that the accused had failed 
to  raise  a  probable  defence  that  the  cheque  in  question  was  not 
issued by him for the discharge of a legally enforceable debt.

24.The learned counsel for the accused had contended that the accused 
had not written the name of the complainant upon the cheque. The 
accused had,  otherwise,  admitted that he wrote the amount in the 
cheque and also signed the same. Even if it is held that the name of 
the complainant was not written by the accused, then also the same 
does not make any difference and does not affect the validity of the 
cheque,  because  the  accused  had  admitted  that  he  had  given  the 

TYPED BY ME

YUSUF AZAZ, SDJM(S)II, KAMRUP.



Page 8 of 14

C. R CASE NO: 8225 OF 2006
COMPLAINANT: SHRI DIGANTA DEKA Vs
ACCUSED: SHRI AJOY KUMAR ROY

cheque to Smti Monika Baruah in order to hand over the same to the 
complainant after receiving Rs.2,00,000/-. The writing of the name 
by the complainant or any other person, in the light of the fact that 
the cheque was actually meant for the complainant cannot be held to 
be an alteration in the cheque.

25.It  is  an  admitted  fact  that  the  accused  had  received  Rs.70,000/- 
initially,  but  the fact  that  the accused had not  taken any steps  to 
recover the cheque even after lapse of considerable period and had 
not taken any steps for receipt of the remaining balance amount, it is 
held that  the accused had received the remaining balance amount 
from the complainant later on and for the said purpose he had failed 
to take any steps, which any reasonable man would have taken to 
recover the cheque which was taken by alleged misrepresentation, if 
he would not have  received the remaining Rs.2,00,000/-.

26.The  learned  counsel  for  the  accused  had  contended  that  the 
complainant  had  not  taken  any  receipt  of  the  payment  of 
Rs.2,70,000/- from the accused as such it cannot be believed that the 
complainant  had  paid  Rs.2,70,000/-.  The above  contention  of  the 
accused  is  not  sustainable  because  the  fact  that  the  accused  had 
issued the cheque is a sufficient receipt of the acknowledgment that 
he is liable to repay the amount of the cheque. On the contrary, the 
accused had allegedly made repayments of a portion of the loan, but 
there is no receipt of the said repayments; hence the evidence of the 
accused that  he had made part  payment  of  his  liability cannot be 
believed.

27.The  section  139  of  the  Negotiable  Instruments  Act,1881  raises  a 
presumption  in  favour  of  the  holder  of  the  cheque  that  unless 
contrary is proved it shall be presumed that the cheque was issued 
for  the discharge  of  a legally  enforceable  debt  or  liability.  In the 
instant case at hand the accused has admitted that he had issued the 
said cheque in question as such the legal presumption that can be 
drawn under  section  139  of  the  said  Act  is  that  the  said  cheque 
(exhibit 1) was issued for the discharge of a legally enforceable debt, 
and the accused had failed to dislodge the above presumption.

28.The learned counsel for the accused had relied upon the judgments 
of the  Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Rangappa Vs Mohan 
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[AIR 2010 SC 1898] to  show that  the  standard  of  proof  for  the 
accused  to  dislodge  the  presumption  is  “preponderance  of 
probability”;  as  such  it  ought  to  be  held  that  the  accused  had 
dislodged  the  presumption  under  section  139  of  the  Negotiable 
Instruments Act,1881. There is no dispute as regards the law laid 
down in the above judgment, but it is held in the above discussion 
that the accused had failed to show any probable defence.

29.The accused had further relied upon the judgment of the Hon’ble 
Madras High Court in the case of  Amaravathi Chits Investments 
Vs  T.M  Vaidyanathan  [  2005  CrLJ  576];  judgment  of  the 
Hon’ble Allahabad High Court in the case of Fragrant Leasing 
&  Finance  Company  Ltd  Vs  Jagdish  Katuriya  [  2007  CrLJ 
3880]; judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Veera 
Exports Vs T. Kalavathy [ AIR 2002 SC 38]; judgment of the 
Hon’ble  Kerala  High  Court  in  the  case  of  Ramchandran  Vs 
Dineshan  [  2005  CrLJ  1237] to  show  that  if  there  is  material 
alteration in  the cheque then the same is  to  be treated  as  invalid 
cheque and no prosecution can be based upon the same. The ratios 
laid down in the above judgments are not applicable to the facts of 
this case because it is already held that there is no material alteration. 
It  is  already held that  even if  it  is  held that  the complainant  had 
written his name upon the cheque then also the same would not be 
considered as any material alteration, because the cheque was in fact 
admittedly issued for the complainant. An alteration could be said to 
be material if the said cheque was meant for some other person and 
the name of different person is inserted in the cheque. The alteration 
of the amount or the date of the cheque can be considered as material 
and not the insertion of the name of the complainant in the instant 
case.

30.The accused had further relied upon the judgment of the  Bombay 
High Court  in the case  of  Joseph Vilangadan Vs Phenomenal 
Health Services Ltd [ 2011 CrLJ 531] to show that no prosecution 
can  be  maintained  for  a  cheque  given  as  security.  The  above 
judgment is not applicable in the facts of this case because it is held 
that the cheque in the instant case was given for the discharge of a 
legally enforceable debt.
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31.The accused had further relied upon the judgments of the  Hon’ble 
Gauhati High Court in the case of Alauddin Vs Sishir Kumar 
Dutta [ (1987) 2 GLR 299];  and the judgment of  the Hon’ble 
Madhya Pradesh in the case of Smti  Kamla Bai VS Madanlal 
[  M.  Cri  (c)  1069  of  2008  decided  on  26/2/2009] to  show that 
opinion of handwriting expert is necessary to arrive at a finding that 
the cheque was signed by the accused. The above judgments are also 
not  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this  case  because  the  accused  had 
admitted that he had signed upon the cheque in question.

32.In view of the discussions made above it is held that the accused had 
issued  the  cheque  in  question  for  the  discharge  of  his  legally 
enforceable debt.

33.DECISION:   The cheque was issued for the discharge of a legally 
enforceable debt.

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.2: Whether the cheque was  
dishonoured for insufficient funds in the account of the accused?

34.The complainant has deposed that the said cheque was presented to 
his bank for encashment, but the same was dishonoured because of 
insufficient funds in the account of the accused. The complainant has 
produced the cheque return memo and the same is marked as exhibit 
C3. The PW1 was not cross examined in this regard; as such it is 
held that the said cheque was dishonoured.

35.In  addition  to  the  above  the  complainant  has  examined  the  bank 
officials Shri Anant Kumar (PW2) who had specifically stated that 
the  said  cheque  in  question  was  dishonoured  due  to  insufficient 
funds in the account of the accused.  The PW2 also identified the 
cheque return memo. 

36. In  addition  to  the  above  the  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 it  is held that the said cheque was 
dishonoured due to insufficient funds in the account of the accused.
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37.DECISION:   The cheque was dishonoured for insufficient  funds in 
the account of the accused.

POINT  FOR  DETERMINATION  NO.3:  Whether  the  accused  
received the demand notice issued by the complainant regarding  
the dishonor of the cheque?

38.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  18/9/2006  by  registered  post.  The  complainant  has 
produced the said notice and the same is marked as exhibit C4. 

39.The accused had not disputed the factum of issuance of notice by 
registered post as such it is held that the demand notice was served in 
ordinary course of post in view of the legal presumption raised as per 
section 27 of the General Clauses Act,1897. The accused has failed 
to dislodge the above presumption.

40.In view of the above it  is  held that  the accused had received the 
demand notice.

41.DECISION:   The demand notice was duly served upon the accused.

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.4: Whether the accused has  
committed  the  offence  under  section  138  of  the  Negotiable  
Instruments Act,1881?

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 by the accused in the account maintained by him and that the 
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said cheque was dishonoured due to insufficient funds. The cheque 
was  issued  in  the  instant  case  on  5/9/2006  and  it  was  presented 
within six months for encashment. The cheque was dishonoured on 
7/9/2006  as  is  revealed  from  the  cheque  return  memo;  and  the 
demand notice was issued by the complainant on 18/9/2006, which is 
within 30 days from the receipt of information of dishonor. 

44.The  said  notice  is  deemed  to  be  received  by  the  accused  on 
21/9/2006,  i.e  within  three  days.  The  complainant  had  thereafter 
instituted this complaint on 18/10/2006 which is within thirty days 
after the lapse of fifteen days from the date of receipt of notice.

45.In view of the above discussion it is held that all the ingredients of 
the  offence  under  section  138  of  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Act,1881 are satisfied in the instant case and further the complainant 
has satisfied all  the requisites for the institution of the complaint; 
hence it is held that the accused has committed the offence under 
section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881.

46.DECISION:   The accused has committed the offence under section 
138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881.

47.In view of the discussions made above and the decisions reached in 
the foregoing points for determinations it is held that the accused has 
committed offence under section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments 
Act,1881 and as such the accused is convicted under section 138 of 
the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881.

48.I have heard the parties. I am not inclined to extend the benefit of the 
provisions  of  the  Probation  of  Offenders  Act,1958,  because  the 
offence committed is in the nature of an economic offence and the 
backbone of the nation depends on a healthy economy. Moreover the 
real intention behind the enactment of the said offence is to provide 
quick remedy to the payee or the holder of the cheque, and also to 
instill  a  sense  of  confidence  and  assurance  to  the  business 
community.

49.I have heard the parties on the point of compensation. The accused 
had contended that he had already paid about thirty six thousand and 
that he took a loan of only Rs.70,000/- hence he may be dealt with 
lightly. The complainant, on the other hand, had prayed to twice the 
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amount  of  the cheque as  compensation  because  already  six  years 
have elapsed and if he would have kept the money in back, then also 
it might have doubled by now.

50.Considering the nature of the offence and the other attending facts 
and  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  accused  is  convicted  of  the 
offence under section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881 
and  he  is  sentenced  to  undergo  simple  imprisonment  for  six  (6) 
months and further to pay compensation of Rs.4,50,000/- (four lakh 
fifty  thousand)  to  the  complainant  as  the  cheque  amount  is 
Rs.2,70,000/-  and  about  six  years  have  elapsed  from the  date  of 
issuance  of  cheque.  It  is  further  directed  that  the  accused  shall 
undergo simple imprisonment for another two months in default of 
the payment of compensation.

51.Furnish a free copy of the judgment to the accused immediately.

52.The case is disposed of on contest.

Given under my hand and the seal of this court on this the 9th day of April ,
2013 at Guwahati.

Yusuf Azaz,
SDJM(S) II, Kamrup

APPENDIX

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS:

1) EXHIBIT 1- CHEQUE

2) EXHIBIT 2- DEPOSIT SLIP

3) EXHIBIT 3- RETURN MEMO
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4) EXHIBIT 4- DEMAND NOTICE

5) EXHIBIT 5- STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT

DEFENCE EXHIBITS

NONE

PROSECUTION WITNESSES

1) SHRI DIGANTA DEKA

2) SHRI ANAT KUMAR

DEFENCE WITNESSES

1) SHRI AJOY KUMAR ROY

2) SMTI MONIKA BARUAH

YUSUF AZAZ,
SDJM (S) II, KAMRUP
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