

Hon. Keral High Court in the case of Harihara Puthra Sharma Versus State of Kerala & Anr.  reported in  2007 STPL(DC) 161 KER : 2007 (1) DCR 440, Decided on 07/03/2006, has held that `` A court does not get jurisdiction to entertain a complaint under section 138 N.I. Act for the sole reason that the statutory notice demanding payment had been issued by Advocate of the complainant who has the office within the jurisdiction of court. (Para 20 and 21) ``


Moreover, on the same footing, Hon. Keral High Court in another case of  Ahammedkutty Haji Versus The State of Kerala & Another, reported in 2007 STPL(DC) 198 KER : 2007 (1) DCR 521, Decided on 22/11/2006, has clarified the matter and held that `` Lawyer office - Complaint of dishonor of cheque filed in court where office of Lawyer issuing notice situated - No cause of action arise at that place - Court there has no jurisdiction to deal the case - Case transfer to appropriate place where cause of action arises.  (Para 6 & 7) ``


Moreover on the same line, Hon. Bombay High Court also, in the case of  Nutan Damodar Prabhu & Anr. Petitioners v. Ravindra Vassant Kenkre & Anr. Respondents reported in  2008 STPL(DC) 1100 BOM : 2009-DCR-1-20,  Decided on 02/11/2007 has held that `` Complainant and accused reside within jurisdiction of Court at Panaji- Cheques were drawn on Bank situated at Panaji - Notice mentioned complainant's address at Panaji while cheque deposited at Margao and Advocate who sent notice have office at Margao - Complaint filed at Margao Court - Margao Court have no territorial jurisdiction to try the same - Order to transfer complaint  to Panaji Court.(Para 10 & 12) ``
