JUDGEMENT
e-Criminal Case No. 5475 of 2025

GJAH280062282025 Case e-Filed on : 15-05-2025
ml- = Registered on : 15-05-2025
Decided on : 10-04-2026
- Duration - 00-10-26
Year-Month-Day
IN THE COURT OF

ADDITIONAL CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE,
SARAS N.I. COURT NO. 1. CJM COURTS,

AHMEDABAD CITY

AT AHMEDABAD,AHMEDABAD
(Presided Over by C.G.DESAI)

eCC/5475/2025

No. 30

Exhibit

Complainant (Prosecution)

P J Credit Capital Pvt Ltd

Through Police Station Officer

Address

504, Zion Z-1 Nr Avalon Hotel,
Off Sindhu Bhavan Road,
Bodakdev, Ahmedabad.

P J Credit Capital Pvt. Ltd.

VERSUS
Accused Sagar Premjibhai Dhadhal
Age 26
Occupation Labor Work
Address New Plot Dahida, Chital, Amreli-365620.
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Advocate for Complainant : Mr. J.I. Parmar,
Advocate for Accused : Mr. D.R. Shreemali.

Offence punishable under :
Section 138 of Negotiable Instruments Act, 1881,

FORM-A

SARAS N.I. Court No.1, CJM Courts, Ahmedabad City
Presided Over by Mr.C.G.Desai
Date of Judgement :- 10/04/2026
eCriminal Case No. 5475/2025
Details of FIR/Crime and Police Station

Complainant P J Credit Capital Pvt. Ltd.
Through its Authorized signatory
Mr. Jaimin Ranpura.

Represented by Advocate: Mr. J.1. Parmar
Accused Sagar Premjibhai Dhadhal
Represenrted by Advocate: Mr. D.R. Shreemali.

FORM-B
Date of Offence 21/03/2025
Date of FIR N.A.
Date of Chargesheet N.A.
Date of Farming of Charge 21/02/2026
Date of commencement of evidence 28/02/2026
Date on which judgement is reserved 03/04/2026
Date of Judgement 10/04/2026
Date of the Sentencing Order, if any 10/04/2026
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Rank of Accused 1

Name of Accused Sagar Premjibhai Dhadhal

Date of Areest N.A.

Date of Relese on Bail N.A.

Offence charge with Section 138 of the Negotiable
Instruments Act, 1881

Whether  Acquitted or Convicted

Convicted

Sentence Imposed 2 Years Simple Imrisonment

Period of  Detention NIL

Undergone during Trial for

purpose of Section 428

CrPC.

FORM- C

List of Prosecution/Defence/Court Wirenesses
A. Prosecution

Rank Name Nature of Evidence

PW 1 Jaimin Ranpura Oral Evidence

B. Defence Witness, if any:

Rank Name Nature of Evidence
DW 1 NIL NIL

C. Court Witness if any:

Rank Name Nature of Evidence
CW1 NIL NIL

List of Prosecution/Defence/Court Exhibits
A. Prosecution:

Sr Exhibit Description
No.| Number
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1. | Exhibit-15 |True Copy of Company Registration
certificate issued by Registrar of
Companies, Gwalior.

2. | Exhibit-16 |True Copy of Certificate of Registration
issued by Reserve Bank of India.

Exhibit-23 [Copy of Authority Letter.

4. | Exhibit-18 [Original Cheque issued by accused to the
complainant.

5. | Exhibit-19 |Original Return memo.

6. | Exhibit-20 [Office Copy of Demand Notice issued by
Complainant through its Ld. Advocate to
the accused.

7. | Exhibit-21 [Original Reciepts of Registered Post
A.D.

8. | Exhibit-22 |Copy of Acknowledgement Recipt of the
Postal Department.

9. | Exhibit-24 |Loan Account Statements of the accused.

B. Defence:
Sr Exhibit Description
No.| Number
1. D-1 NIL
C. Court Exhibits:
Sr Exhibit Description
No.| Number
1. Exhibit NIL
C-1/CW1
D. Material Objects:
Sr Exhibit Description
No.| Number
1. MO 1 NIL
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/l JUDGEMENT //
(Delivered on 10-04-2026)
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SI13 2y 5} o€l § dal YuiR uel s of€f] ¥ ARVl SRIEIHI
8AAA AUIAH] AU A% I ES SAUI YA S B.

®  GiRIIYYY KRI Aol GiAUIdall AHTeiHi 2% S¥d ecllcll:—
(aR) AR df [Aglol asldglla Aol ecdldl 2% sa1 HI2
Wdl dsl 21udl edi ddoll edldl 2y of s2a1 dHdll edldl 29

Sdlol] 6SS G4 SAUIHI AHIAd 8.
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oRIYe Sl Usdl dHY Hal o.1 A AU sal vsdl ¢
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® Section-138:-

Dishonour of cheque for insufficiency, etc., of funds in the
account. —

Where any cheque drawn by a person on an account
maintained by him with a banker for payment of any amount of
money to another person from out of that account for the
discharge, in whole or in part, of any debt or other liability, is
returned by the bank unpaid, either because of the amount of
money standing to the credit of that account is insufficient to
honour the cheque or that it exceeds the amount arranged to be
paid from that account by an agreement made with that bank,
such person shall be deemed to have committed an offence and
shall, without prejudice to any other provision of this Act, be
punished with imprisonment for a term which may be extended
to two years’, or with fine which may extend to twice the
amount of the cheque, or with both:

Provided that nothing contained in this section shall
apply unless—
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(a) the cheque has been presented to the bank within a period
of six months from the date on which it is drawn or within the
period of its validity, whichever is earlier;

(b) the payee or the holder in due course of the cheque, as the
case may be, makes a demand for the payment of the said amount
of money by giving a notice; in writing, to the drawer of the
cheque, within thirty days of the receipt of information by him
from the bank regarding the return of the cheque as unpaid; and
(c) the drawer of such cheque fails to make the payment of
the said amount of money to the payee or, as the case may be, to
the holder in due course of the cheque, within fifteen days of the
receipt of the said notice.

Explanation.— For the purposes of this section, “debt of other
liability” means a legally enforceable debt or other liability.
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sAddi A VS “Funds Insufficient” ol 221 119 Ud Sl
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sRAIEIRA A 243 AIRIUIa A¥22S Ule .9, HIRsA oileA 2410d
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BA2dUIRA HIZ Yl AHY AAIUd] 9di §RAUIE]l BAeduId of sqll
AHoll BdedUldall 6SS Gl SJAUIHI AHIAd 8. HIH, sRyIE]
Suofloll gayquIaR 2l Flol ARIYRICIRAA AiS=20 of] dxdl
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gldioll &slsd YaR sd B. sRUEUIN A Aol Uidlall o]
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(29) sRAIEIRA Ais—ae &l A1 si1Holl AHRVRA sl
AN AHig—a¢ U1 sRAIEYIN] AJs Real &l 2ol Redl AH]
A Y S B d 2ol AHIY 241 S1H6il AARAUIA sRUIEA 2410d
Ais—a¢ 4l sRAIEUIN] AJs “Funds Insufficient” S1201 Ud
SA 8ldlg) YAUR S 8.

(18) sRAIEIRA Ais—x0 &l A1 SI1Hall AHARIVIA dHall usld
2l HIRsA HIsdIAd [SHIos oAl yel A1 siHall AHIRAYIA
sRa1€]l sudlaiell di.ou/aa/0F ol A% 31.90,000/—
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31.U,R0R /- ol 23y HIRAS a¢ &HIHi aidlal 3l saidfl gldifl,
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SH ARUIYS o s3] Usdl sRAIE] SUdll iRl A1IRAIU] VIR dlalofl Al
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Sigf €21 YRIdl Ul Al SIA % sd el ¥ dllcid ol %

Aol dal allyuial 8. AR 21 adeis 2R 2413

(A0l AaiHlol SAUI HIZ Yd] B.

Qe sRAIENA Ais—2 &l 441 SIHoll ARG dHall
[Qgla asld &l HIsd HIsdIdd [SHIeS olled AHRIVIA 2A¥eS
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s 8 dl sRAUERA Ais—R &l dHVBl AHRIUIA d¥all ([Aglol
asld 2l #1RsA (SHles alileA A1 siHall ARI]A Hofl 2141 49
ulRe Yidlall Asalldxdee fle 2% s2d 8. sRAUIEIRA Ais—R19
ol AI§—R Yol ¥ €219 Y191 2% 2 & dotief] gRUIENA
AURIIal ddall [Agiol asld &l H1Rsd HisdIdd SlHles alle
AR X228 Uiz .9l HRsd HISEI 23l 2Hal d SlAHles
alllet ARMIa Hall 21241 24300fl &slSA 2URUR] YAUR S B.
ayHi, sRAEIRA ARG slHios diiled ANA ofell 2x4al Ad
ollf221 AHB) HAd atef] ddl 2RVl S dsAR ot

(R0) qyHi, A1 siHall sRAEIRA aidall sRAIE sa1 242116
ARIVIA sRAIEUIN As Red &l 23 AHis—0 &l ¥ (SHIoS
ol 24d A ol AR Holl wal 9di AHA1RIJIRA s[R1€]d]
Ais—x0 d10fl [SHIoS alleA 243 SIS ¥dIa sRAUIElA AHIA 1]
% d 29l S €2dIAY YAl YRl A1 SIA Y S oiefl. 1A,
AHRIUIRA sRUIEl sIuEAR0A] (SHIoS ol i3 dHell ¥dIo] Y
o algf AHRIIA ailleAni ¥IAd &Slsdla soid jAVE 8.

AoiSS olIHER AdRU veldd S.PMani And Mohan Dairy V.

Snehalatha Elangovan — reported as AIR 2022 SC 4883 oll
SAHI UM s Rlgid talal Adl ¥33] & ¥ ofld Yool & @ -

ol IHER AdRU AHeldd S.PMani And Mohan Dairy

Vs. Snehalatha Elangovan (Supra) oll 56| U1—¥v ol vU Hi

UINAd sd 8 %,

“ 44. We may also examine this appeal from a
different angle. It is not in dispute, as noted
above, that no reply was given by the respondent
to the statutory notice served upon her by the
appellant. In the proceedings of the present type,
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it is essential for the person to whom statutory
notice is issued under Section 138 of the NI Act to
give an appropriate reply. The person concerned
is _expected to clarify his or her stance. If the
person_concerned material to establish that he or
she has no role to play in the affairs of the
company/firm, then such material should be
highlighted in the reply to the notice as a
foundation. If any such foundation is laid, the
picture would be more clear before the eves of the
complaint. The complainant would come to know
as_to why the person to whom he has issued
notice says that he is not responsible for the
dishonour of the cheque Had the respondent
herein __given _appropriate _reply _highlighting
whatever she has sought to highlight before us
then probably the complainant would have
undertaken further inquiry and would have tried
to find out what was the legal status of the firm on
the date of the commission of the offence and
what was the status of the respondent in the firm.
The object of notice before the filing of the
complaint is not just to give a chance to the
drawer of the cheque to rectifv his omission to
make his stance clear so far as his liability under
section 138 of the NI Act is concerned.

45. once the necessary averments are made in the
Statutory notice issued by the complainant in
regard to the vicarious liability of the partners
and upon receipt of such notice, if the partner
keeps quiet and does not say anything in reply to
the same, then the complainant has all the
reasons to believe that what he has stated in the
notice _has been accepted by the notice. Such
circumstances what more is expected of the
complainant to say in the complaint.”

(1) Al siHoll ARIIA sRAUIEIRA 2% S Y140} ViS
Al HI2 sl AlMs AR dl €2diId® YAl Y sd el
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SRAIEIRA Y 5A YRIUIRAIg) ViSal Sl HIZ ARIUIRA 18 1ReYd
Uldold (SEod 5ol SIA dIdd] ¥33] & dl % ddall YRidlall el
(a1 e 215, ug AR ddell YRidioll ol [SRAIY SN

2AYuel feivsa [613d ©.

(31) A1 dGiSS alIHER AdRRU AHEIAA Rangappa Vs. Sri
Mohan — reported as AIR 2010 SC 1898, Bir Singh Vs. Mukesh
Kumar — reported as AIR 2019 SC 2446, T.P. Murugan (Dead)
Thr. Lrs. Vs. Bojan — reported as AIR 2018 SC 3601 idl
Kishan Rao Vs. Shankargouda — reported as 2018 (0) AIJEL-
SC 62414 ol 3131 MAUINd sd Rgid 1a Ad] %33] & % ol
YO B,

(3) olIHER AURRY vEIAd Rangappa Vs. Sri Mohan —

(Supra) ol 5AHI ollHER AdRAU Aelddd] el ¥DA o
Krishna Janardhan Bhat Vs. Dattatraya G. Hegde (Supra) ol

YSIEloll WRI of. RE & 3R, 3% ol 3U Hi oIHER Yo sie ¥
[6id1211 SeA & 2A1Y o &ldio] 5AAA 8. olIHER AR AEIAd]]

S0l ¥l i) Rangappa Vs. Sri Mohan — (Supra) ol S4Hi
821dd & 5:—

“ The presumption mandated by S. 139 of
the Act does indeed include the existence of
legally enforceable debt or liability. This is of
Course in the nature of a rebuttable
presumption and it is open to the accused to
raise a defence where in the existence of a
legally enforceble debt or liability can be
constested. However there can be no doubt that
there is_an initial presumption which favours
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the _complainant. S. 139 of the Act is an
example of a reverse onus clause that has been
included in _furtherance of the legislative
objective _of improving the credibilitv of
negotiable instruments. While Section 138 of
the Act specifies a strong criminal remedy in
relation to the dishonour of cheques, the
rebuttable presumption under Section 139 is a
device to prevent undue delay in the course of
litigation. However, it must be remembered that
the offence made punishable by S. 138 can be
better described as a regulatory offence since
the bouncing of a cheque is largely in nature of
a civil wrong whose impact is usually confined
to the private parties involved in commercial
transaction. In such a scenario, the test of
proportionality should guide the construction
and interpretation of reverse onus clauses and
the accused / defendant cannot be expected to
discharge an unduly high standard or proof. In
the absence of compelling justifications,
reverse onus clauses usually impose an
inevitability burden and not a persuasive
burden. Keeping this in view, it is a settled
position that when an accused has to rebut the
presumption under Section 139, the standard of
proof for doing so is that of ‘preponderance of
probabilities’. Therefore, if the accused is able
to raise a probable defense which creates
doughts about the existence of a legally
enforceable debt or liability, the prosecution
can fail. The accused can rely on the materials
submitted by the complainant in order to raise
such a defense and it is conceivable that in
some cases the accused may not need to adduce
evidence of his/her own.

(Paral4)
Observations in Para 29-32, 34, 35 in decision
reported in (2008) 4 SCC 54, not correct.”
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() olHER AdRRA veldd Bir Singh Vs. Mukesh

Kumar (Supra) ol 3431 Ui of. 3, 35, 39 id 3¢aHi 8pAAd
D% -

" 23. Section 139 introduces an exception to the
general rule as to the burden of proof and shifts
the onus on the accused. The presumption
under Section 139 of the Negotiable
Instruments Act is a presumption of law, as
distinguished from presumption of facts.
Presumptions are rules of evidence and do not
conflict with the presumption of innocence,
which requires the prosecution to prove the
case against the accused beyond reasonable
doubt. The obligation on the prosecution may
be discharged with the help of presumptions of
law and presumptions of fact unless the
accused adduces evidence showing the
reasonable possibility of the non existence of
the presumed fact as held in Hiten P. Dalal

(supra).

36. The proposition of law which emerges from
the judgments referred to above is that the onus
to rebut the presumption under Section 139 that
the cheque has been issued in discharge of a
debtor liability is on the accused and the fact
that the cheque might be post dated does not
absolve the drawer of a cheque of the penal
consequences of Section 138 of the Negotiable
Instruments Act.

37. A meaningful reading of the provisions of
the Negotiable Instruments Act including, in
particular, Sections 20 87 and 139, makes it
amply clear that a person who signs a cheque
and make sit over to the payee remains liable
unless _he adduces evidence to rebut the
presumption that the cheque had been issued
for payment of a debt or in discharge of a
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liability. It is immaterial that the cheque may
have been filled in by any person other than the
drawer._if the cheque is duly signed by the
drawer. If the cheque is otherwise valid, the
penal provisions of Section 13 would be
attracted.

38. If a signed blank cheque is voluntarily
presented to a payee, towards some payment,
the payee may fill up the amount and other
particulars. This in itself would not invalidate
the cheque. The onus would still be on the
accused to prove that the cheque was not in
discharge of a debt or liabilitv by adducing
evidence."

(u) Y, olIHER AdRY MeIdd TP Murugan (Dead)

Thr. Lrs. Vs. Bojan (Supra) ol 3431 U1—< a ¢ i U21d
W D 5,

"8. We have heard Senior Counsel for both
parties, and perused the record. Under Section
139 of the N.I. Act, once a cheque has been
signed and issued in favour of the holder. there
is_Statutory presumption that it is _issued in
discharge of a legally enforceable debt or
liability. This presumption is a rebuttable one,
if the issuer of the cheque is able to discharge
the burden that it was issued for some other
purpose like security for a loan. In the present
case, the respondent has failed to produce any
credible _evidence to rebut the statutory
presumption. This would be evident from the
following circumstances:-

(1) The respondent-accused issued a Pro note
for the amount covered by the cheques, which
clearly states that it was being issued for a
loan;

(i1) The fence of the respondent that he had
allegedly issued 10 blank cheques in 1995 for
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repayment of a loan, has been disbelieved both
by the Trial Court and Sessions Court, on the
ground that the respondent did not ask for
return of the cheques for a period of seven
years from 1995. This defence was obviously a
cover-up, and lacked credibility, and hence was
rightly discarded.

(1i1) The letter dated 09.11.2002 was addressed
by the respondent after he had issued two
cheques on 07.08.2002 for Rs.37,00,000/- and
Rs.14,00,000 knowing fully well that he did
not have sufficient funds in his account. The
letter dated 09.11.2002 was an after-thought,
and was written to evade liability. This defence
also lacked credibility, as the appellants had
never asked for return of the alleged cheques
for seven years.

(iv) The defence of the respondent that the Pro
note dated 07.08.2002 signed by him, was
allegedly filled by one vahesh-DW.2, an
employee of N.R.R. Finances, was rejected as
being false. DW.2 himself admitted in his
cross-examination, that he did not file any
document to prove that he was employed in
N.R.R. Finances. On the contrary, the
appellants complainants produced PW.2 and
PW.4, Directors of N.R.R. Finances Investment
Pvt. Ltd., and PW.3, a Member of N.R.R. Chit
funds, who deposed that DW.2 was never
employed in N.R.R. Finances.

9. The Appellants have proved their case by
overwhelming evidence to establish that the
two cheques were issued towards the discharge
of an existing liability and legally enforceable
debt. The respondent having admitted that the
cheques and Pro note were signed by him, the
presumption under S.139 would operate. The
respondent failed to rebut the presumption by
adducing any cogent or credible evidence.
Hence, his defense is rejected."”
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(R§) Al dosS olHER AdRU uHeldA Kishan Rao V.

Shankargouda — reported as 2018 (0) AIJEL-SC 62414 oi| 3213i
u2IMd s2d Rigid Llal Al %33] & % oflA Yxoi B,

olHER  AdRAU  veldd  Kishan Rao  Vs.

Shankargouda — (Supra) ofl 5431 oA Yol &AM B: -

“17. Section 139 of the Act, 1881 provides for
drawing the presumption in favour of holder.
Section 139 is to the following -effect:
"139.Presumption in favour of holder. It shall
be presumed, unless the contrary is proved,
that the holder of a cheque received the cheque
of the nature referred to in section 138 for the
discharge, in whole or in part, of any debt or
other liability."

18. This Court in Kumar Exports vs. Sharma
Carpets, 2009 (2) SCC 513, had considered the
provisions of Negotiable Instruments Act as
well Evidence Act. Referring to Section 139,
this Court laid down following... paragraphs
14, 15,18 and 19: "

14. Section 139 of the Act provides that it shall
be presumed, unless the contrary is proved, that
the holder of a cheque received the cheque of
the nature referred to in Section 138 for the
discharge, in whole or in part, of any debt or
other liability.

15. Presumptions are devices by use of which
the courts are enabled and entitled to pronounce
on an issue notwithstanding that there is no
evidence or insufficient evidence. Under the
Evidence Act all presumptions must come
under one or the other class of the three classes
mentioned in the Act, namely, (1) "may
presume" (rebuttable), (2) "shall presume"
(rebuttable), and (3) "conclusive The
presumptions" (irrebuttable). "presumption" is
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used to designate an inference, affirmative or
disaffirmative of the existence of a fact,
conveniently called the "presumed fact" drawn
by a judicial tribunal, by a process of probable
reasoning from some matter of fact, either
judicially noticed or admitted or established by
legal evidence to the satisfaction of the tribunal.
Presumption literally means "taking as true
without examination or proof".

18. Applying the definition of the word
"proved" in Section 3 of the Evidence Act to
the provisions of Sections 118 and 139 of the
Act, 1t becomes evident that in a trial under
Section 138 of the Act a presumption will have
to be made that every negotiable instrument
was made or drawn for consideration and that
it was executed for discharge of debt or
liability once the execution of negotiable
instrument is either proved or admitted. As
soon as the complainant discharges the burden
to prove that the instrument, say a note, was
executed by the accused, the rules of
presumptions under Sections 118 and 139 of
the Act help him shift the burden on the
accused. The presumptions will live, exist and
survive and shall end only when the contrary is
proved by the accused, that is, the cheque was
not issued for consideration and in discharge of
any debt or liability. A presumption is not in
itself evidence, but only makes a prima facie
case for a party for whose benefit it exists. 19.
The use of the phrase "until the contrary is
proved" in Section 118 of the Act and use of
the words "unless the contra. y is proved" in
Section 139 of the Act read with definitions of
"may presume" and "shall presume" as given
in Section 4 of the Evidence Act, makes it at
once clear that presumptions to be raised under
both the provisions are rebut table. When a
presumption is rebut table, it only points out
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that the party on whom lies the duty of going
forward with evidence, on the fact presumed
and when that party has produced evidence
fairly and reasonably tending to show that the
real fact is not as presumed, the purpose of the
presumption is over."

19. This Court held that the accused may
adduce evidence to rebut the presumption, but
mere denial regarding existence of debt shall
not serve any purpose. Following was held in
paragraph 20: "

20....The accused may adduce direct evidence
to prove that the note in question was not
supported by consideration and that there was
no debt or liability to be discharged by him.
However, the court need not insist in every
case that the accused should disprove the non-
existence of consideration and debt by leading
direct evidence because the existence of
negative evidence is neither possible nor
contemplated. At the same time, it is clear that
bare denial of the passing of the consideration
and existence of debt, apparently would not
serve the purpose of the accused. Something
which is probables has to be brought on record
for getting the burden of proof shifted to the
complainant. To disprove the presumptions, the
accused should bring on record such facts and
circumstances, upon consideration of which,
the court may either believe that the
consideration and debt did not exist or their
non-existence was so probable that a prudent
man would under the circumstances of the
case, act upon the plea that they did not
exist...""

(9) AIH, olIHER HURU 2eIdA S.P_Mani And Mohan

Dairy Vs. Snehalatha Elangovan (Supra), Rangappa Vs. Sri Mohan
— (Supra), kishan Rao Vs. Shankargouda — (Supra), Bir Singh V.
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Mukesh Kumar -(Supra) 319 T.P. Murugan (Dead) Thr. Lrs. Vs.

Bojan — (Supra) oll YSIERANHI MAUING s Rigid lal Adl

Al AEWE BRAoll SIA uisRl dsgell 2Y LA dHIH YAURAG
aiiflsIgRll HEUisSol sl Al SIHoll AHARIIRA ¢l adNfldod
gorgdoe Aseoll SHH-3¢ YXGiall Yobl S &ldlg] YJAUR
SJAIHI SRUIE] A5 (619SA 8. dyHi, &ldall SAoll AHA &S]S
Aol &Idall 5Aall AN Vol &ldall SAHI SRUIE]l d§ Y sANHI
AHIAd AlMs dHYy €2dId YIdial ela ddl sRUIEIRA duoll
shuledi xeidd [Aaidl ol &slsdlad YJR s &l ol
SRAUIEIA 2% 52 YAdIAlg] Visal Sl ViSallcHS YRId1 2% S 1]
§ dol YUR SJAIHI § SIT AIURA MIRAA SI§od &lciall Suoall
sS  GUR dIgdIHi dHY dHoll YRidioll ofl%l [SRUIY SN
AR 2AYLIVA (615501 [6195E 8. GUell ASE AXNHI Hel ol.
U ol wdiol ‘esRHI" AN Yal of. R 243 oflA Y gSH UAR
SJAIHI 241 8.

/l FINAL ORDER //

> 1 siHdll AR APR VA Hiud, B. odl Ldle,
gglsl, Aldd, sdHdl-35usao, dHdlaiAa ¢l
adNeflRloid gogdoe AAse, 1 ofl sdH—A3¢ YXGiall
3Josl Aodd sYRAUR &AJ] *(A) avall 241€] Zeofl 24 qa
31.9,U4,995 /- 215 30y AS dIv YAldel &%1R ASA
AN Yiofl ESall §5H SAIHI 2419 B.

> A1 SIdoll ARIVIRA GURlsd esoll 5d 8H 31.9,U4,15 /-
2% 301 AS div UABIYel &R AsA1 AN PRI Hie]
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31.99,UU¢/— i3 31 ARNAR &%12 YA Yol
Y1 AR ofdiRs el 2AlBdl, 203 ofl sayu-3cu
860 slaloARAal (dndR) als sRAIEla Ysdl udiol]

85 SUIHI A1 B.

N

> ) AR GuRlsd £sofl 242R dl dacRel] 8H YsddIi
sYR 82 dl dd] sR oled RMIA gy § () Hiddll 1€l
Seofl A0 eiloigdiall gSH SAUIHI A1 B.

> %l €50l AR dl dacRefl 8H Glicid SYR AR dl SYR
A1Aofl Aol AHHA YU 4% Il GlIE I3 LAA] 2ARIIdIof)
282,

> Al siHall AR A2 Sl Y1916l sRidig] el
AHY RARGIE Add J&I%2 WBA B Vol AI1%A% YR Ao
SIe AH &I¥R A of &lEf olIHER I¥RId &l5Ie Sharad
Jethalal Savla Vs. State of Gujarat and Ors. - reported
as 2017 eGLR HC 10006044 o 313i y1dd s3d
Rlgid €la def 241 sidall AR 413 Rl aldIlRs

ARall Rilkdl, 023 ofl sAH— wUL(R) A1 SEH—9]
o1dleS AU Adl [Aoiemdloiula Yuss dl2 2 s1adloll
854 SUIAHI 419 8.

> Al sl AR A1%1Y SICHI 681%2 1A of &I Al
iRl oldIRs el Rilkdl, R0R30f sAH-vow(q)
Yol (Aol YR AHudiAHi Hidd] Ysielofl MHIRIA oisc
gidall [s(Aotd 3ol 28EHI AIAA AvidIoll §SH SAINMI
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A1 8. A1 sidHall ARl ([Gatwaloiula €uUss dlRee
oY LRUSS s3I ddal Aol S AH &I SJAIAHI
ALY AHal YsiElofl UHIRIA oisd (Aol Y AU Iof]
85 SUIHI A1 B.

> Al SiHell AR AeE BAoll SIA A AANIG SIY Ay
ciloldd &l dl iRAIR olPIRs el 2iledl, 034
SAH-TF < Y¥O CHAAA AW HYR AMUdloll §SH SAUIH]
A1d B.

&5 AINRAY dl.10] #18 AN, 2Ac1-R0RF ol A% Y]
AeIddH did], icinid] s sl.
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