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TEZPUR, SONITPUR 
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MONEY SUIT NO.3 OF 2012 
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              -Vs.- 

 (1) Sri Jyotirmoy Bhattacharjee 

       Prop. Bhattacharjee Auto Electrical 

S.C. Road, Near Ananta Complex 
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 (2)  Sri Bhuban Pokhrel 

Son of (L) Khom Ch. Pokhrel 

Pani Tanki Road, Chandmari 

PO – Tezpur, PIN 784001 

District – Sonitpur, Assam 

   ----- Defendants 
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This suit for recovery of Rs.4,10,129/- ( Rupees Four Lakhs Ten Thousand One 

Hundred Twenty Nine Only) due against Cash Credit Loan with interest and other 

charges with sale of hypothecated goods. 

 

Counsel for Plaintiff : 

Counsel for Defendant  : 

 

JUDGMENT 

1) This is a suit for recovery of Rs.4,10,129/- (Rupees Four Lakhs Ten 

Thousand One Hundred Twenty Nine Only) due against Cash Credit Loan with 

interest and other charges with sale of hypothecated goods. 

 

Case of the Plaintiff-Bank: 

2) The plaintiff stated that the defendant No.1 is a businessman and is the 

proprietor of M/S Bhattacharjee Auto Electrical, that deals with retail sale wholesale 

and repairing business of electrical goods. Defendant No.2 is a resident of Pani Tanki 

Road, Ward No.19, Chandmari, Tezpur. The defendant No.1 had approached the 

plaintiff bank to provide a Cash Credit Loan facility under SME Credit Card Scheme to 

meet his working capital of the said business on 27-01-2009 and assured that the 

repayment would be made regularly and without any default by way of deposit of the 

sale proceeds of the business of the defendant No.1 to the plaintiff bank. The 

defendant No.2 stood as guarantor of defendant No.1 against the proposed loan. The 

plaintiff bank accepted the request of the defendant No.1 and the loan application 

dated 27-01-2009 of defendant No.1 along with annexed documents & a Cash Credit 

Loan was sanctioned by the plaintiff bank with terms and conditions incorporated in 

the Letter of Arrangement (SME-1) dated 02-02-2009. The said Letter of 

Arrangement dated 02-02-2009 was executed as an agreement properly stamped & 

signed by the plaintiff bank as well as by the defendant No.1 as borrower & 

defendant No.2 as guarantor.  
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3) The defendant No.1 was granted a Cash Credit Loan facility with Limit of 

Rs.5,00,000/- (Rupees Five Lakhs Only) repayable on demand with interest payable 

at State Bank Advance Rate (SBAR) which floats as per Reserve bank of India 

guidelines from time to time and at the relevant time and prevailing interest rate was 

@12.25% per annum. The defendant No.1 executed Agreement of Loan-cum-

Hypothecation (SME-2) and Consent Clause on 02-02-2009 and hypothecated his 

stock in trade of the said business comprising electrical goods so purchased with the 

money advanced by the plaintiff-bank. Defendant No.2 stood as guarantor and he 

executed a Guarantee Agreement (SME-3) with the plaintiff on 02-02-2009 thereby 

the defendant No.2 bound himself to discharge all present and future indebtness and 

liability of the defendant No.1 and agreed to pay unconditionally to the plaintiff-bank. 

That the loan account thus opened in the name of the defendant No.1 in the books 

of the plaintiff bank was credited by the plaintiff with Rs.5,00,000/- on 04-02-2009. 

The loan account was duly kept and maintained by the plaintiff bank in its usual and 

ordinary course of banking business. The plaintiff bank debited the disbursement 

made and all interest accrued as per the agreed rate with monthly rests and other 

charges accrued under the terms of the loan agreement and credited all amounts 

deposited by the defendant No.1 in his aid loan account.  

 

4) Defendant No.1 duly operated the said loan account for some time by making 

transactions on various dates, however, the defendant did not deposit any amount in 

the said loan account routing the sale proceeds of his said business violating the 

terms of the contract. The loan became irregular & sticky and the plaintiff-bank 

served a demand notice upon the defendant No.1 on 10-06-2010 and thereafter the 

defendant deposited some amount on different dates till 19-11-2010 and thereafter 

failed to make any transactions. The plaintiff bank served another demand notice 

upon the defendant No.1 on 07-02-2011.The defendant again deposited some 

amount on different dates till 18-05-2011 but did not make any deposit thereafter. As 
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the loan account became bad again the plaintiff-bank served the 3rd demand notice 

to the defendant No.1 on 04-08-2011 but the defendant No.1 did not pay any heed & 

thus, the plaintiff-bank had to credit the proceeds of Fixed Deposit account of the 

defendant No.1 assigned to the plaintiff and Rs.1,19,526/- was credited to the Cash 

Credit Loan account of the defendant No.1 on 16-08-2011. The plaintiff assessed the 

said loan account as Non Performing Asset (NPA) & after calculating all the interest 

accrued upto 25-08-2011 in the said loan account in the name of the defendant No.1 

and as per the Bank‟s books of accounts Rs.4,10,129/- (Rupees Four Lakhs Ten 

Thousand One Hundred Twenty Nine Only) stood as outstanding as on 25-08-2011). 

Thus, the present suit was filed with the following prayer - 

(a) Suit be decreed for recovery of the principal amount of Rs.4,10,129/- 

(Rupees Four Lakhs Ten Thousand One Hundred Twenty Nine Only) against 

the defendants jointly and severally;   

(b) That interest @ 14.5% p.a. with monthly rests on the decreetal sum be 

decreed against the defendants from 25-08-2011 till realization;  

(c) That the suit be decreed for sale of the hypothecated goods described in the 

schedule towards protanto satisfaction of the decreetal dues;  

(d) Decree for attachment of movables;  

(e) All costs of the suit;  

(f) Any other relief/s as the court may deem fit and proper.  

 

Case of the Defendants: 

5) The defendants alleged that there is no cause of action, that the suit is 

barred by limitation, the plaint has not been signed and verified by away authorized 

competent person as per law, suit is bad for waiver, estopped and acquiescence. 

That the documents, which are filed along with the plaint, are not properly stamped 

and executed, hence, those documents are not admissible and acceptable under law. 

That the plaintiff has calculated interest on interest, which is not permissible under 
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law. It was agreed that the defendant No.1 applied for cash credit loan facility but it 

was denied that the defendant never assured that the repayment would be made 

regularly and without any default by way of deposit of sale proceeds of the business 

to the plaintiff. The defendants that at the time of granting said loan the plaintiff-

bank took signatures of defendants in some blank printed forms and papers without 

filling-up the blank portions of those forms and papers. Defendants had to sign those 

blank forms and papers under compulsion without knowing the contents of those 

printed forms and papers & the plaintiff bank did not allow the defendants to put the 

dates against their signatures on those forms and papers. The plaintiff-bank might 

have manufactured all the documents, taking advantage of signatures of defendant 

No.1 and 2 as mentioned above. That all those documents are also not properly 

stamped and those were not properly filled at the time of taking signatures of 

defendants.  

 

6) That the arrangement dated 02-09-2009 was not executed as agreement 

and the same was not properly signed by the plaintiff and defendants. The 

defendants did not know the content of arrangement /agreement and the important 

portion of said documents were blank at the time of taking signature of defendant. 

That said document was shown to be executed on 02-09-2009 but the plaintiff-bank 

filled up the blank portion and date in the absence of the defendants. It was 

mentioned that interest will be charged and calculated with effect from 01-01-2009 

which is most illegal as the loan was sanctioned and granted only on 02-09-2009. 

That the letter of arrangement dated 02-09-2009 and agreement of loan cum 

hypothecation dated 02-09-2009 were not executed by the defendants but they had 

to put their signatures under compulsion when those were not properly filled up and 

without knowing the contents of those documents.  

 

7) The defendants not only denied but also disputed the correctness of each 

and every entry of the said loan account. The said loan account was maintained by 
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violating the terms and conditions of loan. The plaintiff has no right to charge and 

calculate interest more than 12.25% per annum, whereas, the plaintiff-bank charged 

and calculated interest @ 14.75% without informing and taking consent of the 

defendant. That as per statements of account submitted by the plaintiff it was shown 

that plaintiff has charged and calculated interest at different rates at different times 

without taking approval of the defendants and actually plaintiff did not inform the 

defendant about the charge of rate of interest from time to time as charge and 

calculated. That the statements of account are filed in the suit is not certified as per 

provision of law &therefore, not admissible and acceptable under the provisions of 

Bankers Banks of Evidence Act & u/s 34 of the Indian Evidence Act. That though the 

defendant No.1 took the financial assistance from the plaintiff bank but he could not 

succeed in the said business and due to that defendant No.1 could not maintain the 

loan account properly and regularly. The defendant No.1 never withdrew Rs.60,000/-, 

Rs.25,000/-,  Rs.41,000/-, Rs.76,000/-, Rs.6,500/-, Rs.50,000/- on 21-07-2010, 09-

08-2010, 10-08-2010, 09-11-2010, 19-11-2010 & 15-02-2011 respectively, as claimed 

by the plaintiff.  

 

8) That the defendant No.1 did not receive any notice dated 10-06-2010, 07-

02-2011 & 04-08-2011 from the plaintiff. The plaintiff had no right or authority to 

credit the proceed of fixed deposit account of the defendant No.1 yet the plaintiff 

most illegally credit the proceeds the fixed deposit amount of Rs.1,19,526/- to the 

each credit loan account of defendant No.1 on 16-08-2011 without taking permission 

from him. The defendants denied and disputed the fact that the defendant No.1 was 

liable to pay Rs.4,10,129/- on 25-08-2011 to the plaintiff-bank. That the whole 

account submitted by the plaintiff are not properly kept account and on the basis of 

such unacceptable account defendant cannot be fastened any liability to pay any 

amount to the plaintiff. The total amount of Rs.4,10,129/- cannot be treated as 

principal amount under any terms and conditions of loan agreement and the law. The 

defendants prayed that the suit be dismissed. 
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9) Upon perusal of the pleadings of both parties and hearing learned advocates 

of both sides, the following ISSUES are settled:  

1. Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 

2. Whether the plaintiff bank took signatures of defendants on some blank 

papers and the defendants put their signatures under compulsion? 

3. Whether the plaintiff bank calculated the interest in loan account on higher 

interest, which is not permissible under law? 

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to recovery of Rs.4,10,129/- from the 

defendants jointly and severally along with future interest? 

5. To what relief or reliefs the parties are entitled to? 

 

10) The plaintiff-bank examined Sri Anil Chandra Kalita, Chief Manager (DBD),  

State Bank of India, Tezpur Branch. No further witness was adduced by them. 

Defendant-side also adduced evidence of one witness. 

 

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS & REASONS THEREOF: 

11) I have carefully perused the evidence, oral and documentary, and the 

materials available on the case record and also heard argument of both sides. On 

perusal of the pleadings & evidences forwarded it is seen that an additional issue was 

required to be framed, same being, “Whether the Letter of Arrangement dated 02-

02-2009 is an agreement/valid contract between the plaintiff & the defendants?” As 

both sides are aware of this dispute between the parties and have led evidence 

regarding the same, I deem it fit to decided it as Issue No.6 as none will be 

prejudiced and framing of this issue will help in proper adjudication of the matter. 

The issues are discussed herein below individually, however, for sake of brevity and 

proper adjudication they may not be discussed chronologically. 
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ISSUE NO.1: Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 

12) The basic claim of the plaintiff is that the defendant no.1 is the proprietor of 

M/S Bhattacharjee Auto Electrical & has taken a Cash Credit Loan from plaintiff on 

27-01-2009 & defendant no.2 stood as his guarantor. However, regular payments 

were not made into the loan account & finally it had to be declared as NPA account & 

suit for realization of the loaned amount had to be instituted. On the other hand, 

defendant denied these allegations and claimed that when he signed the said 

arrangements the blank spaces were not filled-up and the defendants were put under 

pressure to sign the same. It was further alleged that the bank/plaintiff has not 

maintained their account statement correctly and have shown incorrect figures. Thus, 

it is seen that there is actual dispute between the parties which needs adjudication & 

which created a cause of action. Hence, Issue no.1 is settled in favour of plaintiff. 

 

ISSUE NO.2: Whether the plaintiff bank took signatures of the defendants 

on some blank papers and the defendants put their signatures 

under compulsion? 

13) This issue was framed because the defendants claimed that their signatures 

were taken in some blank printed forms and papers without filling-up the blank 

portions & they signed under compulsion without knowing the contents of those 

printed forms and papers. 

 

Arguments forwarded By Both Sides: 

14) Plaintiff-side‟s stand is that the defendants themselves approached the bank 

for loan and signed the documents voluntarily but now that a suit has been filed 

against them they are making this baseless allegations. However, the defendant-side 

reiterated that though the defendants signed the forms it was blank and as none of 

the blank spaces were filled-up they didn‟t know what was the terms & conditions 

and other facts of the loan.  
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My Opinion: 

15) I have given the submissions of both sides due consideration and also have 

gone through the evidences forwarded. I cannot align myself with the stand taken by 

the defence that they are innocent victim and were forced into putting their signature 

because the fact remains that they had in fact enjoyed the benefits of the loan and 

had made some of the deposits, as evident from the written-statement & the 

evidences. The general rule is that a person who signs an instrument is bound by its 

terms even if he has not read it. But a person who signs a document under a 

fundamental mistake as to its nature, not merely as to its contents, may have it 

avoided provided, the mistake was due to either blindness, illiteracy, or senility of the 

person signing, or a trick or fraudulent misrepresentation as to the nature of the 

document. I find none of this grounds being taken by the defendants. Furthermore, I 

see not a single correspondence from the defendants to the plaintiff-bank seeking 

any information regarding the content of the agreement/arrangement or that they 

are ignorant regarding the same or that they are not willing to go ahead with the 

loan arrangement. No evidences were forwarded by the defendants to prove their 

claim that they were ignorant of the terms & conditions of the arrangement or were 

compelled to put their signatures in blank forms. Indirectly the defendants are 

claiming that the plaintiff has played fraud on them & when fraud is claimed the 

degree of proof required is stricture and is to the degree of beyond all reasonable 

doubt. The Privy Council in ALN Narayanan Chettyar & Anr. Vs. Official Assignee, 

High Court Rangoon & Anr, (25) AIR 1941 PC 93 held that, “fraud like any other 

charge of a criminal offence whether made in civil or criminal proceedings, must be 

established beyond reasonable doubt.” This decision had been one of the 

cornerstones while deciding civil suits where „fraud‟ is an element. 

 

16) In view of the above discussions issue no.2 is settled in favour of the plaintiff-

bank. 



Page 10 of 16  

ISSUE NO.6: Whether the Letter of Arrangement dated 02-02-2009 is an 

agreement/valid contract between the plaintiff & the 

defendants? 

17) This issue was framed because the defendants claimed at para-14 that the 

plaintiff & the defendants did not properly sign Letter of Arrangement dated 02-02-

2009 & that it was not executed as agreement & the same. 

 

Arguments forwarded By Both Sides: 

18) Plaintiff-side‟s stand is that the Letter of Arrangement dated 02-02-2009 was 

executed as an agreement, properly stamped & signed by the plaintiff-bank as well 

as by defendants. However, the defendants denied the same & claimed that the 

alleged arrangement/agreement (Ext.4 & 5) doesn‟t even bear the sign or seal of the 

bank, then how can it be considered as an agreement. Defendant-counsel pointed 

out that PW1 admitted during cross-examination that in the Agreement with 

defendant no.1 & 2 (Ext.4 & 5 respectively) nobody from the Bank has signed the 

document nor put the seal of the bank. 

My Opinion: 

19) Perusal of the Agreement of Loan-cum-Hypothecation (Ext.4 & 5) shows that 

doesn‟t bear the seal and/or sign of the plaintiff-bank. So, the question is, is it a valid 

contract legally enforceable by law? Hon‟ble Delhi High Court in the case of M/S Shri 

Neelpadmaya Consumer Vs. Sh. Satyabir @ Satbir & Ors., widely discussed the 

situation when an agreement is signed by only one party & had observed that, “An 

agreement of sale comes into existence when the vendor agrees to sell and the 

purchaser agrees to purchase, for an agreed consideration on agreed terms. It can 

be oral. It can be by exchange of communications, which may or may not be signed. 

It may be by a single document signed by both parties. It can also be by a document 

in two parts, each party signing one copy and then exchanging the signed copy as a 

consequence of which the purchaser has the copy signed by the vendor and a vendor 

has a copy signed by the purchaser. Or it can be by the vendor executing the 
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document and delivering it to the purchaser who accepts it. Section 10 of the Act 

provides all agreements are contracts if they are made by the free consent by the 

parties competent to contract, for a lawful consideration and with a lawful object, and 

are not expressly declared to be void under the provisions of the Contract Act. The 

proviso to Section 10 of the Act makes it clear that the section will not apply to 

contracts, which are required to be made in writing or in the presence of witnesses or 

any law relating to registration of documents…Therefore, even an oral agreement to 

sell is valid. If so, a written agreement signed by one of the parties, if it evidences 

such an oral agreement will also be valid”. Thus, it is clear that to be a valid contract 

it is not compulsory that the agreement has to be signed by both the parties and 

even if only one party signs the same it is valid as long as their intentions are clear. 

However, in the present case we face a unique situation where the plaintiff-bank has 

confidently & specifically mentioned in the plaint that plaintiff-bank had sealed & 

stamped the agreement, but as mentioned earlier, Ext.4 & 5 doesn‟t bear any seal, 

sign or stamp of the plaintiff-bank. Another interesting fact noticed about the 

Agreements (Ext.4 & 5) is that it was dated 02-02-2009, however, the interest has 

been calculated @ 12.25% p.a. from 01-01-2009. This ambiguity has neither logically 

understandable nor explained by the plaintiff-bank.  

 

20) Hence, in view of the above discussions, I am bound to hold that Agreement 

of Loan-cum-Hypothecation (Ext.4 & 5) are not the alleged agreement signed by the 

parties in connection with the loan account, and therefore, not the legally enforceable 

agreement. Issue no.6 is settled accordingly against the plaintiff. 

 

ISSUE NO.3: Whether the plaintiff bank calculated the interest in loan 

account on higher interest, which is not permissible under 

law? 

21) This issue was framed as the defendants alleged that the plaintiff bank has 

calculated the interest in the loan higher then legally permissible. Defendants also 
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claimed that as per the agreement @ 12.25% per annum but the statement of 

account of interest reveals that interest was charged & calculated @ 14.75% without 

informing the defendants. It was alleged by the defendants that when interest was 

increased the defendant‟s consent was not taken & cross-examination of PW1 also 

proved the fact that defendant‟s were not informed of the enhanced rate of interest. 

None of the parties forwarded much argument in this regard, and therefore, my 

decision is based on the materials available on record & the limited arguments 

forwarded. 

 

My Opinion: 

22) The plaint reveals that the interest calculated on the loan amount is @ 

12.25% per annum, however the Balance Statement (Ext.9) reveals that interest has 

been calculated @ 14.75% per annum. Perusal of Agreement (Ext.3) reveals that 

rate of interest is mentioned as 12.25% w.e.f. 01-01-2009 & in the space meant for 

“with a minimum of % p.a. rising or falling” is empty. Thus, it appears that the rate 

of interest is a fixed rate & not a floating rate & therefore, to be fixed at 12.25%. 

There is no explanations available in the plaint or the plaintiff evidences as to why 

rate of interest has been calculated @ 14.75%.  

 

23) Thus, I am inclined to hold that plaintiff-bank calculated the interest in loan 

account on a rate higher than agreed upon, if any. Thus, issue no.3 is settled against 

the plaintiff. 

 

ISSUE NO.4: Whether the plaintiff is entitled to recovery of Rs.4,10,129/- 

from the defendants jointly and severally along with future 

interest? 

24) As regards to this issue, none of the parties forwarded much argument. 

Plaintiff claimed that it is eligible for recovery of the said amount, whereas the 

defendants claimed that they never agreed to such terms and conditions as they 
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signed in blank forms and that recurring deposits, fixed deposits and other amounts 

has been adjusted against the loan account without informing them and such 

adjustment doesn‟t even find reflection in the Balance Sheet. Thus, the whole 

calculation of the plaintiff is incorrect and thus, not eligible for any decree. 

 

My Opinion: 

25) As seen while discussing issue no.6 that the Agreement of Loan-cum-

Hypothecation (Ext.4 & 5), which the plaintiff-bank relied upon for claiming that the 

defendants availed the Cash Credit Loan, doesn‟t even bear the signature, seal and 

stamp of the plaintiff-bank, contrary to their claim that they have signed it. Thus, 

issue no.6 was settled against the plaintiff with the observation that the Agreement 

of Loan-cum-Hypothecation (Ext.4 & 5) are not the alleged agreement signed by the 

parties in connection with the loan account, and therefore, not the legally enforceable 

agreement. Secondly, while discussing issue no.3 it was observed that interest rate 

was fixed at 12.25% p.a. as per the agreement, however the Balance Statement 

(Ext.9) reveals that interest has been calculated @ 14.75% per annum & the plaintiff-

bank has not forwarded any explanation in the plain or during evidence as to why 

interest was now calculated @ 14.75%. Thus, it was observed that plaintiff-bank 

calculated the interest in loan account on a rate higher than agreed upon.  

 

26) Furthermore, if we look at the Balance Statement (Ext.9) closely, it is seen 

that it is not the true representation of the loan account. During cross-examination 

PW1 mentioned that the defendant made STDR of Rs.1,00,000/- & a Recurring 

Deposit for Rs.36,000/- (Rs.3,000/- monthly). He also stated that the amount in the 

recurring account was adjusted against the loan amount but the Plaintiff have not 

submitted any document in the case regarding the Recurring Deposit (RD) Account 

nor made any mention as to how much was available in RD account & how much was 

adjusted against the CC Loan A/c.  
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27) Another important aspect of the suit is that the defendant no.1 has taken 

the stand that he has neither withdrawn nor deposited any money in the bank. 

Therefore, it was essential that the plaintiff-bank proof each transaction that they 

claimed the defendant has made, however, that was not done so in this case by the 

plaintiff. During cross-examination PW1 mentioned that in the bank, deposit is made 

by deposit voucher and withdrawal is made by cheque, however, this deposit voucher 

and withdrawal cheques has not submitted in the case to prove that the defendant 

has withdrawn and deposited money in the bank. PW1 cross-examination also 

revealed that the bank deducted an amount in the name of insurance, however the 

Insurance Policy and the receipt towards the payment of insurance are with the bank 

& not filed in the case. 

 

28) Another interesting thing pointed out by the defendant counsel is that in the 

demand notice dt.04-08-2011 (Ext.7) due amount is shown as 5,26,572/-, however, 

no corresponding entry seen in the account statement (Ext.9). Furthermore, the 

account statement (Ext.9) shows on 16-07-2011 the balance amount shown as 

5,06,098/- & at 16-08-2011 the balance amount shown as 5,06,952/-. This shows its 

not properly kept and maintained. 

 

29) Therefore, it is evident that the plaintiff-bank failed to prove the beginning 

of the agreement itself, which by itself makes them ineligible for any decree for 

recovery. Furthermore, the Statements of Account (Ext.9) is incorrect, considering 

the fact that interest has been calculated  @ 14.75% instead of 12.25% and the 

adjusted recurring deposit amounts has not been reflected. Also, as seen in 

preceding para, the amounts calculated and reflected in the Ext.9 is not in order of 

the amount mentioned in their letters. The most important factor is that the plaintiff-

bank failed to prove the deposits and withdrawals by the defendant, mainly 

considering the fact that the defendant denied the same.  

 

30) In view of the, issue no.4 is settled against the plaintiff-bank. 
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ISSUE NO.5: To what relief or reliefs the parties are entitled to? 

31) In view of the discussions in the prior issues, where it has been held that the 

Agreement of Loan-cum-Hypothecation (Ext.4 & 5) couldn‟t be proved & that the 

plaintiff also couldn‟t prove the amounts allegedly deposited and withdrawn by the 

defendant, I hold that none of the parties is entitled to any other reliefs. Issue Nos. 5 

is settled accordingly. 

 

ORDER 

THE suit is dismissed without cost. Prepare a decree accordingly. 

 

 Given under my hand & seal of the Court on the 15th March‟2017. 

 

 

 

(Munmun B.Sarma) 

Civil Judge 

              Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

 

(Munmun B.Sarma) 

Civil Judge 

Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 

Dictation taken and transcribed be me: 

 

        

(J. K Muru) 
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Steno. 

APPENDIX 

 

Plaintiff Witness: 

1. PW1  - Sri Anil Chandra Kalita  

 

Plaintiff Exhibits: 

a) Ext.1 – Application for SME Credit Card dated  27-01-2009  

b) Ext.2 – Appraisal Note of SME Credit Card dated 02-02-2009 

c) Ext.3 – Letter of Arrangement (SME-1) dated 02-02-2009 

d) Ext.4 – Agreement of Loan cum Hypothecation (SME-2) dated 02-02-2009  

e) Ext.5 – Guarantee Agreement (SME-3) dated 02-02-2009 

f) Ext.6 –Demand Notice from plaintiff to defendants dated 10-06-2010 

g) Ext.7 – Demand Notice from plaintiff to defendants dated 04-08-2011 

h) Ext.8 –Certificate from the person in charge of computer system of plaintiff 

dated 01-03-2012  

i) Ext.9 – Statement of Loan Account of defendants dated 25-08-2011 

j) Ext.10 – Loan Status Enquiry Report of defendants dated 25-08-2011 

 

Defendant Witness: 

1. DW1  - Sri Bhuban Pokhrel 

 

Defendant Exhibits:  None 

 

(Munmun B.Sarma) 

Civil Judge 

              Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 


