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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL ADDITIONAL CHIEF JUDICIAL
MAGISTRATE, THRISSUR.
Present: Smt. Alpha Mamai K., Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate.
Dated, this the 27" day of September, 2025.

CMP : 7120/2024 in CC 93/2019

(Cr. No. 547/2011 of Thrissur Town West Police Station)
(CBCID Cr. 376/CB/THR/12) (376/CR/EOW II/KTM/12)

Petitioner/Accused :  Bijesh, S/o. Sreedharan, Vaderiyattil
no. 20. House, Mundur, Avanur Village,
Kaiparambu.

(By Advocate. Sri. Pramod K.)

Respondent/ State represented by the Deputy
Complainant Superintendent of Police, Crime Branch,
Ernakulam.

(Crime no0.547/2011 of Thrissur Town
West Police Station).

(CBCID Cr. 376/CB/THR/12)
(376/CR/EOW II/KTM/12)

(By Smt. Dhannu Gireesh, Assistant
Public Prosecutor, Court of Additional
Chief Judicial Magistrate, Thrissur)

Petition : U/s. 239 Cr.P.C.
Order : Dismissed.
ORDER

1.  This is a petition filed u/s. 239 Cr.P.C., by the accused no.20, in
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CC 93/2019, on the file of this court, seeking discharge, in the case.

2.  Petition averments are, as follows:-

Petitioner is the accused no.20, in the above case. The offences alleged are
under sections 120B, 406, 420 r/w 34 of the Indian Penal Code and sections 4, 5, 6 of
the Prize Chits and Money Circulation (Banning) Act, 1978. The petitioner/accused
no.20 has nothing to do with the deposit, made by the defacto complainant and
deposits taken by the company and the other accused. The petitioner was not even
arrayed as an accused, in the First Information Report. It is clear from the charge
sheet that, no deposit received by the accused/petitioner directly or indirectly. It is
pertinent to note that, the defacto complainant paid the amount to the company
directly and received the products from the company. The prosecution has not
produced any document to show that, the petitioner had collected or utilised the
deposit, paid by the defacto complainant to the company. It is also relevant to note
that, nowhere in the First Information Statement/First Information Report, charge
sheet, it is mentioned that, the company worked under a binary system. There is no
evidence to show the involvement of the petitioner, in this crime. The petitioner is
unnecessarily indulged in this crime. The petitioner is not even having any
acquaintance with the defacto complainant, so far. The prosecution records does not
reveal the specific role played by the petitioner, in the above case. The Honourable
Supreme Court of India in Sharif Ahmed and Another v. State of Uttar Pradesh and
Another, reported in 2024 INSC 363 has held that, the role played by the accused in
crime should be separately and clearly mentioned in the charge regarding each of the
accused. It is pertinent to note that, nowhere in the First Information Statement/First
Information Report and charge sheet, there is not even a single whisper regarding the
involvement of the petitioner. No document produced by the defacto complainant to
connect the accused/petitioner with the offences alleged. The petitioner not instigated,

nor canvassed, nor collected any money from the defacto complainant. The petitioner
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is neither a director of the companies involved in this case, nor involved in any
promotional activities of the companies. There is no single document produced in the
prosecution records, to show the involvement of the petitioner, in the business of the
company. The Honourable Supreme Court of India, in Vishnu Kumar Shukla v. State
of Uttar Pradesh, reported in 2023 KHC 1006 has held that, “an application of
judicial mind is necessary to determine whether a case has been made out by the
prosecution for proceeding with trial and it would not be necessary to dwell into the
pros and cons of the matter by examining the defence of the accused, when an
application for discharge is filed.” The Honourable Supreme Court of India, in the
abovesaid case, further observed that, “It cannot be expected even at the initial stage
to accept all that the prosecution states as gospel truth even if it is opposed to
common sense or broad probabilities of the case- If a view gives rise to suspicion, as
opposed to grave suspicion, Court concerned is empowered to discharge the
accused.” It is settled principle of law that, no one should be punished for the offence
which is not committed by him. Hence, the protection provided under sections 227
and 239 Cr.P.C,, are essential provisions of law, for safeguarding a person from false
allegations. The purpose of sections 227 and 239 Cr.P.C., is to ensure that, the court
should be satisfied that, the accusation is not frivolous and there is some material for
proceeding against the accused. The Honourable High Court of Kerala in Rajesh
Kumar J., v. Central Bureau of Investigation, Ekm and Another, reported in 2021
KHC 692 has held that, “At the stage of considering an application for discharge,
Court must proceed on the assumption that material which has been brought on
record by prosecution is true and evaluate material in order to determine whether the
facts emerging from the material, taken on their face value, disclose the existence of
the ingredients necessary to constitute the offence”. The prosecution records does not
reveal the involvement of the petitioner, in the offences alleged. Hence, seeks to

discharge the petitioner, in the above case.

3.  Objection was filed by the learned Assistant Public Prosecutor, as



follows:-

The averments in the petition, are factually incorrect and legally
unsustainable. The petition filed by the accused, is devoid of merit and hence liable to
be dismissed. There are sufficient ingredients to constitute the offences punishable
under sections 120B, 406, 420 r/w 34 of the Indian Penal Code and sections 4, 5, 6 of
the Prize Chits and Money Circulation (Banning) Act, 1978, against the
accused/petitioner. The accused/ petitioner is a business promoter of Nano Excel
Companies. It is revealed that, he had shares in accused nos.1 to 3 companies, which
clearly shows that, he had a thorough knowledge about the functioning of accused
nos. 1 to 3 companies, at the time of registration itself. It is crystal clear from the case
diary and charge sheet that the accused/petitioner looted money from general public,
as promoters of Nano Excel Companies and it is revealed from the statements of
witnesses that, the accused had criminal intention from the very beginning to cheat
the public, by way of enrolling persons, and thus by making quick money. Accused
conducted the activities to promote the business of the company. The companies not
functioned as per the norms, objectives and guidelines mentioned in the Certificate of
Incorporation. Accused published misleading advertisements in the marketing of
Nano technology products and announced shares of Nano Power Corporation Limited
company through network marketing system. There is primafacie evidence against
the petitioner/accused and the documents produced, reveals the role of each
petitioner/accused, in the commission of offence. In Gold Quest International Pvt.
Ltd. and Another v. State of Tamilnadu 2003 O supreme (mad)627, it was held that,
the scheme must involve the enrollment of members, where the financial benefits
depend on the number of new members recruited. And the Honourable Court
emphasized that, the scheme should be evaluated as a whole considering both
promoters and members perspectives. The Supreme Court in State of West Bengal
and Others v. Swapankumar Guha, AIR 1982 SC 949, established that two conditions

must be satisfied for liability under the Prize Chits and Money Circulation Banning
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Scheme Act,1) The scheme must be for making quick or easy money, and 2). The
opportunity for such earnings must depend on the enrolement of member. Moreover,
at the time of framing of charge, the probative value of the materials on record,
cannot be gone into. There is primafacie case against the accused, as per the
prosecution records. Hence, seeks to accept the objection and dismiss the discharge

petition, filed by the accused/petitioner.

4. Heard both sides.

5. CC 93/2019 on the file of this court, is a case based on the final report
filed by the Deputy Superintendent of Police, Crime Branch, Ernakulam, against
accused 23 in numbers, alleging offences punishable, under sections 120B, 406, 420
r/w 34 of the Indian Penal Code, sections 4, 5, 6 of the Prize Chits and Money

Circulation Schemes (Banning) Act, 1978.

6. Case of the prosecution, is as follows:-

Accused with intend to commit cheating, by conducting money circulation
business, banned as per section 3 of The Prize Chits and Money Circulation Schemes
(Banning) Act 1978, in furtherance of their common intention, and by committing
criminal conspiracy, with intend to cheat public, and to obtain wrongful gain, in the
month of June 2007, accused nos.4 and 5 created accused no.1 company for
conducting money chain business by importing low quality products from abroad and
registered the said company on 12/07/2007 and created a website with the help of
Amandeep Singh, the Director of a software company named Roots Infocom at
Ludhiyana, Punjab and conducted money circulation business through the website
and appointed accused no.6 as the Manager of the said company and thereafter, with
the same intention to commit cheating, accused nos. 4 to 13 created company named

Nano Excel Power Corporation Limited (accused no.2) on 01/01/2010 and changed
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its name to Nano Excel Corporation Limited and entered into an agreement with
Arunachal Pradesh Government for starting a Hydro Electric Project in the name of
company named Nano Excel Power Corporation Limited, which was not in existence
at that time and advertised the agreement with internet and media and through
promoters, sold the shares promising good income and thereafter, accused nos. 4 , 6,
8 to 13, on 13/05/2010 formed another company named Nano Power Corporation
Limited (accused no.3) and conducted money circulation business with the money
obtained from the public and accused nos.14 to 23, being very well aware about the
illegal business conducted by the accused companies, approached public giving false
promises and accused through website and through brochures and advertisements,
and through classes, promoted the illegal business of money circulation scheme and
by making false promise of returning ten times more amount within a short span of
time and also by promising income on members enrolling in the company, and also
by promising amount, if money deposited in the power package of Nano Excel Power
Corporation, fraudulently and dishonestly induced CW1 Sivaraman to deliver Rs.
18,000/- on 10/12/2010, Rs. 18,000/- on 18/12/2010, CW2 John P.I. to deliver Rs.
1,80,000/- on 08/12/2010 and CW3 Jomy Anto to deliver Rs.18,000/- on 10/12/2010
and obtained money from CW4 to CW27 also, and thereafter, neither gave the profits
as promised, nor returned the money obtained and thereby committed cheating and
illegal money circulation business and misappropriated the money obtained and
thereby accused committed offences punishable u/s. 120B, 406, 420, r/w 34 of the
Indian Penal Code and sections 4, 5 and 6 of the Prize Chits and Money Circulation

Schemes (Banning) Act, 1978.

7. The prosecution in this case was initiated by CW1/defacto complainant
Sivaraman @ Mani, by preferring a complaint u/s. 190(1)(a) Cr.P.C., before the
Honourable Chief Judicial Magistrate Court, Thrissur, against accused 2 in numbers,
accused no.1 Nano Excel Corporation Limited, represented by Managing Director

and Chief Executive Officer, Harish Babu Madineni and accused no.2 Harish Babu



7

Madineni, alleging offences punishable under sections 120B, 406, 417, 420, 468, 471
r/w 34 of the Indian Penal Code and sections 3, 4, 5, 6 of the Prize Chits and Money
Circulation Schemes (Banning) Act, 1978.

8. The said complaint was forwarded to the Station House Officer, Thrissur
Town West Police Station, u/s. 156 (3) Cr.P.C., for registration of First Information
Report and accordingly the First Information Report in this crime, crime no.

547/2011 of Thrissur Town West Police Station, was registered on 03/04/2012.

9. After investigation, the Investigating Officer, Deputy Superintendent of
Police, Crime Branch, Ernakulam Unit, filed final report, against accused 23 in
numbers, alleging offences punishable under sections 120 B, 406, 420 r/w 34 of the
Indian Penal Code and sections 4, 5, 6 of the Prize Chits and Money Circulation
Schemes (Banning) Act, 1978 and this petitioner is arrayed as accused no.20, in the

final report.

10. It is true that, CW1/defacto complainant in the complaint preferred by
him, has not arrayed this petitioner as accused. But, in the statement u/s. 161 Cr.P.C.,
dated 12/07/2012, preferred by CW1 to the Investigating Officer, he has mentioned

about the inducement made by the petitioner Bijesh. CW1 in his said statement u/s.

161 Cr.P.C., has stated that, “ @RO® @00 MM @ AlAUMVo BHIMVIEMI GanI5LIw@D
6.218]&Qo Alflo6arI@d A IOIHSHBHQo 0.21Q. Allo6arl@d, MIGMI af)H@ G GOUM
elldlga’ ag)am H:qUM] ©6a0BINDEID ERITRG 621Q@IOEM 0, a0Blad enideny admIml,
aEld @AMy, Moy @SEEIAIEIET EHMIMIQHS WLOHANIOOTo , BMUMIDIC3
aléMo  MlEHailapP@@ MIEM OSCHIBE (@JHIOYSBS CEUOTYNG, NICWI D QgD
GENISI@B, HAODBOT BHIARBW af)TIBROMQSS MIWMEBUR LIElERONMDo, &HSIO® 6
2ITVEB Mo TlesHallef @b TBOD BlgenM0, 3 AURHODIMd:o OBl @& BTV
@AM BHBIV] ®IBl6)d> oe§]§6>mcmo 12,000/-@ad 0Gapwd Mledailad@d 6 @dTOEBSIMe:o

18,000/- @l oldlos ellesonmoo, @M UAODBIMo 1,80,000/- @al @@V
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O@UMBHBID] 150000 af)Mles D0 @M. al@lanSIPBI@ HMUM WROHGRIEIW
a0@lad 6NN ABMIMI], AldSld B@IAMY af)MIAUR AIOBHSOD MVeMVIA @M. &HSIO®
HMUIDIQOS @JCMFAMD® QOB @RUOD, GEDMoM, @J62E &Had, RWM,
oauenfld, enilemad’, @RMIMEB28, muElal H:@mem, quglal ®R ag)Mmlaumo aldlansleilod
AlOB:SOm HMUMQes aflaflw Tflgses8s6dlal @IOMSOBIBMD . @AUOOLDe BT
OAMIAMIOQTIM  GLoaHo ME] AUMMIMo  LIEIBRMVOMEMMo  HMIMI@  GaIdan’
@JUROD 0@ AfBRUBBE. M AUGBDIMo  BIFOBMDo , WROHARIMo, (JEDIZBDIo
AlGlotRHEIGd alOaooSl@ma0. gend' ©66nIMA], GOIW@G gen GendAW" ag)aril enilmilmay’
XS EEJOSWIEM HMUM] GENIEMMY Badla@, Qll®oemo £21QINE® Mo HMUMI D@D
aléMo MletHalla] OQMIOIGMAIO® enilmilmmy’ an’]crglsmégs)om)m” Qllglesme Mo,
5,000/, 6,000/-, 12,000/-, 1,50,000/-, 1,80,000/- agmilEReOm ©@HHWB MlesHAlls)
SN enilmslmmy” allmglenyséaede0ame, MfleLHallesmm D&’ ngomeslaj
DO Wdy D 2IElEROAMMo, MIGMI HSCHIBE DalcWIUla] dildadla) snD DU 0D
D lCQIUTEBHWINEMESIT VOBIEDTOMO GOIW (JDIGEIW BUdUl AIBRSIBBEOAMM., 6RO’
(@Jot® BOEFH66aTo, a0IBSIBE OSWOAM00, H6IUIIE: GudaHl AGRIISROAMORL o
A0 @D, aBOOBIEjo H(EPWE, AIElHBMMTIEMIOSIa]e @OM TledUnils] @ 6
2ITVOHSSITD UM BHBI] 151D Blesenmoo, allams’ 3 AIBaHo OEINE A IO 0] © &>
2TV QMBS 2IElasenTmo, HMITIQes enilmiimay’ aﬁlc@’]em%goa@mﬂm" BUDAHo
BB HIO@ Galed® HMUTIDID G2 OONIMAS] Mo Af)M Galdl@d GUNHO
HSOG@ AUGBDIMo AIElHB6AMMo AGlosElEd IO, HMUM] @RMEMIAIB (JERUSI@D
©SERIMIAILHT HOURBYD alRLDIOW GG gjo @RDIG aleMo AilEdHUalla] HUWOOFOIG
e dlwilo Qg eeasioll @reans’ ealgenmoe, 2012 =Rmad a>ave O O
eomeé«»'l QARHBEMDW @IMVo CGOIQo  QAUDAIMo oeé]gemoo alosomlaao.  12,000/-
@BalQOS alQI@ aldEHORIEM af)SEBMEOOIIT 240 HUWA LIElBB6DMMo, @R@IM 120
QMY alQI@ @) HHVA ag)SHHBID @RSEM @RERDS’ ©21QOATo, 63T wlagolley @@meé@ﬂ 3
@Gl Qlldsnemnd 360/~ @al @Mo 8GQ 50 QUBHHHILICODDE LIElEROAM0o
A0 @M. IO @b 3 AUBHo OBINE RIEIBBIMND® GHSIO@WIEM GABB A0 Od:

2IEBRMMOHGIN &MU QDWBIMo HAIQPD. HMIMIQOS ANWBIMoe CGdhg af)MlHs MU
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Qflvodave el 12.08.2010 @l ID 356318 @d 18,000/- @al®o, 10.12.2010 Qo
ID 358905 @d 18,000/- @GBol®o @RSH60 36,000/~ @al MGMI af)@@@ GHIBq|COUM
elldlgafl@d  alal®  abeseRl@d  dlesuallglam.  @edlm  Haudldled  mlaoo
D W BHHBIMDo aiélof@mailel. ag@les HMITIQI@ dlane aldlaf alid B3adleao
2 ald@oadd 6 QUSEN@B  Qed00 EBISTIWIT MVAB]lL]ISEME. oM™ &HSIO®
AlFASI@R 1B Ag alei@o, HMUTIDIG alemo m’lcsoeﬁad]_g’]gm". SHMUM] QAUDGBIMo
621Q AU@DIMo af)Mle) lgldiiglal. HUD@ dlestainD Higlo @ e
©66nUMA], OIS 6N EGNHAW’ ag)ail enilmSlmmY’ qpd:Elajns aem] TLABBEElaud

endlmilmay’ MsEll HMUMIQo  WOOHADIMo, (@JEAISBDIMo QUM @dHdHUW QAUMDIMo

DENIB)] )OI GalIE|SBOUOD mmgdécyo 21©®] H21Q QilvdDTV QAUERIM 6.21QSBBEIE. ~

11. As per the statements u/s. 161 Cr.P.C. of CW2 John, CW3 Johny Anto,
CW4 Krishnankutty, CW5 Paul, CW6 Rajan, CW7 Mohanan, CW8 Prinson Jose,
CW9 Jomy@Rani, CW10 Smitha Devadas, CW11 Poulose Konikkara, CW12 Mini
Paul, CW13 Johny, CW15 Sunny C.R., CW16 Suresh Kumar, CW17 Shabu, CW18
Ayyappan, CW19 Vasudevan, CW20 Shinto Raphael, CW21 Ramesh, CW22 Sheeja,
CW24 Johny M.P. and CW25 Babu, they came to know about the accused company
as told by one Valsa Madam (CW27 Valsa Thomas) and it was CW27 Valsa Thomas,
who told them about the profits and income which will be derived on depositing
money in the various schemes and projects of the accused companies and as per the
inducement offered by the said Valsa Thomas, they deposited money in the various
packages of the accused companies. CW2 John, CW3 Johny Anto, CW4
Krishnankutty, CW5 Paul, CW6 Rajan, CW7 Mohanan, CW8 Prinson Jose, CW10
Smitha Devadas, CW11 Poulose Konikkara, CW12 Mini Paul, CW13 Johny, CW15
Sunny C.R., CW16 Suresh Kumar, CW17 Shabu, CW18 Ayyappan, CW19
Vasudevan, CW20 Shinto Raphael, CW21 Ramesh, and CW22 Sheeja, in their
statements u/s. 161 Cr.P.C. have categorically stated that, they entrusted money with

CW27 Valsa Thomas, for depositing in the various packages of the accused
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companies. It is true that, the person who made inducement to the above witnesses
and who obtained money from them, is not made an accused in this case, by the
Investigating Officer, and instead she is made as a witness in the final report as
CW27. But, whether a person is to be made as an accused or a witness, in the final

report is entirely the prerogative of the Investigating Officer.

12. As far as this discharge petition is concerned, as stated above,
CW1/defacto complainant in his statement u/s.161 Cr.P.C., has stated about the
fraudulent inducement made by the promoters of the accused companies, including

petitioner Bijesh.

13. CW7 Mohanan, CW8 Prinson Jose, and CW26 Vincent T.T., in their
statements u/s. 161 Cr.P.C. have stated about the fraudulent inducement made by the
promoters of the accused companies including petitioner Bijesh, to deposit money in
the accused company in the promotion meeting conducted at the Thrissur Casino

Cultural Auditorium, by the accused company.

14. CW14 Sheeja Sajeevan and CW25 Babu A.J., also in their statements u/s.
161 Cr.P.C., have stated about the fraudulent inducement made by the promoters of
the accused companies including the petitioner Bijesh, to deposit money in the
accused company in the promotion meeting conducted at the Lulu International

Convention Centre, by the accused company.

15. It is also relevant to note the statement u/s.161 Cr.P.C. of CW27 Valsa

Thomas. In her statement u/s. 161 Cr.P.C. she has stated that, “GPa® al0smm®
aflvolmila] 6 SHMIaSl QPG aje) BandSLl® ala] MSEMIQ B@ XN AlOB:SOD .
@RQNOS HMUIMIQOS MIEMEHloU) WDOBHMIW amd@lad’ endeny ndleMMIQo , WWOB0IW
aDEld BT, (JWIM O(E)IMIZAMNEIW GaOME @RaH0ao, P.D. 6aDMo|®, RO

P.G, muklal é:a@mem, enileRay, @Bl WI0I8e Gald GIMHUWD af)SEBHQo, SHMUMIQOS
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@JdeOMEResdl allaidlens Qo 0.21Q. SHNUD] ©60a0EINHDAEIT M@V
Q=R @m&(g’]g@@ HMUTIQINMMo, SHMUT] MICMIOSCHIVE (@00 MIABBRM
WIMIBo ODIMEBBW Qll®6Mo ©21Qm SHMNIMI@IOMMDo , @RQ  DaleWIUI 2D
(@O MENEIH:N UWIOIBo  GOINERW AIQOHAMo , alll GOINE@BEGo DETBIHIOLIMo,
@REBROMQSS DOaIIMNEBBRUW MIALHOCITD GO0 BAISTo N6ERIM AIElHElOHLIMMo, dMII]
QUSOO LNEBOMIT (JAUBOI LRI MINAIMAINEMMMo , BHMUMIQOS OTAlMEBRUW (UI6EH]
SHNUMQOS HAMIA BRHWIM D@AIMEBRUR AIBlERMOEESIO® ANEBANASI®o ©S®A.0j@IW
2I€l 5O BIMEldlaenMo  @REROM 6  MMVOBITE  Mlesuailesm O @ldod
el€lesenmo. allaNls’ 3 QAUBMeeOE®INE MEHUITDHQeS 10 oglewsleje @ldlos
2IElesenMo,  &SIO® HMUD @REEMI2IMEJCRUWIG  ©SEBBIM  Galdd:an

RLIOOUBOIRDIOWFIQo, BHMUMIQeS RIMINAY o PM®:O8 Qo , BrUMIIw
GolAM@IRB HFOM GnlH® HMUMIDIM C2IBDIM HDIM BHSO@ AUMAIMo Binary Plan
Qenfloo LIElEROAMMe  HMIMIQHS GITVIG Qlal WOHKHQe OEIICMIFAMIWo BOHO
AlOFO).  HAUM] @R@EMII@ (JEBUGI@ Hydro saidgls: alQi@ GeldReE oBeQSOD
MS@OMeENBMMo, Power Package-2pnem’ alemo Mledwallesmemesl@d Nano Excel
Power Corporation Limited Company-@es 6«uad eiélaseanmoe, som Power Project-@d
&Sl Qlladesan aameémﬂeogs)s eneailablmo aldlegeamo, 12,000/- @ad Mlesy allo)d@d
240 1@ oeﬂgommao, @GIM 120 KW Power @emlg’ eiélesonmoo, 2012-@3 aloid
CPREG HIBlaUM@ 6.21QMOAYO@ 3@ QEBIGITD MO 3/- @ad Tlosslad 360/-
@l 6Qls] 50 QU@aHo ©®SAoWIT] QU@BDIMe AIElEBOAMM., GREOWQo EMUTI @D
caldodileog@lale aM8HW  HMUTBDG  EGaIBI@IM  @emIVdla  Hedtlaum
218l EBOHDMMAIEM @RAUA AlOETM®. @RQUMNS QAUDUIMEERSITd QlUdIIMo BAINTIQ@IMITD
e 08-04-2010 @@ 36,000/-@at 60DOM oy0088 HMUMIQOS B3)adlaVl@d sl
Qa0 3 @RAU0ACIMO0 HOBHYI OEIFO® SHMUMIQOS alQ)d ahese=lad 12,000 /- @al
flogss 3 anesnm®slenc m’]csceﬂdu’]gd’]_qd. @R®Im 184614, 184615, 184616 ag)oml
ID mMI@HR elély). agTles @BERY $HelERSIC @oAId AlOfMOEAOL! @RYPE®IQo
aneailadl®o ag)xMO BRHODEMEIGRIBE QUITVOHIETEI@AD. @G PWD af)TlBe HaMIMIC]C3

£SO Qlvodave @M. 6™ aflergo 19-06-2010 @@ 6,000/- @alio, 29-07-2010
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oo 6,000/- @alQo, 24-11-2010 @oo 12,000/- @alQo, 29-11-2010 @)
1,80,000/- @al®Qo HMIMIQOS alQ)@ aDEENEIM oJBHOOS8S HMUMIQOS B3IadlaVlwd
eMAlg GOl @0Sg]. @R@IM WL Mo 236581, 266445, 342184, 347641 agomilesrem |D
ONUBHWD 2IElg). af)Mlee M MledHallsl aleMOBIM Mel @IV eneailabimo
2I€lJ@SERElwEmes oM  e=DEleIGIGBAN BRI  aldlal@eqs 62IQHlS

Gm']m)']mq}%oeao’é 0.21Q)" HlallaJ@mm alelcodge MM HMUBIOWF] al0s . @RAGIC3
alel@o  HMUTIASIG  aleMo  MIEBHNBOIM  @IEJQOL BIETTIHBHQo, 2ilRIOIODE
SHNOI@R BB HANHBMDPIMID]  aléeMo MO0 OOBHYI @ABHQo MWD @R
HSHNINVQOS @PQYCIMISIA)MBIVIBM BI)adlMil@  OEHIMNZEANW]  MlesUalonsHewd
@RaU0abOM OOHYIT HHIFOM @S lHBHEWI @RYEM HIQMAN@ . @PAIGRINSI]o
f0IMo  af)MlHs) OalBa®  aIFlEPRB HFO OHDIG Glane  MEOLPT O

I8N UM Mledttallal.”

16. The bank account statement of the petitioner also seized by the
Investigating Officer and produced along with the final report, to show that the

petitioner obtained commission from the accused companies.

17. Hence, in this case, as per the prosecution records, a strong primafacie
case is made out against the accused no.20/petitioner. It is settled position of law
that, at the stage of hearing on charges, the entire evidence produced by the
prosecution is to be believed. In case, no offence is made out, then only, accused can
be discharged. Truthfulness, sufficiency and acceptability of the material produced
can be done only at the stage of trial. At the stage of framing charges, the Court has to

satisfy, whether a primafacie case is made out against the accused, or not.

18. As stated above, in this case, as per the prosecution records, as per the
statements of witnesses and documents produced, a strong primafacie case is made
out against the accused no.20/petitioner. Hence, after considering the police report,

and documents sent along with the police report, under section 173 Cr.P.C., and after
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hearing both sides, I am of the finding that, there is sufficient ground for proceeding

against the accused no.20/petitioner, for the offences alleged in the prosecution case.

19. Hence, this discharge petition filed by accused no.20, stands dismissed.

(Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, typed by her directly to the computer,
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court this, the 27" day of September,
2025.)

Sd/-

Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate,
Thrissur.



