
DISTRICT :: TINSUKIA  

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE,  

AT TINSUKIA. 

PRESENT: Sri Kiran Lal Baishnab, AJS. 

Friday, the 16th Day of March, 2018 

 

Money Suit No. 58 of 2015 

 

                                State Bank of India 

                                                          ……………….Plaintiff 

                                             Vs. 

1) Sri Dipak Kumar Das 

2) Sri Arbind Prasad 

                                                …….. Defendants. 

 

        This is Suit for recovery of Rs. 2,19,966/- (Rupees Two Lakhs Nineteen 

Thousand Nine Hundred Sixty Six) only, with interest thereon.  

        The suit coming for final hearing on 3rd March, 2018 in presence of:- 

Mr. M. S. Alley..………………………….…………….…Advocate for the Plaintiff 

And 

Mr. B. Deb………………………………………………Advocate for the Defendants   

 

And having stood for consideration to this day, the Court delivered the following 

judgment:-          

  J U D G M E N T 

    
1. The plaintiff’s case :-  

      The plaintiff’s case in brief is that the defendant No.1 took a loan 

of Rs.1,84,400/- (Rupees one lakh eighty four thousand four hundred ) only on 

22.11.2013  from the plaintiff bank and the defendant No.2 stood as a 

guarantor for the said loan. The plaintiff further avers that it was agreed 

between the plaintiff bank and the defendant No.1 that the loan will be repaid 

in sixty equal monthly installments of Rs.4,583/-, but after availing the loan the  
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defendant  was very irregular in repayment of the same for which the plaintiff 

bank served several demand cum call up Notice such as on 02.04.2014 and 

26.06.2014 and thereafter, served a legal Notice dated 17.10.2014 under 

registered A/D post, but without any positive response from the defendants. It 

is also averred by the plaintiff bank that on 19.05.2014, the defendant 

admitted his outstanding loan and assured repayment of the same, but failed 

to keep his promise and as such, the loan account of the defendant No.1 was 

declared NPA and thus, finding no other way the plaintiff approached this 

Court with a prayer for recovery of the said amount along with interest and 

other reliefs.  

                                         

2. The Defendant’s case :- 

  The defendants contested the case by filing written statement and 

objected this suit inter alia on the ground that the suit is not maintainable in its 

present form and also that it lacks cause of action. The defendants denied that 

the defendant No.1 had ever borrowed any money from the plaintiff bank and 

that the defendant No.2 had ever stood as a guarantor for the same. The 

defendants rather averred that the defendant No.1 had applied for a loan with 

the plaintiff bank and later on he was informed that the loan could not be 

sanctioned to him and by utilizing the said application, the plaintiff bank filed 

the present suit with false and frivolous averments. Thus, he prayed that the 

suit be dismissed with cost. 

3.              Considering the pleadings of both the sides the court framed the 

following issues:  

I. Whether the suit is maintainable in law and facts? 

II. Whether the defendant No.1 obtained a loan of Rs.1,84,400/- from 

plaintiff bank on 22.11.2013? 

III. Whether the defendant No.2 is the guarantor of the said loan? 

IV. Whether the defendants have defaulted in the repayment of the 

aforesaid loan? 

V. Whether the defendant is liable to pay a sum of Rs.2,19,966/- to the 

plaintiff bank? 

And 

VI. To what relief or reliefs the plaintiff is entitled to? 
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4.              The plaintiff, State Bank of India adduced the evidence of one Sri 

Haradhan Chakraborty being Chief Manager of the plaintiff Bank at Margherita 

Branch as P.W.1 and exhibited the following documents in proof of their claim 

:- 

(i) Exhibit-1: Loan Application dated 19.11.2013 

(ii) Exhibit-2: Letter of Arrangement (SME-1) dated 22.11.2013 

(iii) Exhibit-3: Personal Loan Agreement dated 22.11.2013  

(iv) Exhibit-4: Deed of Guarantee dated 22.11.2013 

(v) Exhibit-5: Annexure-I dated 22.11.2013 

(vi) Exhibit-6: Annexure-II 

(vii) Exhibit-7 & 8: Demand Notices dated 02.04.2014 and 26.06.2014  

                           respectively 

(ix) Exhibit-9: Reply Letter of defendant No.1 dated 19.05.2014 

(x) Exhibit-10: Legal Notice dated 17.10.2014 to the borrower 

(xi) Exhibit-11: Certificate of Notional Interest in respect of CC  

                      A/c No.33468692948 

(xii) Exhibit-12: Statement of Account in respect of A/c No.33468692948 

in the name of defendant No.1 

5.               The defendants did not adduce any evidence in rebuttal of the 

evidence adduced by the plaintiff.  

 

6. DISCUSSION, DECISION AND THE REASONS THEREOF: 

 

6.A. ISSUE No. 1: Whether the suit is maintainable in law and in facts? 

 

                Neither of the parties raised this issue in the final hearing of the 

suit but as the defendant had challenged the maintainability of the suit in its 

present form in their written statement; hence, the issue needs to be discussed. 

In my considered opinion, the maintainability of the suit depends upon the 

admitted position of the pleadings and not upon evidence. In the above 

background when I look in the plaint and the written statement I do not find 

procedural defect in the form of the suit neither does the pleading reveals any  
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express bar in the entertainment of the instant suit by this court U/S - 9 of the 

Civil Procedure Code. 

  Accordingly this issue is decided in favour of the plaintiff.   

 

6.B. Issue No. 2: Whether the defendant No.1 obtained a loan of 

Rs.1,84,400/- from plaintiff bank on 22.11.2013? 

 
 PW1, the Chief Manager of the Plaintiff Bank at Margherita Branch 

deposed that the defendant No.1 applied for grant of a Term Loan of 

Rs.2,00,000/- only for his personal use before the plaintiff bank and on 

consideration of the said application, the plaintiff bank on 22.11.2013 sanctioned 

a loan of Rs.1,84,400/- in his favour with the condition that the loan will be 

repaid by the defendant No.1 in sixty equal monthly installments of Rs.4,583/- 

only and the defendant No.2, Sri Arbind Prasad secured the loan by his personal 

guarantee.  

In proof of the fact that the defendant No.1 had applied for the loan, the 

PW1 exhibited the Application Form as Ext.1 and the same is not disputed by the 

defendants. PW1 also exhibited the Arrangement Letter dated 22.11.2013 in 

proof of sanction of the loan in favour of the defendant No.1. The Ext.2 shows 

that the bank had intimated the defendant No.1 on 22.11.2013 that with 

reference to his application dated 19.11.2013 a loan for an amount of 

Rs.1,84,400/- was sanctioned in his favour on the terms and conditions as 

mentioned in Ext.2. 

Ext.3 is the Personal Loan Agreement entered by and between the 

defendant No.1 and the plaintiff bank on 22.11.2013 which specifically shows 

that the defendant No.1 had obtained a loan of Rs.1,84,400/- from the plaintiff 

bank with promise to repay the same in sixty equal monthly installments of 

Rs.4,583/- and the first installment was payable in December, 2013.  

Perusal of Ext.12, the Statement of the Loan Account also supports the 

claim of the plaintiff, whereby it is seen that the loan account vide Account 

No.33468692948 standing in the name of the defendant No.1 in the State Bank 
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of India, Margherita Branch was debited with Rs.1,84,400/- and there are some 

instances of repayment till 24.11.2014.  

The learned counsel for the defendant argued that the bank had obtained 

the signatures of the defendant No.1 on all the documents exhibited by the 

plaintiff prior to sanction of the loan and later on he was informed that the 

Application for Loan was rejected and as such, none of the exhibited documents 

which shows obtaining of loan as pleaded by the plaintiff are acceptable and 

hence, there is no reliable evidence in proof of the claim of the plaintiff in the 

instant suit.  

The learned Advocate for the plaintiff submitted that the documents on 

record being the Application for Loan, Arrangement Letter and the Agreement 

are of different dates and thus, the claim of the defendant that those were taken 

prior to sanction of the loan is not acceptable.  

I agree with the submission of the learned Advocate for the plaintiff that 

the Application for Loan may have been signed prior to sanction of the loan but 

the normal procedure of the bank is that the non-judicial stamp for the 

agreement is taken only after the loan is sanctioned and it is signed by the 

applicant prior to disbursement of loan after the loan is sanctioned and thus, the 

claim of the defendant that the Application for Loan was rejected is not 

acceptable.  

The plea of the defendant that loan was never sanctioned to him also 

comes under doubt when we go through the Statement of the Loan Account 

which shows instances of repayment and if the loan was not obtained by the 

defendant No.1, there would have been no instance of repayment and thus this 

also tilts the preponderance of probability of obtaining the loan as pleaded by 

the plaintiff in favour of the plaintiff bank.  

The defendant challenged the grant of loan in favour of the defendant 

No.1 only ground that the PW1 himself could not state the Savings Bank Account 

number of the defendant No.1 in which the loan amount was disbursed.            

In this respect we can look into the Ext.12, the Loan Account Statement of the  
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defendant No.1 which very well mentions that the loan amount debited was 

transferred to one account and the repayment was processed from the same 

account and there is no pleading of the defendant that the said account does not 

belong to the defendant No.1.  

The cross-examination of PW1 also shows that the PW1 specifically 

mentioned that though the details of Savings Bank Account has not been given 

separately, the Account number has been mentioned in the Statement of 

Account exhibited in the instant suit.  

The learned Advocate for the defendant also argued that as the 

defendant No.1 was not granted the loan, the plaintiff failed to produce the 

I/Card, PAN Card and other residential proofs of the defendant No.1 in the 

instant suit.  

This argument of the defendant is also nullified by the cross-examination 

of PW1 where he specifically mentioned that the Bank had verified the Identity 

of the applicant prior to sanctioning the loan.  

Hence, from the evidence of PW1 clubbed with the documents exhibited 

by him, I am of the considered opinion that the plaintiff could successfully prove 

that the defendant No.1 had obtained a loan of Rs.1,84,400/- from the plaintiff 

bank on 22.11.2013 and the defendant failed to rebut the said evidence by 

adducing any cogent evidence in this regard.  

       Accordingly, this issue is decided in favour of the plaintiff.        

6.C. Issue No. 3: Whether the defendant No.2 is the guarantor of the said 

loan? 

 
 The plaintiff pleaded that the defendant No.2, Sri Arbind Prasad 

stood as a guarantor of the loan sanctioned in favour of the defendant No.1 

which is denied by the defendants. 

 Hence, lets look into the evidence on record to see how far the 

parties could prove their pleadings.  

PW1, the Chief Manager of the Plaintiff Bank at Margherita Branch 

deposed that the defendant No.2, Sri Arbind Prasad stood as a guarantor of the 

loan sanctioned in favour of the defendant No.1 and supported his evidence by 

the Deed of Guarantee exhibited as Exhibit- 4 by the PW1. 
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Perusal of Ext.4 clearly shows that it is executed by and between Sri 

Arbind Prasad and the plaintiff bank, whereby said Arbind Prasad had agreed to 

pay on demand the Principal Loan amount of Rs.1,84,400/- granted in favour of 

Sri Dipak Kumar Das along with interest, costs, charges etc. if the borrower i.e., 

Sri Dipak Kumar Das fails to repay the loan.  

The defendant pleaded in their written statement that the defendant 

No.2 never stood as guarantor for the defendant No.1 and no documents could 

be filed by the plaintiff bank showing the fact that the defendant No.2 stood as 

guarantor as pleaded.  

Upon perusal of the cross-examination of the PW1, it is seen that the 

defendant not only failed to challenge the Guarantee Agreement exhibited by 

PW1 as Ext.4 but even failed to put any suggestion in denial of the said fact and 

in support of their pleadings that the defendant No.2 never stood as guarantor 

for the defendant No.1. 

Hence, failure of the defendant to challenge the Ext.4 before the person 

who exhibited the said document leads to the presumption that they admitted 

the document and the evidence of PW1 in that respect stands unrebutted and is 

thus, wholly reliable to the effect that the defendant No.2 had personally secured 

the loan of the defendant No.1 on his personal guarantee through the Deed of 

Guarantee exhibited as Ext.4.  

Hence, I am of the considered opinion that the plaintiff successfully 

proved the fact that the defendant No.2 is the guarantor of the said loan. 

 Accordingly, this issue is also decided in favour of the plaintiff.    

6.D. Issue No. 4: Whether the defendants have defaulted in the repayment 

of the aforesaid loan? 

 The plaintiff pleaded that the defendant No.1, Sri Dipak Kumar 

Das defaulted in repayment of the loan and failed to repay the outstanding 

amount even upon several demands whereas the defendants denies obtaining of 

any loan and thus, they did not speak of default on their part. 

 The PW1 specifically deposed that the defendants had failed and 

neglected to repay the loan and as such, the plaintiff bank issued and served 

several Recall Letters/Demand Notices on 02.04.2014, 26.06.2014 and thereafter  
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a legal Notice dated 17.10.2014, but the defendants failed to comply with the 

requirement of the said Notices.  

 The PW1 also deposed that the defendant No.1 admitted his 

outstanding loan and assured his regular repayment in future in writing on 

19.05.2014, but failed to keep his subsequent promise too.  

 The PW1 supported his evidence in this respect with the Demand 

Notices dated 02.04.2014 and 26.06.2014 (Ext.7 and Ext.8 respectively) and the 

Legal Notice dated 17.10.2014 as Ext.10. 

 The PW1 also exhibited the Reply Letter of defendant No.1 dated 

19.05.2014 as Ext.9 in support of his evidence that the defendant No.1 had 

admitted his outstanding loan and assured his regular repayment in future in 

writing on 19.05.2014.  

The evidence of PW1 to the effect that the defendant No.1 had defaulted 

in repayment of loan is also corroborated by the Statement of the Loan Account 

being Account No.33468692948 standing in the name of Dipak Kumar Das in the 

State Bank of India, Margherita Branch. 

The fact that the loan account has an outstanding amount and the 

borrower is a defaulter is not denied by the defendants, what they deny is 

obtaining of loan by the defendant No.1 but this fact has been decided in 

affirmative in Issue No.1.  

The defendants challenges the genuineness of Ext.9 and even pleaded 

this fact in their written statement, whereby they pleaded that the Promising 

Letter dated 19.05.2014 is a totally fabricated document and made purposefully 

for fulfilling the requirements of the plaintiff bank.  

The learned counsel for the defence rightly submitted that he had also 

agitated this fact during cross-examination of PW1. 

Perusal of the cross-examination of PW1 shows that he was suggested by 

the defendant that Ext.9 has not been signed by Dipak Das but there is no 

suggestion as to the contents of the document.  

Considering the pleading of the defendants, I find it justified to consider 

the admissibility and genuineness of Ext.9 to proceed further.  
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In this respect, I find it justified to look into the legal provisions 

as to proof of Handwriting/Signatures as the defence argued that the plaintiff 

failed to prove the Ext.9 as per law through Experts. 

The Evidence Act deals with the evidence of identity of 

Handwriting in three sections and they are, Section-45, 47 and 73. The 

evidence U/S – 45 and 47 are opinion of others whereas U/S-73 the Court is 

empowered to compare the handwriting/signature itself and form its opinion. 

All these Sections and their implications had been very well discussed by 

Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Lalit Popli Vs. Canara Bank and 

Others, reported in (2003) 3 SCC 583 and held that opinion of 

Handwriting Expert need not be always corroborated and the Court can even 

compare the handwriting U/S – 73 of the Evidence and thus, Section-73 is a 

specially enabling Section for the Court to compare Signatures. 

The relevant paragraphs of the aforesaid judgment in Lalit Popli Vs. 

Canara Bank is reproduced below to have proper understanding of the 

facts:- 

“13. It is to be noted that under Sections 45 and 47 of the 

Evidence Act, the Court has to take a view on the opinion of others, 

whereas under Section 73 of the said Act, the Court by its own 

comparison of writings can form its opinion. Evidence of the identity 

of handwriting is dealt with in three Sections of the Evidence Act. 

They are Sections 45, 47 and 73. Both under Sections 45 and 47 the 

evidence is an opinion. In the former case it is by a scientific 

comparison and in the latter on the basis of familiarity resulting from 

frequent observations and experiences. In both the cases, the Court 

is required to satisfy itself by such means as are open to conclude 

that the opinion may be acted upon. Irrespective of an opinion of the 

Handwriting Expert, the Court can compare the admitted writing with 

disputed writing and come to its own independent conclusion. Such 

exercise of comparison is permissible under Section 73 of the 

Evidence Act. Ordinarily, Sections 45 and 73 are complementary       

to each other. Evidence of Handwriting Expert need not be invariably  
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corroborated. It is for the Court to decide whether to accept such an 

uncorroborated evidence or not. It is clear that even when experts' 

evidence is not there, Court has power to compare the writings and 

decide the matter. [See Murari Lal vs. State of Madhya 

Pradesh (1980) 1 SCC 704]” 

Thus, in view of the aforesaid judgment and the provision contained in 

Section 73 of the Indian Evidence Act the court even can compare the writings 

to form its opinion as to the Questioned Document. 

Here, I find it pertinent to mention the opinion of esteemed commentator 

on handwriting examination Mr. M.K. Mehta.  

Mr. M.K. Mehta, an expert in this line had written in his book 

‘Identification of Handwriting and Cross Examination of Experts’ Fourth Edition 

on page no. 224 ‘‘ 

“……..The signature may either be executed slowly or 

might show a different slop, or the size of letters may be large or 

small, or the form of the letters may be quite different. In such 

cases an attempt is usually made to alter the style of one or more 

letters or a copy-book style is employed, while the other 

characteristics remain the same. Any difference created in any of 

the above mentioned factors does give a different appearance 

from that of the usual signatures, but if closely examined, the 

signatures would positively show similarities in significant 

personal characteristics of the writer. Petty differences can 

otherwise be found in the handwriting of the same person, even if 

there is no disguise. Such differences are due to natural 

variation.’’ 

Mr. M.K. Mehta also written in the same  book on page no.235:- 

“The identification of handwriting, as has already been 

said, is mainly based on the principle that no person writes 

exactly alike and no two signatures of the same individual will be 

the perfect replica of each other. There are, therefore, bound to 

be certain natural variations in the absolute size of the letters and  
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in the general forms of the letters of the signatures, besides other 

differences in the various other characteristics of an individual.”  

In exercise of power of this court u/s- 73 of the Evidence Act, I have 

compared the writings as well as the signature on Ext.9 and other documents 

with the admitted signatures on the application (Ext.1) and on the written 

statement filed by the defendants whereby it is seen that the letters in normal 

course of work is more similar to the questioned signatures. 

 The signature of the defendant No.1 given in the written statement filed 

in this suit and other admitted documents also shows some variations but this 

cannot be said that the variations makes the signatures dissimilar and are not 

put by the same person as these are admittedly given by the defendant No.1 

and thus, this supports the writing of Mr. M.K. Mehta as mentioned above 

whereby it is stated that ‘no two signatures of the same individual will be perfect 

replica of each other’.  

It is an established fact that initial, body and terminal execution of letters 

by the same person shows some extent of natural variations, it is imperative and 

natural. This natural variations cannot be called difference of the type that may 

lead to difference of authorship.  

Thus, inspite of the small variations shown, I am of the view that the 

disputed and the admitted signatures show similarity in authorship and are 

written by the same person.  

Thus, it is proved that the signature on Ext.9 is put by the defendant 

No.1 and even the contents of Ext.9 are in his own handwriting.   

Hence, the evidence of PW1 being duly corroborated by Ext.7, Ext.8, 

Ext.9, Ext.10 and Ext.12 is wholly reliable and thus, the fact that the defendants 

defaulted in repayment of the loan is successfully proved by the plaintiff.  

Accordingly, this issue is also decided in favour of the plaintiff.    

6.E. Issue No. 5: Whether the defendant is liable to pay a sum of 

Rs.2,19,966/- to the plaintiff bank? 

 In this respect, the PW1, Chief Manager of the Plaintiff Bank at 

Margherita Branch deposed that after crediting all payments made for and on 

behalf of the defendants in the loan account and after debiting the interest and  
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other charges including the adjustment of securities etc., the sum of 

Rs.2,19,966/- became due and outstanding as on 07.11.2015, being the Principal 

amount of Rs.1,71,703/- along with Notional interest of Rs.48,263/- and this fact 

is corroborated by Ext.11 and Ext.12 read together.  

 Ext.12, the Statement of Loan Account in the name of the 

defendant No.1 shows that on 28.06.2015, the account had an outstanding 

balance of Rs.1,71,703/- and the Ext.11 shows that an interest of Rs.48,263/- 

accrued upon the balance loan amount till 07.11.2015, thereby totaling the 

outstanding amount to Rs.2,19,966/- as pleaded by the plaintiff bank.  

The defendant argued that as he has not obtained any loan from the 

plaintiff bank, he is not liable to pay any money to the plaintiff.  

In this respect, we can also look into the admission of the defendant 

No.1 through the Ext.9.  

Ext.9 clearly shows that the defendant No.1 had admitted that he had 

not been paying the monthly installments inspite of repeated request due to his 

additional expenditure on the medical treatment of his mother and as she has 

recovered he shall repay the EMIs regularly. The Ext.9 also reveals that on 

19.05.2014, the defendant No.1 admitted that he was irregular in payment of an 

amount of Rs.18,000/- and assured repayment of the said amount within the 

current month i.e., May 2014. 

The defendant though challenged the genuineness of Ext.9, this fact has 

been discussed in the aforesaid Issue and held in favour of the plaintiff.  

Hence, considering the evidence put forth by the plaintiff and failure of 

the defendant to adduce any evidence in rebuttal, I am of the considered opinion 

that the plaintiff successfully proved that the defendants defaulted in repayment 

of loan. 

Hence, considering the Issues discussed above and the fact that the 

plaintiff successfully proved that the defendant No.1 obtained a loan of 

Rs.1,84,400/- from the plaintiff bank and the defendant No.2 stood as a 

guarantor for the same and that both the defendants failed in repayment of the 

loan, I am of the considered opinion that the defendant Nos.1 and 2 are jointly  
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and severally liable to repay an amount of Rs.2,19,966/- (Rupees Two Lakhs 

Nineteen Thousand Nine Hundred Sixty Six) only to the plaintiff. 

Accordingly, this Issue is also decided in favour of the plaintiff.  

 

6.F. ISSUE No. 6 :  To what other relief/relief(s) the plaintiff is entitled to? 

 

The plaintiff prayed for decree for recovery of a sum of 

Rs.2,19,966/- (Rupees Two Lakhs Nineteen Thousand Nine Hundred Sixty Six) 

only along with future interest and cost of the suit. 

        As discussed above, in the foregoing issues; the plaintiff 

successfully proved that the defendant No.1 obtained a loan of Rs.1,84,400/- on 

22.11.2013 from the plaintiff bank and the defendant No.2 stood as a guarantor 

for the said loan and that both the defendants defaulted in repayment of the 

loan and that an amount of Rs.2,19,966/- (Rupees Two Lakhs Nineteen 

Thousand Nine Hundred Sixty Six) only was outstanding in the loan account of 

the defendant No.1 on 07.11.2015.  

Hence, I am of the considered opinion that the plaintiff is entitled 

to the outstanding amount of Rs.2,19,966/- (Rupees Two Lakhs Nineteen 

Thousand Nine Hundred Sixty Six) only from the defendant Nos.1 and 2 jointly 

and severally. 

  As regard to the claim of interest; I am of the considered opinion 

that as the plaintiff bank had extended the loan for business purpose and was 

even dragged to Court for recovery of the same, I find that the plaintiff is 

entitled to interest as claimed and also to the cost of the suit. 

        

                                   O R D E R 
 

Hence, considering the above discussions, I am of the 

considered opinion that the plaintiff bank could successfully prove 

their suit against the defendants and hence, the suit is decreed on 

contest with costs in favour of the plaintiff with following 

relief(s):- 
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It is hereby decreed that the Plaintiff is entitled to:- 
a) a decree for recovery of                                

Rs.2,19,966/- (Rupees Two Lakhs 

Nineteen Thousand Nine Hundred 

Sixty Six) only from the defendants, 

jointly/severally.  

b) a decree for recovery of pendent-lite 

interest from the defendants on the 

decreetal amount @ 14.30% p.a. 

from 08.11.2015 till the date of 

decree and also to  the future 

interest at the same rate from the 

date of decree till realisation from 

the defendants, jointly/severally. 

And 

c) Costs of the suit.  

7. Draw up a decree accordingly within next 15 days from today. 

8. Judgment is pronounced in the open court. Given under the hand and seal of 

this court on this 16th day of March, 2018.  

 
 
 

   (Sri Kiran Lal Baishnab), 
                                                                Civil Judge, Tinsukia. 

         
 Dictated & Corrected by me       
 
 
(Sri Kiran Lal Baishnab),  
Civil Judge, Tinsukia    
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A P P E N D I X 

 

1. PLAINTIFF’S WITNESS: 

P.W.1 – Sri Haradhan Chakraborty 

 

2. Plaintiff’s Exhibits: 

(i) Exhibit-1: Loan Application dated 19.11.2013 

(ii) Exhibit-2: Letter of Arrangement (SME-1) dated 22.11.2013 

(iii) Exhibit-3: Personal Loan Agreement dated 22.11.2013  

(iv) Exhibit-4: Deed of Guarantee dated 22.11.2013 

(v) Exhibit-5: Annexure-I dated 22.11.2013 

(vi) Exhibit-6: Annexure-II 

(vii) Exhibit-7 & 8: Demand Notices dated 02.04.2014 and 26.06.2014  

                           respectively 

(ix) Exhibit-9: Reply Letter of defendant No.1 dated 19.05.2014 

(x) Exhibit-10: Legal Notice dated 17.10.2014 to the borrower 

(xi) Exhibit-11: Certificate of Notional Interest in respect of CC  

                      A/c No.33468692948 

(xii) Exhibit-12: Statement of Account in respect of A/c No.33468692948 in  

                       the name of defendant No.1 

 

3. Defendant’s Witness: 

NIL 

 

4. Defendant’s exhibit: 

NIL 

                                                        
 
                                                                      (KIRAN LAL BAISHNAB) 

               Civil Judge, Tinsukia 


