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(The Aadhaar card of the accused is filed on record. The accused
sought to refer to the said document during cross-examination. The
learned advocate for the complainant objected to the same,
submitting that the witness is neither the author of the document
nor was the document produced at an earlier stage. It was further
contended that the document does not relate to the transaction in
question and, therefore, cannot be referred to during cross-
examination. The learned advocate for the accused argued that any

document can be referred to while examining a witness and that the



T &
document was sought to be shown only to verify whether its
contents were correct or not. Upon perusal of the document, it
appears that it is an Aadhaar card which the accused intends to refer
to the witness. The complainant is neither the author of the
document nor is it part of his previous statement. Moreover, the
complainant has no connection with the document, and the
document does not relate to the transaction in dispute. Therefore,
the document cannot be referred to the witness, and permission to

do so is accordingly denied.)
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