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JUDGMENT
—::Y 8l &l::—

sRauIEdf] gsai eslsa A Yool & 5, sAUIE] Aal
AR A5% A I%all iRl Ued (AME]) AHI%oll gAH 8.
AR [G1dIsl HSIA @B B VHal HIHAAER SAall SruAAi,
[Gidlsl y4s1A 223U doSwll €ell 52 8. ol AR Uldld
ARl 223U doS dilE dislal 21U 8, ARl €ls2
] AgHR AN AR 2418 AA] 21U of SI1H 52 8.
ARIlall €152, AR 20l A S3NAUIE] 5% sliclall sldiall
SRV AHRIlall €152 118 d4la Uy Ad 8.

sARAUIE] Ul del uguidololl UUAII 52 & al Adl
Asdldi A523 als ofis?] s2 8. sAuUIEl Hull QU HieRI &
Al s1Hall ARNell €15y dgHRA oti@iiell ¥33RUa el
WoYAAR] Aol R0y Hi $AUIE] a8l sARUElD e SofeHIEgS
sielIgall A3us ARIMIal €lsA IgHR 5 A0l ARI]al|
gls1al 3.9,90,000/— As dIv AlcdR 620l ¥3RyId 8
AURIVIal ElsAA s22UIE] 2Hal g2NAIEla cl1e Sojciief Ui
819 Bedlall Vel Aonddl Hi21efl s3d Al ARl aiarell 216
Auf] ARIIell €520 IgHRA 3.9,90,000/— 5 3T AS
divi [Fd2 &R 6l Bdlall 21Hl SAAERA AAdl Bal
AURMloll €lsAA AHUAR 254 s3Il Ysdd el e
SAAUIE] Vol sUIEloll AIE SojciigfA 2ARIall el 4RIV
€ls2all dl. 1¢/05 /0% ol A% A3US s2d ¥ 241 SIHall
ARIA sluigla ¥endd 5 HIRl €lsAA dienl dlad 8 d
54 & Ysdl A2l Aylal 5 A1 s1Hcll AR 241 §2RAIE]
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dafl 284 Ysdl 11u ddl adicierR] AHRIVIA 2dIsRA Hal
sARUIElG sIuEA0 AaR] wRIMIal €18 U &g d 28H
ARMIA Aol €lsy ([Adlel usdl Audiofl  2H41RIVIA
ydlGeld] dlad 2o ARIUIRA suIEla dgell 284 Ysdl
AUl HIZ dHoll A3.SLAS2A dsdl HNID Aol
dAlall Widlall AS ol. 000039 dl. OU—0YW—R0R¥ ail A%l
3. 1,90,000/— {5 3T As AV R &%¥R YRlall UlRe
325 As BUR ARIIRA el s3] s2luigla 210d % s A
guid ARIVIRA s3Il AAd] UIS] [A2IH Aal eRIA] AN 5
A€ AsHi w¥RIdd diRlU As dsHi 2y sl AsHi FRIw
Hxotofl Yyl 284 Holl %1 K] 2RIVl did GuR A%
AVl As FRUIERA 2dIsRd. ¢RIVIall €ls2y dgaR dl.ac—
05—R0R% ol A% d A3 AHIB&Z] Uzl 3.300/— ol 2234 BUR
alled]l Asdizelof]l 2gl4Hi ¥ oled] 3013 sAvIEla s7)
AUd 8,

ale, ARMIRA s2RuI€la AHA0d Js Ay.91.298.2] ds
dl AN AviIall dilall Yidlall AS oi. 000032 dl.ouU-
09—R0R¥ ofl A¥all 3. 1,90,000/— (3T As dIv [T
&R Yloll sdlucd #Hi2 sluIElall viiaidioll €l AioRsisl
sléls Aozd sl. 2. ds dl. HNID AIHI dl.oc—oc—
RoR¥ ol AY sclAReA HIZ Y Sl dl.AR—0L—R0RT dl
A%oil AHI1e] ois 20 — Payment Stopped by Drawer oi|
A1) As URd 5A ol AsHI FRIIRUI YXCofl 284 §3NUIEl
HAA ol?f] 2Hal As SlHATeR UAd. ¥ AR 2413] Id eidl
gdl $ AHARMIA % As sIAUIElA allRl Ud AHAIUdl i AHINd
&dl d Asdll dllell s2UIElA of HA Aol Gis A€ Jsal sAlu0A
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of 52 ddl oie AR ARIIA As0] 221U U2 $AAH il
Asoll 284 3. q,90,000/— SAAIEld HAA o], ¥
sARUIEIRA aNMAein gougHoe Aseofl AU Yo
ARIMla  ddell  WsIRI6 AalA dHY ARl
el / AgARIoll A0 dl.0C—0C—0¥ ol AY 1Y 2Ad
gldl ©9di A€ allidldall ARIA 2Hd $A olel] 5 Jsall dllCl
Ysdl 2A10d otefl. Fefl s3A1ElRA €l ool gogHoeofl sEH —
13¢ H¥o gRAUIE evid sdIg) sREI GURYd add & ¥l
elddll sRrule evid saA 8.

GuRlsa siREN 42 AR 213 €l aNMAcid gogAoe
As2 ofl saH — 13¢ AU IYoil sAT A sRAUIE EIVE S
8. ¥ slRAIEa AIUUH SRFEIZ] 222 diddiHi AHIAd dl,
SHIEHT 2Aol] SleAot Y1211H] s &RI Aot A1 2452
SAH — U3¢ YXO ofl 2ol Gloidl &l d gRAIE RWR aE

ARIIa (B350l s6H — 07 YXGHoll AHA SAlell §SAH
s} B,

AHRIUlo AHoA sl ARIV] &1 &JAA B ol AiS —
05 &l AR vl AuiAi 2¢1dd &, FHI ARIIA dol
[Qogall dolioll HosR S 8. A1 s1A ARl Lell Ao
2iRIcidol] siaieldl Ad dlad &ly dHy SAHI AHY Yud]
AHoA 2IRIGid sIFdIglell ugldel edd 8.

sRUIE Uil % Aol 32aoll AHLalHi oflA Y Gioll YR
%y edd B.
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$H GEITS! Ais
01 S3UIElG ARAUI oy
0R AAd AJS ¥0
03 Jsdled A LA
0¥ AAd olldlA TR
ou olidlA Ule &Rl Hisldll AAlee ¥
05 alldlA UlRe &Rl Hisuldll F{lve ¥3
09 ollZlA ofl ciydell 2idal 25 U2 Y
o¢ o2l ofl cixdell 24316l 2s e 1
0C GlIB43] Uais 19
20 U dI.[HAISIel Uidl 6. 20€E oll ¢—A BdIR] ¥
9 As w3l sAldfl uiud) Y
1R €l.241.9.4e.246.005.d].53RUIE] vidig] 222H02 RS
13 Y141 ciged] yAlel R9

AIH, SRAIE] aF dg Yrdl 2y sd olefl. R olig
AHIRIVlof (5.M).8). saH — 393 4ou [AAY [c1deaidi ¥RIIdd
& 5, "2l Asdl shue A & A GelN ¢flA” agai,
GiAIGH] SIY AIBE AURIYl A®ll €AY YUl Y Sl
goiSR 52Q 8.

AR, AR dE sl YAdl ciRUIgHI Al [Axgall
Aol Al A0l sAH — 13€ A SHH — 1 YX 0ol
SIUEIall VlafHlolo] Uisel 51 SIS Y191 Y S ol &, 2A1BE]
dUIAdIdi 2A19d aell. 44al, AR U A4is : 30 &l SIS
YAdI Y SAI HI2Adloll &ldlall AHal, YAl cig s Sl
Yyl 2y 824 8.
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QR o, sRAIldl usldldl edld 8 5, 2RI %R
AsAHi A el 243 S1Y dsA dlad o2l d2i As 2HR]all
g2dl2iRHi duRld o®fl d 243 yer sig dspR dlad o9,
sRAUIEll ARV UA Glde duld &Ad & ddi, SIg U2
eslsd oiRAI9H] ARIU] 285 U d1dd ol § %] 2RI 2413
o] SIUEIG VofHlolg] Uisel &g AF dgHi, sRAIEI olleeof]
ARIIRA SIS gadl ¥dId § ollled 2H410d o], K] el saH
— U< A8 SHH — A3C of Uis sdlofl ¥UIGER] AR
28C 81 X Visal SUIHI AR AEAR (o150 2R-A & dl 2SS
U2 2Y &AM dHIH €2d1A%] ol €l Adl AR uIA sRUIElS
SIUEAR} AR ¢lIS] A & ol d YsUR] S ARNIA AUId
qiol As dufl Ad eldig] 2ue Ad 285 U2 YRAUR &Ad B,
Ais 1 19 &l o183 Un 285 U 2y UAA & dai U ULl AS
Aol dHi duld diflu Aa dglll s6ll BAUW AR dB
sIAH] AH19d 8. K] A1IRIY] 2413} Aol A1g. 2152 SAH — 13¢
H¥Gloll Yol YRAUR A &I ARVl HEAH A, €S al
YAceall §SH S| AW S B.

AR, AARMlal allaglld] yua sHiltis edld & 3,
sl A AR Ui Adid d19) AR} Ysgdl Hi2 [EAio
Ax0d] 2al As AR yiAedl 2dIsRd 81 ddl s\ ArBEl 3
e2d19 YR1dI gRale ud Y s aiefl. As div [~ &R
AHRIoll €ls2A uRiell sAluIEla SIf sIuEAe] ABR] YSdoll
[(BA11 Vel A4d1d dlo AJs sRyIElA slidall AHARMIA dU
ANE &l Adl sig 2ue Yrrdl sRAIE ud Y &JAd oefl.

ARIlal As sRu1E]l A 3d] Aa 241Ad & d 23 yel s\y
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ydRll RAIER 288 UR sd o], g, dildll yua edld
8 5, dgai, ARV Ui S [BAI101 AHY ial Vs, dlAd &l
al AURIMal Js 2dIsRd] duid S1¢ [BA101 AH01d] doll ofie)
ARIoll A8l 2118 5A 8l Aol ARIYIA 2914 As AWM
glg ddl shRauie ugial 34 ol 3y &Ad Gz Ui
AHRIMofl SIS 28] atefl 240l ARVl sI1d]Hi duilel &Ad slef
A4l 1 YRidl sRu1E U 288 U2 YRR 5d aiefl. dai ofied]
Asdizela A1ge d3 olidid] duidd o], 21H, AHA
YBdIR QUSIRUE 81 &ldd] 2Rl sI1A AR [A3g sdH —
19¢ A A3E ofl Jofdlol] Visal Sl ARNIRA Y1)
Audiofl 32 oell a slRAI€lell €2A1AY ol A1BE] 2R
dUld €lal Adl, AHA RUYEIR ASRUE FRIIR™M AT 8 %]
SIRUEIal| VoA Ioflo] ViSal &JAd & ¥ 3Aofl &5lSA €ula Avidl
AR foigly el ARl &idall otiniell YSA SAI 2%
S B,

(29) A28 sRAUIE o1 (o111 HIZ HIF] A4 of|A Yyl
Hal GulRd ed B.

. ¢ sRuiEl (6iis UBl YRuR 2 8 §, AdId 910 AsHI
2RI 248l &Ad 87

., 2 sPuEl RUR s & 5, 3edidl Js, AR
AU SIRAEARCI QBRI S, £dl U2 $ U] Uié Udee
U2 dull AA10d 872

3. 9 SFRE YRAUR 2 8§, Zedidl As, ABIA disAi
A3y HAlelHi w1 sAAA?
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¥ U SARUEI YAUR 82 8 5, A ARVl AU oIl
ARIVIG 61 21-3d 8ldl 9di, SI¢f ¥dis Hd o8l 5,
AHY HATEIHI ol Ysdl AHANE 01€f]?

U, ¢ s2RE YRAUR S B 5, 56dId] As, Udoe 221U ¢l1
@120l R el Ud A B Bal, F VR AN
Aol AlIS.ASe sAH — 43¢ 850 slRRUIE AdIYY] HI2
Y2 SRRLI 87

§. <UgsH?

HRI Haloll [o101ctl ¥ of|A Y B,
Q. 8SRHI
Q. olSIRHI
3. 85I
¥. 651R4i
. oISRHI
§. A3 gSH Y¥oi.

— : Yzloll [ailoll SREN : -
Hal o1 &l u: -

Al s1A SRAUIE] o, 2§ — ou &l AU HidIEalIY 2

A B, sRAINA Aol AduiA  AHloleaiHiHi sRAyAIE
eslsdle YoRiddal s2d 8. Xl As ol As &slsdl qf
YoiRIdclot 210141 Hi2 A&l AU [A2Ad olladiHi A419d ofef].
SRAUIERA 2is — au &l 19, A1 Ais — U &l RS, dl Ais
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— ¥0 ] ¥v £2d19% AAloll SRUIE 22 il F6dIdl LRIUEIR
23 ol 8Slsd del siRIEAwWI Qllsfl eslsd Ailcid sal
ARAUIAall AIDIESTIHI 418 Y 54 B,

agai, €l aaMeflAcd gogdoz As2dll sad — 3¢
d®l SEH — A<, dAUIA Adi AH QU YR B 5, ) AS dIR
AH Alld L1y 5, AHARAURA sRaI€la As 2410d 8. dl ddl
ANHI S2dis VigfHloll JEIAd Sdloll B B. % 5 d
afloll [arelius Yidl ofell, ug ddl Agfliallg] AU Al
ol Yrrar al ydidiRAYl viso 3 USRI 8. dgAi
AHRIUIA ddl dofdlIallaf Visal 51 AT2IE GUR YGilofl 2A1ud]
% YA Adl SIg sRIEla (oA oell. AR slRuIEloll Bde
AUl a®il 288 Uell Y141 uefl ddl AajHiolle] visal 3] AF
8. Ysielo]l A2Adsdl UWIdR SEH — 1<, d¥l SEH — 3¢,
of |l Yol Y 8.

Section : 118. Presumptions as to negotiable

instruments : — Until the contrary is proved, the following

presumptions shall be made:

(a) of consideration. that every negotiable instrument
was made or drawn for consideration, and that every such
instrument, when it has been accepted, indorsed,
negotiated or transferred, was accepted, indorsed,
negotiated or transferred for consideration;(b) as to date.
that every negotiable instrument bearing a date was made

or drawn on such date;

9 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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(c) as to time of acceptance. that every accepted bill of
exchange was accepted within a reasonable time after its
date and before its maturity;

(d) as to time of transfer. that every transfer of a
negotiable instrument was made before its maturity;

(e) as to order of indorsements. that the indorsements
appearing upon a negotiable instrument were made in the
order in which they appear thereon;

(f) as to stamp. that a lost promissory note, bill of
exchange or cheque was duly stamped;

(g) that holder is a holder in due course. that the holder

of a negotiable instrument is a holder in due course:

Provided that, where the instrument has been obtained
from its lawful owner, or from any person in lawful custody
thereof, by means of an offence or fraud, or has been
obtained from the maker or acceptor thereof by means of
an offence or fraud, or for unlawful consideration, the
burden of proving that the holder is a holder in due course

lies upon him.

Section : 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.

10 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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Al dCulS, GURsd Gl SIRIEII MM AofHIol]
AHodd, olIHER ADRAU Aeldd ol Ysiel, The Hon'ble

Supreme Court of India in Kusum Ingots & Alloys Ltd

and Ors v. K Pennar Peterson Securities Ltd and Ors.,

(2000) 2 SCC 745 ("Kusum Ingots Case"), has clearly

stipulated that "the ingredients which are to be satisfied for
making out a case under the provision are: (l) a person
must have drawn a cheque on an account maintained by
him in a bank for payment of a certain amount of money to

another person from out d¢ji, Banarshi Das Saini v.

Inder, CC No.7310/2017 of that account for the

discharge of any debt or other liability; (ii) that cheque
has been presented to the bank within a period of six
months1 from the date on which it is drawn or within the
period of its validity whichever is earlier; (iii) that cheque
is returned by the bank unpaid, either because of the
amount of money standing to the credit of the 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 the bank; 4€§3i, Rajesh Kumar vs.

State Of Gujarat, 1(2012) Crimes (iv) the payee or the

holder in due course of the cheque 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 152
days of the receipt of information by him from the bank
regarding the return of the cheque as unpaid; and (v) the

drawer of such cheque fails to make payment of the said

11 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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amount of money to the payee or the holder in due course
of the cheque within 15 days of the receipt of the said
notice; If the aforementioned ingredients are satisfied then
the person who has drawn the cheque shall be deemed to

have committed an offence.”

qgHi 618, URell SAAHI AR ([A3g €l aanMAcd
gorgdod As2 ofl SHH — A3< oY JYailoll ARIY B. RUR
adNeflRAcd golgdoe Aseoll scH — 93¢ A18 sAH — A19¢
qiudi 32dls vofHlall HEIAA Sdloll &I-Y 8. doil i3] ol
YSIEl,  ollHER  AdRRAU  ueldd,  Mallavarapu

Kasivisweswara Rao Vs Thadikonda Ramulu Firm & Ors.

2008 (8) SCALE 680, i ollHER AdIRY Aeldd Ad] Rigid
WMl sA & 3, “Under Section 118(a) of the

Negotiable Instruments Act, the court is obliged to
presume, until the contrary is proved, that the
promissory note was made for consideration. It is also a

settled position that the initial burden in this regard lies on

the defendant to prove the non — existence of

consideration by bringing on record such facts and

circumstances which would lead the court to believe the

non — existence of the consideration either by direct

evidence or by preponderance of probabilities showing that

the existence of consideration was improbable, doubtfull of
illegal...” ¥4 3 sRAIEIRA AR il ¥ As 2dIsRd & d
SIRUEAR0I AN U2 2AISRA 8. dgHi, ollHER AR AEI

&IR1, Rangappa Vs Sri. Mohan on 7 May, 2010 Criminal

12 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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Appeal No. 1020 of 2010 i 2Ad] Rigid UIMNd s &
%, para 22 — “Because both section — 138 and — 139

require that the Court “shall presume” a liability of the
drawer of the cheques for the amounts for which the
cheques are drawn,...., it is obligatory on the court to raise
this presumption in every case where the factual basis for
the raising of the presumption has been established. It
introduced and exception to the general rule as to the
burden of proof in criminal cases and shifts the onus on to
the accused... Such a presumption is a presumption of law,
as distinguished form a presumption of fact which
describes provisions by which the court may presume a
certain state of affairs. Presumption are rules of evidence
and do not conflict with the presumption of innocence,
because by the latter all that is meant is that the
prosecution is obliged 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 or fact unless the accused adduces
evidence showing the reasonable probability of the non —

existence of the presumed fact.

dgHi, olIHER AURU AEIddoll [A[AY YSIERA H]
eI Rigidl &18UR ofl 34 o dI19) Usdl &g d Yidlall
HEAISol 213 gl €lal AdiAHi 2419 dl, Hon'ble Supreme

Court of India in Sunil Todi & Ors v. State of Gujarat, LL

2021 SC 706, Kalamani Tex v. P. Rajesh Kumar vs. State

13 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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Of Gujarat, 1(2012) Crimes, SCC OnLine SC 75; APS

Forex Services Pvt. Ltd. v. Shakti International Fashion

Linkers and Ors., AIR 2020 SC 945; Rohitbhai Jivanlal

Patel v. State of Gujarat and Ors., AIR 2019 SC 1876

("Rohitbhai Case"); Kumar Exports v. Sharma Carpets,

(2009) 2 SCC 513 ("Kumar Exports Case"); K.N. Beena

v. Muniyappan and Anr., (2001) 8 SCC 458; and

Dhanvantrai Balwantrai Desai v. State of Maharashtra,

1964 Cri. LJ 437 : Gulsd YsIERAHI MINd &AM Rigid]

Aal HIFlERISI dA Adl, SIRAIE] al HARIIRA d2ilall $H 249
Q) &slsdl ol Y191 % sdl Aal 3d] Ad Uldiofl 4 A1(Cid
oli A1lGId 1Y A 249 HPIERISI N & A €ldl def A d]
GuRlsa YsIElHi gd — § HIvIE[sI ofl GEY &R &,

(i) Once the execution of cheque is admitted; Section —
139 of the NI Act mandates a presumption that the cheque
was for the discharge of legally, enforceable debt or

liability;

(i) The presumption under Section — 139 is a rebuttable
presumption and the onus is on the Accused to raise the
probable defence. The standard of proof for rebutting the

presumption is that of preponderance of probabilities;

(i) Something which is probable has to be brought on
record by the Accused for getting the burden of proof

shifted to the Complainant. To disprove the presumptions,

14 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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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;

(iv) The words "unless the contrary is proved" which
occur in Section — 139, make it clear that the
presumption has to be rebutted by 'proof’ and not by a
bare explanation which is merely plausible. A fact is said
to be proved when its existence is directly established or
when upon the material before it the Court finds its
existence to be so probable that a reasonable man
would act on the supposition that it exists. Unless,
therefore, the explanation is supported by proof, the
presumption created by Section — 139 NI Act cannot be

said to be rebutted;

(v) To rebut the presumption, it is open for the Accused to
rely on evidence led by him or Accused can also rely on the
materials submitted by the Complainant in order to raise a
probable defence. Inference of preponderance of
probabilities can be drawn not only from the materials
brought on record by the parties but also by reference

to the circumstances upon which they rely;

15 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda
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(vi) That it is not necessary for the Accused to come in the
witness box in support of his defence, Section 139
imposed an evidentiary burden and not a persuasive

burden.

(as) AlH, GUAsd YSIERNHI MRUINA  Rigidl  dl
HIGIE[ASIAI ol A& dY &Idall Aol AeRTHI 2y &JAA Y1 of
HARISA S dl, Gif SRIEIG Al AgHlol [siRITAs YRId]
al®fl. Udg, il VigHloflo] Visel ARV 1oy Yriaiel s3] 5
8. Al siA ARNRA Uld Yrdl 2udl %33 o€l ug,
sRAIElell Gde duRd &Rl YRl A1 AgjHlallof Visal S UF B,
gldoll $AHI AHIRAU] d¥ slRu1Eloll Bde duld sAUIAi 2419d
& FHi shule gl Asai ARVl el & dY vHojdHIal SAlol
SRRI 28 8. sRERI S dHi ARl A2 2443 oiv1d ud s
asR AdiHi AH1dd aefl, g AsHi Ad el Rl
851sdl sAAEIRA AR1Ad sldlall viudl ARV ud dlad oel.
A1 BURid slaie gial Asai ARVl 21el aefl ddl eslsd
288 W2 dlgdl di2 AR aR§ s1g el UsRell Y191 2% §d
aiel, 3 36didl As u ARl A48l 23 sig uel usil
dsR dlad ol ¥l 21(did d As U ARVl el eldid]
&slsd YRR &Jd 8. dx Ad sAUIERA 288 U Y S| Ais
— ¥ &l AU d¥l ¥3 g1l AHIGRl €l Adl, AR
sAA1€loll asldd]l @Rl HIsAIAd SlHis oldld o 21R_d
gldigf 285 U2 YdR &Jd & sREI 5 d £2d1A% i3] AR
ugdl sig asR dlda oell 5, d 243 sief, sRale ugl :y add
Yudiad dls sed o2l 3 oiuIgHI UlRe AIglRicll AlEsd
saAIRla 3 Yiedal o oildid] duidd o9l

16 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda



(29)

Criminal Complaint No. 1227/2024

qgHi, SAH — A3€ Yoo MIBHURIel i3 olIHER
AR AEIAd ofl YSIE] 2Ae] €Il Adl ¥33] @, K.N. Beena

v. Muniyappan, (2001) 8 SCC 458. It was observed :

“the presumptions may be rebutted by the accused either
by leading direct evidence and in exceptional cases, from
the case set out by the complainant himself i.e. from the
averments in his complaint, in the statutory notice and
even the evidence adduced by the complainant during the
trial.” The Court also noted that the burden of proof is to
be discharged by the accused on preponderance of
probabilities. 4gHi A1 SIA SAI SUI A%2NHI AAojHIailof ViSal
5d] 21a s3] As1y dl Al 2AgfHlollo] Visel $dI HI2 YRIYlal]
G181 Slofl UR 8 ol d 3] 3]d visal s3] 2SI A HIZ GlIHER
AGRAU VEIddoll AS YSIEN A1 s1A SR A1 %33 Y@l
8l d 2152 52d B, 5 Fol1e] 241 SHHI 211U d1Ad eyl
Aciadi dio) us 8. ¥ oA uHIeRA B. "Hiten P. Dalal v.

Bratindranath Banerjee” AIR 2001 SUPREME COURT

3897 i dlHER AdRU Aeldd JAH svAdd B 5,
Negotiable Instruments Act (26 of 1881), S.139, S.138 —
DISHONOUR OF CHEQUE - Dishonour of cheque -

Presumption that cheque was drawn for discharge of
liability of drawer — Is presumption of law — Ought to be
raised by Court in every case — Rebuttal evidence — Nature
— Mere plausible explanation is not sufficient — Proof of
explanation is necessary. Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S.114,
S.101, S.102, S.103, S.104.
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Section 139. 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.” The effect of these presumptions is to place

the evidential burden on the accused of proving that the
cheque was not received by the complainant towards the
discharge of any liability. Because both Sections 138 and
139 require that the Court "shall presume” the liability of
the drawer of the cheques for the amounts for which the
cheques are drawn, as noted in it is obligatory on the Court
to raise this presumption in every case where the factual
basis for the raising of the presumption had been
established. It introduced an exception to the general rule
as to the burden of proof in criminal cases and shifts the
onus on to the accused. Such a presumption is a
presumption of law, as distinguished from a presumption
of fact which describes provisions by which the Court "may
presume” a certain state of affairs. Presumptions are rules
of evidence and do not conflict with the presumption of
innocence, because by the latter all that is meant is that
the prosecution is obliged 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 or fact unless the accused adduces
evidence showing the reasonable possibility of the non

existence of the presumed fact. (Paras 20, 21)
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The distinction between the two kinds of
presumption lay not only in the mandate to the Court, but
also in the nature of the evidence required to rebut the
two. In the case of discretionary presumption the
presumption if drawn may be rebutted by an explanation
which “might reasonably be true and which is consistent
with the innocence” of the accused. On the other hand in
the case of a mandatory presumption "the burden resting
on the accused person in such a case would not be as light
as it is where a presumption is raised under Section 114 of
the Evidence Act and cannot be held to be discharged
merely by reason of the fact that the explanation offered by
the accused is reasonable and probable. It must further be
shown that the explanation is a true one. The words 'unless
the contrary is proved’ which occur in this provision make it
clear that the presumption has to be rebutted by proof and
not by a bare explanation which is merely plausible. A fact
iIs said to be proved when its existence is directly
established or when upon the material before it the Court
finds its existence to be so probable that a reasonable man
would act on the supposition that it exist. Unless therefore,
the explanation is supported by proof, the presumption
created by the provision cannot be said to be rebutted.
(Para 23)

AR 2110 sad — 1<(A) A18 s6@H — 3¢ o
GgjHlol &JAA B Jlal gjHlol of visa SJiofl YUIGENR]
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ARIlall Q12 28d 8. % visal sal HI2 AR dE s31u1€] o]
[Qeqadi Gde duld suUIHi AH1Ad B dHi SAIE] A U
Y191 Aol eslsa ¥1dd 8 5, & g4, Jell ciddl g,
& uidl 2al el diglNa u Al Aes13] visollai Az adld
SIH S . ued A AN ol § BEAl Ui aviel] Alay]
&. ued AAend AN €2d1d% loflddio] ia 2Igu,
9oy ollgl 5dlgf SIH 52 8, A sI ¥alot AV ofell, AHIA
ARG Y241 2i0dl olgl Ug Adall €lsA AAeng-VA
AN, AIBE YR SA B 3, A 41 84 HI7F Hd150] QY]
edl dai &Ad nasHil 210al. agi A1se 2dIsk & 3, A
Ha1gafl Al Aoll 2841 &l 2RMA TA41 210al A o],
AAURIg, Aieally d&l gRuEHI wIdd oell, HIRI
aBdelA duRr sdl 240 dAHi A Hi 18] s2d], 2830 Ad]
gdloll cuger A AR A1 s oi@ll ug ARIIall ElsRA
A1 s B. A1BE YAR 50A B 5, Hol A1 VS dIl.U/9/RY

oll A% A, Hal 241 AS ARIMIA doll g8lal cfldlsl 240

Hal Al As ARIMIA AHall €ls2A 2AAal] sI%NHI A1V A). AIBE

YARll 2 8 5, As Ha ANl R As AR aI¥Hi ¥

auiRId]. dgii A1BE 1SR B 3, dsAi As Y sl Hi2 2y
erRdl uS al A A1 s1IA glE 2418 A Sief 2clu Y s
oigfl, A1ze ¥LNA B 3, & 2dflu 2y 53 AUndl21 2418 ]ISk &
%, dsRid] As Aud] qud 2ARIJIA SIS sAR s31 240d o],
dsRA3] As dl.ar/9/x ol A% GsHI wAHI sAAd], Al S
aisiRIdl Hal s dsell As Jledl AH AHIUUIHi AHA1Ad), Hal
Asall Ied AAH] s ARV HAd] d sld Hal AIE o], ARIV]a
allZlA dl.5/0C /¥ ol A% AN, Hal 21 oNElA AHARI]a
s diRlW HAd] d Hal vioR 5, AlE ol Hdl [01.3 /% U]

20 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda



Criminal Complaint No. 1227/2024

20222 As] sdlall sl Hlofl uigd] cidigdidi 241 & d
Fgal s © 5, AaHi ARt 206t13i efldisioll GEU sl
Fofl 2% E1UVId Ais : 1w A41A B, elldisIHi HIg HwR A19d B,
clldisi #sIA AHAA-Ad21 [AaR — AAIERAI 241Ad] 8,
Hal AR ofldisl YsIA s¢f A1RA1§E] 3 [AdRHI 2% B d Hal
voR oigl, A HIsdIAd oIl agl gdluiedi AURMg) 242011y
HIAAdER $ATdll cieR ([dIs] €1dd B, Ha [¢1.3/5 gl
[61.3/9 cidiadi 2Rl el ol®f] Fol 2y Ervid 24iS : AU g
ANAIHI A1Q B. Hal [61.3/<¢ adiddIdi A1 & P &AM
auiel d19) oliged] uaisai ARl 218l 3 g1 wend 2Hiadl
olefl Fol Y EIVIE AIS : 19 AIUIHI A1 B, I [6.3/¢
q19) ofiged] ust Hal AAcigRA AN B ARMIA avll A°AMNE
ol®fl, #R AR 2418 AleN Sief oliRiISI AQus—Edse YsR
eRAd odll, HR AR 419 sddid] dieusly dds — &ds
olloid SIE auiivl &Ad o], ARV AJs dufl ANd .

AIBE AsHI AU 249 YAIRA S B 5, A alld, 8H, dIFlv
As ¥ —Uolell Auidd Bldig ¥RNEY A1 B. Hal sel G el

3, As AAd Ael AAd2l Va1l 2AC] B. gy, A1ze 2dIsR &
§, & AI0R S161 OIS AHNIDHI VI €RI] 8, § HIRI GSg] 222

Ao2 2Aal 0T — U o Y §3 wll, dl.ac/o05/w
aR1% ARNIall [ESAA olled] s3] 210 d], A oedlai 1R
28l at®ll, 211RAlat1 [EspAA dsRA?] YA alled] 3613 duilel s3
ol ANd, AR 31. 1,90,000/ AIWRIdl Sl YAdl A
Y s el & 2411 Sl Y(d ol SleHi Y S3 2ug ol

(1) GuRsd, Bd2 dUIA dial YRIdl i3l el olag %330 &
5, sRaule ud Ais — v ol Y &JAd s Iedl Al €uldl
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AdIHi 2419 dl dai, dsell sie¢f xlBsd AESKE] BRIR & Hiy
Aoeloll el 2Ad o], dgl dol U2 gaslolls el
¥o22S &ldl 213 5 d slMed sisydee &ldl i3 doll UR sl
AHellgd 2EsR] 3 3R § Adxldl v § el Rissiofl
o5 ofs Adlsed Ase A1 iR Yridlail SRIEI]] SEH —
suofl 8501 ¥33NAId Wl otefl Aal Hiod YUl alF auell
ASIRM A SIS 61 8S1sd AR £2dIA¥HI § A 2 slRRuIE U
2% 83d ofell. de Ad gRaIE ud edldl Hi Gecw S As
Ud 4| idlall SRERI Wecud "20 — Payment Stoped by
Drawer” ofl 212 Ud $2d & d ARIIA gRiel yds Uaee
SiEA0} SARUIElS] ABR] Ysddl Hiefl vesdl § Rl
gr1el 8l s2g9d 8l Adl sl Yrdl £2d1dD § AHIzEl shaule
U2l 285 W2 2y &Ad o1€ll Al d 243 cisoll SIS (Egd sAHUIR]
312 5 ds AdxHlal Aize als oldidl auRdd «€ll.
qgHi, STRUIEIRA Y SA A S AiS @ w0 Hi UWAd duilel
A2 U2 Gild Yol %121 Aol AEI] AE2 sAdI12RHT dUI—d
Aol ADHI AisSI AR ARAdIHI ACEl duiRd & dai,
gAd Agl yel AR gldl A48 Js ARVIRA sé1€la
dxfloll €lsA ddl Ag] UYsd sAlofl wdicielR] 2dIsiR] dull
ANE &I Adl SI Y4l sRAIE UG 85 U2 YAUR 54 el
sRRLI & sRAIE U SIS ABL] &ldIgf Aal d ARIIalI €182
qdl AHRMIA 2dIsiRl Adid gl As d@ull AN &ldidf]
eslsd YRAR sd ol dail AHToidi SUIE] A s @ 29 €]
diie] uleas asld A2l dull ANd ssadl IBER] Uss 2y
A & dai, dvll A1uciR alF AMe] AIgHR wHNHI ol
ol ofl GEY &JAd & U dHi &ldall ARl alidoll 5
d2NA ddlall Yatofl waicield] 2dsid] 210 Age] 2dIsi?] As
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dul 2A10d 8l ddl sig Gau 23d aell. 3 d dudi &ldall
ARIA SIS AR ddls 5 olifbd @ulsd dils wdiveld
2dIsR] &l 2ol A8l s &l Adl sief 8l eslsd § Yridl
sRaule Ul %y &JAd adl. ggHi, sRale ud s @ U Al Y
2Ad As wHl sAldl] Ui yel JAs %3l Aot is AlEsIF] 5
3R 3 oy Aax] ol A8l &Ad weidl afl. ¥ eslsd
YRAYR 5l gRuIE U disoll AdxRe] § 3RRIR § lEsd
A(EsiRlal 2A18E a5 clladl aurRdd oiefl. agai, sRaule ua
Ais 1 RS &l Y A Aol s ReHoo]l oisd €210 Adl,
dai, dsell SIS A(B5a AA(E513] 3RI12R § AiU Acx2ell el
2Jd o], dl deil UR gAslolls 212l oS &ldl 23 5 d
sl@ed sisyHoe &ldl A3l dotl U dsell Aellgd 24(es1?] 5
3212 & Adx2lofl vl & el Rissiofl dsA ofs Adlsey
Ase A1 eiRdl Yrudiell sikelofl sdd - sucll &sn
¥3311d B atell 2ol Hioy Y141 dF a1l AsiA ddl sigf
811 &S1S5d A€ €2dI¥HI § d 43 sRUIE U Y &JAd atel,
ddle Ad sRale ud Ais : wo &l 385 U Y sA Ad Vs,
U2 216128181 SIEls Aozd sl.ul.ds.dl. ol Riss] &Ad & %
sARUIElell As &Rl SAIHI 1A & U, doll U AS %I
dlar 29 sl arlv 3§, udlgd @SR 3RRR 5 i
AalxH1ofl A8l [Rissl &Ad o, 2al 212 AS SAT HIEuH €]
AR disai 2dlsRal d1sdl 21UdIHT A1Ad &dl d 43 SIS
U2 &slsd SARUIEl Als &Rl A &Rl ¥R SAIMI A1dd
Ais : v Ul Jed AHIHI BAY 54 oell. 21 doois, s3AIE)
ofl ARV UA 2Ad B dUIAd €lal Adl 219 alIHER oflad]
alef Sicall Ysiel Smt. Vandana w/ o, Akhilesh Pandey Vs.
Smt. Abhilasha w/o0, Anil Pandey Criminal Appeal No.
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360/2017(Bom HC) #i yaINd Rigidl da Adidi 2419
dl, 9. In this context, Section 146 of the aforesaid Act is
relevant, which reads as follows :— "146. Bank's slip prima
facie evidence of certain facts. — The Court shall, in respect
of every proceeding under this Chapter, on production of
bank's slip or memo having thereon the official mark
denoting that the cheque has been dishonoured,
presume the fact of dishonour of such cheque, unless and
until such fact is disproved.” 2113 Gulsd &slsd @&l ddl,
AHIURI &slsd shule U (o1Ris U@ YuiR sd ol€ll al
BURlsd olIHER o2l &lEfSIEall YSIEN dA Adl dofl 1EN dicy
ARMA HOUl U B, dgHi, Ml dooiS oIHER AR
JElAdall YSIEl, B.Krishna Raddy Vs. Syed Hafeez
Criminal Appeal No. 1509/2019 Crime 2020(4) H.C.
289 (SC) i MeIMNd Rigidl dad Auai 219 dl,
Documentary proof is required for showing the liability if
cheque is claimed to have been received as consideration
for sale—purchase of property. 1l doGi%, oflHER AR
AHEIAdall YsIEl Shri Dattatraya Vs. Sharanappa Criminal
Appeal No. 3257/2024, 2024 INSC 586 i u2¥IMUd
Rigidl a2 Adii 2414 dl, While acknowledging the test of
proportionality and having laid the interpretation of Section
139 of the NI Act 1881 hereof, it was further held that an
accused cannot be obligated to rebut the said presumption
through an unduly high standard of proof. ... Therefore, it
may be said that the liability of the defence in cases under

Section 138 of the NI Act 1881 is not that of proving its
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case beyond reasonable doubt.” 21l dooiS, ollHER AUIRRY
AHEIA ofl YsiEl P Rasiya V/s. Abdul Nazer & anr.

Criminal Appeal No.1233 — 1235/2022 Dt. 12, Agust

2022 dI0| YSIEIHI olIHER ALRY AEIAd HUINA s

Rigid 2ol HIPIERIS] €yl dgA dl, “Due to the
presumption under Section 139, once the signaure and
cheque are not in dispute, it will be presumed that the
cheque was issued for discharge of debt or liability in
favour of complainant also the hon’ble Supreme court has
held that, — in a cheque bounce case under Section — 138
of the Negotiable Instruments Act the complainant is not
required to spell out in the compliant, the nature of
transaction or source of fund since the onus is on the
accused to prove that the cheque was issued not towards a

debt or liability.

BURsd &ldall olIHER AR HEIAdoll YSIEl URE] A
651sd URAUINA &Ad B 5, sAAIE] A Aol sl evd
Sl guid HI2 SIuEARGI ARIN U2 ofl AS HA &ldlg] Vil
AsHi AURIMIall el &ldio) YAR SVlg] e & ol d &slSd
W&l AR 2A1A SEH — 13E HYGig] AojHlol CIEIRI 8. ol
SARUIE] A dllol] suIEl A 211Us ofl 2A1d 2ial A#1[Es 22(d
288 UR YAUR sdiofl %32 ol€fl. I ACHE olIHER AURY
AHEIAdall YsIEl, Hon'ble Supreme Court in the Kumar

Exports Case (supra), — “that the circumstantial evidence

has to be seen from the point of a reasonable/prudent

man. dell oIHER Ecal 8l s %I, V.S. Yadav v. Reena,
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172 (2010) DLT 561, observed that: "In order to rebut

the presumption under Section 139 of N.l. Act, the
Accused, by cogent evidence, has to prove the
circumstance under which cheques were issued. It was for
the Accused to prove if no loan was taken why he did
not write a letter to the Complainant for return of the
cheque.” A1, 1 2ARIUIa s31IEl A1 SIS ZedIdl RIYEIR
&JAd o] A1 AIA 3H, SlHIS allElA ofl McYdR AU d o€l

d¢jHi, Supreme Court decision in Bir Singh v. Mukesh

Kumar, (2019) 4 SCC 197, wherein it was held that filling

of persons by any person other than the accused would not
invalidate the cheque and shall attract the presumption

under Section 139 of NI Act. d2I, Janak Yadav v. State of

Bihar (1999) 9 SCC 125, observed that, "Section 313

CrPC prescribes a procedural safeguard for an accused
facing the trial to be granted an opportunity to explain the
facts and circumstances appearing against him in the
prosecution’s evidence. That opportunity is a valuable one
and cannot be ignored.” It is a well settled law that
protection is conferred to an accused person from
prosecution for perjury by reason of any false answers he
may give in response to his examination under the said
provision, however, under such circumstances the court
would be entitled to draw an inference, including such
adverse inference against the accused as may be

permissible in accordance with law. d®@i, Rajkumar v.

State of M.P. (2014) 5 SCC 353. il 5 Hi ULl MAINd
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A B Aol AG BCS NG B F, it is clear that the
presumption is in favour of the complainant and the
burden is upon the accused to rebut the presumption
under section 139 of the NI Act. The accused has failed to
explain as to how the cheque in question reached into the
hands of the complainant under section 251 CrPC.
However, he has explained the same in the statement
recorded under section 313 CrPC. It is worthy to note that
statement recorded under section 313 CrPC although not a
substantive piece of evidence but it can be used for
appreciating or lending credence to the evidence led by the

complainant. d&l, Hon'ble SC in Bir Singh v. Mukesh

Kumar, (2019) 4 SCC 197; wherein it has been held that:

"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 138 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 liability by adducing evidence. ..

40. Even a blank cheque leaf voluntarily signed and handed

over by the Accused, which is towards some payment,
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would attract presumption Under Section 139 of the
Negotiable Instruments Act, in the absence of any cogent
evidence to show that the cheque was not issued in

discharge of a debt.

AIH GURISA AHA YRAdIg HYRAISal A1 Al dCoiS,
GIHER 2¥RId &l Sicoll Yslel Ashishmumar Jayantilal
Patel Vs. Prakashbhai Joitaram Patel D.C.R.A.2023(2)
266 (Gujarat HC) i u2i0d Rigidl d& Adidi 2414 dl, —
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, it 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. Patel Ashishkumar Jayantilal vs
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Patel Prakashbhai Joitaram on 27 March, 2023 19. The
use of the phrase "until the contrary is proved” in Section
118 of the Act and use of the words "unless the contrary 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
rebuttable. When a presumption is rebuttable, it only
points out 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.
R/CR.MA /7067 /2022 ORDER DATED: 27/03 /2023 20.
The accused in a trial under Section 138 of the Act has two
options. He can either show that consideration and debt
did not exist or that under the particular circumstances of
the case the nonexistence of consideration and debt is so
probable that a prudent man ought to suppose that no
consideration and debt existed. To rebut the statutory
presumptions an accused is not expected to prove his
defence beyond reasonable doubt as is expected of the
complainant in a criminal trial. 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
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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 probable 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. Apart from adducing direct
evidence to prove that the note in question was not
supported by consideration or that he had not incurred any
debt or liability, the accused may also rely upon
circumstantial evidence and if the circumstances so relied
upon are compelling, the burden may likewise shift again
on to the complainant. The accused may also rely upon
presumptions of fact, for instance, those mentioned in
Section 114 of the Evidence Act to rebut the presumptions
arising under Sections 118 and139 of the Act." =ié&l,
53141€] AR UIA sIuEMRe AR & d &S1Sd YAUR SAIHI
sAA1E] [oivsn oflasd & va sRaIEld] Gae duid uel
Uldlall 2a130fl aidd] sRAUIE i) o] TR AgHIol of
Uisol SUIHI A5 YA B. dgHi, Al ACOS, olIHER AHEIEd
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ol Ysi€l, Tukaram Vs. Dileep and Ors. (Neutral
Citation: 2024:BHC-AUG:10507) — (High Court of
Bombay) (11 Jun 2024) Fundamental burden is on
complainant to prove existence of legally enforceable debt
MANU/MH/3472/2024 — Hon’ble Court has held
that, Section 138 of the N.l. Act has three essential
ingredients. Firstly, that there is legally enforceable debt.
Secondly, that the cheque was drawn from account of
bank for discharge in whole or in part any debt or other
liability which presupposes a legally enforceable debt.
Thirdly, cheque so issued has been dishonoured.
Fundamental burden is on complainant to prove existence
of legally enforceable debt and only if it is so proved, only
then presumption available under law i.e. under Sections
118 and 139 of N.l. Act, automatically comes into play.
The Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of Krishna
Janardhan Bhat v. Dattatraya Hegde, has also clarified
that existence of legally enforceable debt is not a matter of
presumption. It merely raises a presumption in favour of
the holder of the cheque that the same has been issued for
discharge of any liability or debt. Only when accused fails
to rebut the presumption, offence under Section 138 can
be said to be brought home. 114, sRAIE U Y AIBE]
Y14l H18, e2d1d® Y191 W] ddll A1d saHd — 43¢ Yo
o AgjHlol FudiHi () Al ARIVlell aslad] 50
2Ad 8. sREI 5, ARl d A &slsd sS W2 AIfcid S &
%, 3641d) @gsR AR €151 A19 s3vIEla UAd B AHal

31 A.A.Dave, JMFC, Bhiloda


https://updates.manupatra.com/roundup/checkdoc.aspx?sid=46175&i=1&id=MANU/MH/3472/2024

Criminal Complaint No. 1227/2024

d 243 Y &Ad c18eR] urAsHi ARGl 2i1v SwiiR A2 §
FUIHER] ol 21l URd YsUdl aloid add ofell. agai, 2%y &Jd
AsHi UAA A&l Aol &Sol AL A A AHINIHI Aal
A2 A2 AldUal ] 2ol A2 AUE2] RUSAB %R A B,
g, ARMIA o Aol ElspAA sRule Ui aien dlad
gldig) 2ol d uUd Ysddl U2 Adid 910l As ARNUIRA dul]
A cligai 221U Udo2 sAdd &ldiofl &slsa YR &d] ofef]
Xel, A1 dHIH &slsdl Lial Adl §2NAIE] YaiR s3] ASd i€l
% sldall ARMIA slRuI€la siuEA00 Al 254 U2 As 2A1Nd
AHal ARIIRA adNAcA oA, diseall SAH — 13¢ YXCloll
dJoal sl elu dell Yal of. A ofl ¥UIG aiSRHI &A] Hal of.R
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