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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2.

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT.

IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO. 3 AT GUWAHATI.

DISTRICT-KAMRUP

Money Suit Case No. 382/2006

Present: Naguib Ahmed. A.J.S
M.Sc (Agriculture), LL.B

Munsiff No.3, Guwahati.

20thday of October, 2012

1) Allahabad Bank
A body corporate constituted
Under the Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertaking) Act 1970
Having its principal office at 2, Netaji Subash Road, Kolkata-1 
And branches throughout the country
Including Retail Banking Boutique, 
Panbazar, Guwahati and represented by its senior 
Manager……………………...………………………………: Plaintiff(s).

-Versus-

1) Sri Dharmeswar Teron
 On his death his legal heirs
1) (A) Arati Teron
1)   (B) Sri Udipta Teron
2) Sri Binay Bhusan Das 
3) Sri. Kumud Das
4) The state of Assam
5) The Inspector of Schools
 Circle- Kahilipara
 District- Kamrup
 Guwahati.
6) The Inspector of Schools
 Jorhat District Circle
 Jorhat, Assam………………………………….………….: Defendant(s)
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This suit coming on for final hearing on 05.10.2012 in the presence of:-

1. K.K Bhatra

2. R.K Bhatra   : Advocate for the plaintiff(s).

And

1. L. Talukdar

2. M. Das : Advocate for the defendant(s).

and having stood for consideration to this day, the court delivered 

 the following Judgment. 

JUDGEMENT
(Suit for realization of money)

1.  Plaintiff’s case:  The plaintiff is a body corporate constituted under 

the Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertaking) Act 1970 

having its principal office at 2, Netaji Subash Road, Kolkata-1 and branches 

throughout  the  country  including  Retail  Banking  Boutique,  Panbazar, 

Guwahati and represented by its senior manager. The Defendant No.1 was 

the  customer  and  a  constituent  of  the  plaintiff  bank at  its  retail  Banking 

Boutique,  Panbazar.  The  Defendant  No.5  and  Defendant  No.6  are  high 

ranking official of the government of Assam with authority to act for and on 

behalf of the government of Assam. The State of Assam/ Defendant No 4 

being the paramount employer of the Defendant No.5 and Defendant No.6 is 

liable for the acts and deeds of Defendant No.5 and Defendant No.6. The 

Defendant No.5 as the Drawing and Disbursing Officer (DDO) vide letter No 

Acctt/ misc/  pt-11/2k/12975 dated 05.02.20002 recommended the name of 

the Defendant No.1 along with other employees of the office of the defendant 

No -5 for sanction of personal loan from the plaintiff bank under Allahabad 

Bank Personal Loan Scheme. The Defendant No.5 agreed to accept all the 

terms and conditions of the plaintiff in this regard. The plaintiff forwarded 

the said letter to it regional office for approval. After approval a loan of Rs. 

1,37,000/-  (One  Lakh  Thirty-Seven  Thousand)  only  was  sanctioned  to 

Defendant No.1 vide sanction letter dated 24.06.2002. The Defendant No.1 

on 28.06.2002 acknowledged receipt of the sanction letter and accepted the 

terms  and  conditions  of  the  sanction  as  laid  down  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
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Defendant No.5 issued certificate certifying the latest salary drawn by the 

Defendant No.1 for the month of May 2002 along with statement regarding 

the  pay  and  allowance  drawn  and  disbursed  to  Defendant  No.1.  The 

Defendant  No.2  and  Defendant  No.3  are  co-employees  who  stood  as 

guarantors for due payment of the loan by the Defendant No.1 and executed a 

letter of guarantee dated 28.06.2002 in favour of the plaintiff and the said 

guarantee is still subsisting and enforceable in law. The Defendant No.5 vide 

letter  of  undertaking  dated  25.06.2002  undertook  to  deduct  the  amount 

monthly  installment  fixed  by  the  plaintiff  towards  repayment  of  such 

personal loan along with interest and other allowance paid to the Defendant 

No.1 and to remit  the same directly to the plaintiff  for  credit  of the loan 

account  of  the  Defendant  No.1.  The  Defendant  No.5  also  agreed  and 

undertook to deduct the amount equivalent to the outstanding in the personal 

loan account from the terminal dues of the Defendant No.1 and to remit the 

same to the plaintiff in case the said employee ceases to be in service whether 

by retirement/ resignation/ death or by operation of law during the pendency 

of the personal loan. Thereafter the plaintiff by various letters requested the 

Defendant No.5 to remit monthly installments by deducting from the monthly 

salary of the Defendant No.1 till full repayment of the loan with interest.  The 

Defendant No.1 at the time of taking the loan was working in the office of the 

Defendant  No.5  and  subsequently  has  been  transferred  to  the  office  of 

Defendant  No.6.  The  plaintiff  vide  letter  no.  RBB/PAN/F-27/238  dated 

08.03.2006 requested to the Defendant No.6 to remit the amount in arrears 

pertaining  to  Defendant  No.1  or  otherwise  the  plaintiff  will  initiate  legal 

action  for  recovery  of  loan.  The  Defendant  No.5  vide  letter  no. 

IS/K/Loan/1/2006/2121-22 dated 13.06.2006 informed the Defendant No.6 

for recovery of the loan from Defendant No.1. Copy of the said letter was 

also given to the plaintiff.  The Defendant No.6 in response to letter dated 

17.04.2006 and 22.05.2006 wrote to the Defendant No.1 to repay the loan 

amount of the Plaintiff otherwise he will be held responsible for any legal 

action taken against him. But the Defendant No.1 failed to comply with the 

same  and  the  dues  of  the  plaintiff  remained  unpaid.  The  plaintiff  bank 

forwarded the  loan on the  solemn  promise  and undertaking given by  the 

Defendant No.5 in favour of the plaintiff on 24.06.2002. Inspite of repeated 

request  the Defendant  No.5 and Defendant  No.6 have failed  to  repay the 
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loan.  And as such the plaintiff  has been compelled  to issue notice Under 

Section-80 of the CPC dated 17.04.2006 by registered post. Copy of the said 

notice was also issued to Defendant No.1, Defendant No.2 and Defendant 

No.3. The said notice was duly served upon the defendants but they failed to 

comply  with  the same.  The plaintiff  last  paid  an amount  of  Rs.  23,100/- 

(Twenty-Three Thousand One Hundred) only on 04.08.2003 and on the same 

date the Defendant No.1 acknowledged his debt of Rs. 1,30,737/- (One Lakh 

Thirty Thousand Seven Hundred Thirty-Seven) only and confirmed that the 

debt is payable on demand. Initially interest at the agreed rate was debited in 

the suit amount of the defendant. However in view of the guidelines of the 

Reserve Bank of India not to debit the interest in Non-Operational and sick 

accounts etc, the amount of interest accrued from 01.03.2004 to 18.07.2006 

in the loan account was not debited in the said account. As the plaintiff bank 

has decided to file the suit against the defendants for realization of its dues 

the  interest  accrued  but  not  charged  with  effect  from  01.03.2004  to 

18.07.2006 amounting to Rs. 32,704/- (Thirty-Two Thousand Seven Hundred 

Four) only is being added in the claim of the plaintiff and the defendants are 

liable to pay the suit amount to the plaintiff jointly and severely. Accordingly 

the claim of the plaintiff in this suit stands at Rs. 1, 50,117/- (One Lakh Fifty 

Thousand  One  Hundred  Seventeen)  only  i.e.  Rs.  1,  17,413/-  (One  Lakh 

Seventeen Thousand Four Hundred Thirteen) only as per the statement  of 

accounts plus Rs. 32,704/- (Thirty-Two Thousand Seven Hundred Four) only 

being  the  amount  of  interest  accrued  but  not  charged  with  effect  from 

01.03.2004 to 18.07.2006. 

2.  Plaintiff’s prayer: The plaintiff has therefore filed the suit with the 

following prayers:-

1. For  a  decree  of  sum  of  Rs.  1,50,117/-  (One  Lakh  Fifty 

Thousand One Hundred Seventeen) only together with future 

interest @15% per annum in favour of the plaintiff against the 

defendants jointly and severely

2. Decree for pendent-lite and future interest.

3. Order for attachment and appointment of receiver.

4. Full cost of the suit.

5. Any other relief or reliefs as the plaintiffs are entitled to.
Page 4 of 14



3.  Accordingly summonses were issued to the defendants, who in turn 

appeared before the court to contest the suit and filled the written statement.

4.  Defendant’s version: 

 Defendant No.2 and Defendant No.3’s version; Defendant No.2 and 

Defendant No.3 filled their written statement jointly and mostly denied the 

claims of the plaintiff.  Defendant No.2 and Defendant No.3 states that the 

letter of guarantee dated 28.06.2002 were not executed duly as it was not 

affixed with judicial stamps and photographs. They put their signatures on 

the black pages of letter of guarantee showing loyalty and sympathy towards 

Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.5 respectively. The plaintiff bank never 

informed them about the failure of the Defendant No.1 to maintain his loan 

account regularly and thereby kept them in dark. They have no knowledge 

about the non-payment of the loan amount. 

 Defendant No.4 and Defendant No.5’s version; Defendant No.4 and 

Defendant No.5 filled their written statement jointly and mostly denied the 

claims of the plaintiff. Defendant No.5 states that he joined the Office of the 

Inspector  of  Schools-Kamrup  Circle-Panbazar,  Guwahati-1  on  30.03.2011 

vide  Govt.  order  no.  ASE370/2010/pt-I/7-3  dated  25.03.2011.  As  per 

information of the office Dharmeswar Teron the then UDA of the office took 

a personal  loan from the plaintiff  bank amounting to Rs.  1,37,000/-  (One 

Lakh Thirty-Seven Thousand) only. He prayed the installment of the loan as 

filed by the bank but in the year 2003 he was promoted to the post of Head-

assistant and posted at the Office of The Inspector of Schools JDC- Jorhat 

vide DSE order no.  AAP/ A/4/92/278 dated 11.09.2003 and was released 

from the office  on 13.10.2003.  No record is  available  in  the office  as  to 

whether Dharmeswar Teron had continued to pay the installment of loan to 

the  bank  while  he  was  serving  as  Head  assistant  in  the  Office  of  The 

Inspector of Schools JDC- Jorhat. Further as per death certificate received 

from  the  family  of  Dharmeswar  Teron  he  died  while  in  service  on 

17.03.2009. Accordingly all the matters relating to the pensionary benefits 

and other dues if any are vested with the Office of The Inspector of Schools 

JDC-  Jorhat  as  Dharmeswar  Teron  served  in  that  office  till  his  death. 

Therefore  there  are  no  financial  liabilities  with  this  office  in  respect  of 

Dharmeswar Teron.   
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 Defendant  No.6’s  version; Defendant  No.6  filled  the  written 

statement and stated that there is no cause of action against him and therefore 

the suit  is  bad for  his  joinder  as  a  party.  The suit  is  false  and vexatious 

against  him  as  he  is  a  public  servant.  As  the  Defendant  No.1  has  been 

transferred to the office of the Defendant No.6 and on the correspondences 

dated 08.03.2006, 17.04.2006, 22.05.2006 and 06.06.2006 made between the 

plaintiff bank and the Defendant No.6 there arouse no contractual obligation 

in the later to pay any amount to the former as perversely claimed in the suit. 

He  is  not  bound  by  or  liable  for  the  acts  of  Defendant  No.5  which  are 

independent offices of the State Government.  There is no cause of action 

against him. Moreover it is stated that as per his information the Defendant 

No.1 expired and on his dead his pension documents were send to the office 

of  Accountant  General  from the  office  of  Defendant  No.6  for  necessary 

approval.

5.  Issues: 

 Upon perusal of the pleadings the following issues were framed by 

my predecessor in office, on 27.02.2012.

1. Whether the suit is barred by limitation?

2. Whether the Defendant No.2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are jointly and severely 

liable  to  pay  Rs.  1,50,117/-  (One  Lakh  Fifty  Thousand  One 

Hundred Seventeen) only to the plaintiff bank with interest?

3. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the decree as prayed for?

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to any other relief (s)?

6.  Proceeding of the Suit:

 The  suit  proceeded  against  all  the  defendants  and  vide  order 

12.05.2011 Under Order 22 Rule 4 and Section 151 of CPC Smt. Arati Teron 

and Sri. Udipta Teron were substituted as legal heirs of deceased Defendant 

No.1. Accordingly notices were issued to the legal heirs, which were duly 

served against them. Thereafter Defendant No.1 (b) Udipta Teron appeared 

but did not file any written statement. The suit proceeded accordingly against 

the legal heirs. All other defendants filed their written statement.

7.  Witnesses: 
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 In  the instant  suit  the plaintiff  examined  1  (One)  witness  and the 

defendant did not examined any witnesses. 

8.  Discussions, Decisions and Reasons thereof: 

 I have also heard arguments advanced by the counsels at length.

9.  Issue No. 2:  

 In the present circumstances of the case this issue appear to the most 

vital  one  and hence  taken up for  discussion first.  PW-1 Miss.  Sona Das 

deposed in her examination-in-chief that she is the Manager, Retail Banking 

Boutique, Panbazar, Guwahati and she is dully empowered to take steps in 

the case which has been filed by the plaintiff bank and she is fully conversant 

with the facts of the case. In her examination-in-chief she mostly reiterated 

the  plaint  story.  However  she  dully  exhibited  some  documents.  While 

deposing before the court she showed an authorization letter issued by The 

Chief Manager, Allahabad Bank, Panbazar and the same after being seen by 

the court has been kept in the case record. 

Exhibit-1 : Loan application dated 17.06.2002.

Exhibit-2 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 22.06.2002.

Exhibit-3 : Letter of undertaking dated 24.06.2002.

Exhibit-4 : Employment data of Defendant No.1.

Exhibit-5 : Sanction letter.

Exhibit-6 : Acknowledgement of the sanction letter by 

the Defendant No.1.

Exhibit-7 : Letter of Undertaking cum Authority dated 

17.06.2002 given by the Defendant No.1 to 

plaintiff bank.

Exhibit-8 : Letter of Authority given by Defendant 

No.1 to Defendant No.5.

Exhibit-9 : Pro-Note dated 28.06.2002.

Exhibit-10 : Money receipt of Rs. 1,37,000/- dated 

28.06.2002.
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Exhibit-11 : Letter waiving presentment of Pro-Note 

dated 28.06.2002.

Exhibit-12 : Declaration date 10.06.2002.

Exhibit-13 : Salary certificated issued by Defendant 

No.5

Exhibit-14 : Letter of guarantee of guarantors dated 

28.06.2002.

Exhibit-14(1) to 14(4) : Signatures of Defendant No.2/ guarantor.

Exhibit-14(5) to 14(8) : Signatures of Defendant No.3/ guarantor.

Exhibit-15 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 03.03.2006 address to 

Defendant No.5.

Exhibit-16 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 22.05.2006 address to 

Defendant No.5.

Exhibit-17 to Exhibit-20 : Postal receipts of the plaintiff’s letter dated 

22.05.2006.

Exhibit-21 to Exhibit-23 : Acknowledgment receipts.

Exhibit-24 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 08.03.2006 address to 

Defendant No.6.

Exhibit-25 to Exhibit-27 : Relevant Postal receipts of the plaintiff’s 

letter dated 08.03.2006.

Exhibit-28 : Defendant No.5’s letter dated 13.03.2006 

 addressed to Defendant No.6 which was 

given to the plaintiff.

Exhibit-29 : Notice Under-Section 80 CPC dated 

 17.04.2006.

Exhibit-30 to Exhibit-35 : Relevant Postal receipts.

Exhibit-36 to Exhibit-38 : Relevant acknowledgement cards.

Exhibit-39 : Defendant No.6’s letter to Defendant No.1 
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dated 06.06.2006.

Exhibit-40 : Acknowledgement of debt by Defendant 

No.1.

Exhibit-41 : Statement of accounts from the ledger.

Exhibit-42 : Statement of interest accrued but not 

charged in the account.

Exhibit-43 : Certificate issued under The Banker’s Book 

of Evidence Act.

 In  cross-examination  she  deposed  that  the  loan  documents  were 

executed in her presence. Defendant No.6 is not a signatory in any of the loan 

documents. Except Exhibit-39 they have never received any documents or 

communication  from Defendant  No.6.  Defendant  No.6  has  not  given any 

undertaking  accepting  his  liability  to  the  bank.  She  admitted  that  vide 

Exhibit-28  the  Defendant  No.5  has  not  conferred  his  liability  upon  the 

Defendant No.6. Exhibit-28 is an inter-departmental communication. No part 

of the loan contract was performed at Jorhat. As per Exhibit-41 no part of 

recovery was made from the office of Defendant No.6 since 28.06.2002. She 

denied the suggestion that Exhibit-42 is a fake and fabricated document. The 

Defendant No 5 has never informed the plaintiff bank regarding transfer of 

the borrower as per requirements of Paragraph-3 of Exhibit-3. The plaintiff 

bank without receiving the information regarding the transfer of the borrower 

from Defendant No.5 issued the Exhibits-24 and Exhibit-29.

On appreciation of evidence along with the Exhibits it transpires that 

the defendants have admitted that the plaintiff has availed the loan as stated 

by the plaintiff bank. I have also perused the entire documents exhibited and 

proved by the plaintiff.  Exhibit-3 is the bone of contention of the present suit 

as regards the extent of liability of Defendant No.5 and Defendant No.6. The 

plaintiff rests their claim as against Defendant No.5 and Defendant No.6 on 

the basis of the said exhibit. Infact Exhibit-3 is a letter of undertaking from 

the employer to remit the monthly installment directly to the bank and for 

other  deductions.  Whether  such  undertaking  amount  to  a  contract  is  a 

question  of  law. Infact  such  undertaking  forms  a  contract  between  the 

plaintiff  and the  Defendant  No.5  in  his  official  capacity.  As per  the said 
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contract  the  undertaking  is  binding  on  the  organization/  department. 

Although the PW-1 deposed in her cross examination that vide Exhibit-28 the 

Defendant No.5 has not conferred his liability upon the Defendant No.6 and 

that  the Exhibit-28 is  an inter  departmental  communication,  the matter  of 

liability of Defendant No.6 in the instant suit, is a mixed question law and 

facts. Exhibit-24 clearly shows that the plaintiff has intimated to Defendant 

No.6  about  the  transfer  of  the  borrower  to  their  office  as  required  under 

paragraph 3 of Exhibit-3. Exhibits 21 and 25 shows that the said intimation is 

duly  received  by  the  Defendant  No.6.  Under  such  circumstance  and  as 

required by the letter of undertaking vide Exhibit-3 the Defendant No.6 is 

also bound by the contract in his official capacity. By such undertaking and 

subsequent  intimation  both  the  Defendant  No. 5  and  Defendant  No.6  are 

bound  by  the  contract.  Loan  amount  has  to  be  repaid  in  terms  of  the 

undertaking,  as  otherwise  it  will  disturb  the  equilibrium  of  the  financial 

arrangements of the plaintiff  bank. However both the defendants  are only 

liable in their official capacity as bound by the contract. So they cannot be 

personally liable to pay the loan amount.

 In the instant suit the Defendant No.2 and Defendant No.3 are co-

employees  who  stood  as  guarantors  for  due  payment  of  the  loan  by  the 

Defendant No.1 and executed a letter of guarantee dated 28.06.2002 in favour 

of the plaintiff and the said guarantee is still subsisting and enforceable in 

law. Exhibit-14 is the letter  of  guarantee  of  guarantors  dated 28.06.2002. 

Exhibit-14(1)  to  14(4)  are  signatures  of  Defendant  No.2/  guarantor  and 

Exhibits-14(5) to 14(8) are signatures of Defendant No.3/ guarantor. Exhibit-

14 duly proved imposes liability upon the Defendant No.2 and Defendant 

No.3  as  guarantors  for  due  payment  of  the  loan by  the  Defendant  No.1. 

Although  Defendant  No.2  and  Defendant  No.3  states  that  the  letter  of 

guarantee dated 28.06.2002 was not executed duly as it was not affixed with 

judicial stamps and photographs yet they cannot escape from their liability as 

they  signed  the  same  knowing  fully  well  that  they  are  doing  so  as  the 

guarantors for due payment of the loan by the Defendants No.1. They stated 

in their pleading that they put their signatures on letter of guarantee showing 

loyalty  and  sympathy  towards  Defendant  No.1  and  Defendant  No.5 

respectively. Hence both the Defendant No.2 and Defendant No.3 are liable 

for repayment of the said loan.
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Accordingly these issues are decided and go in favour of the plaintiff.

10.  Issue No. 1:  In the instant case the cause of action arose on many 

successive dates under the factual matrix of the case. The cause of action is 

nothing but a bundle of facts which plaintiff is to assert to prove his case 

before  he can succeed  in  his  case.  That  upon perusal  of  the  pleadings  it 

reveals  that  there  is  cause of  action of  the suit  in  as  much the pleadings 

contain the fact  constituting the cause of  action of  the suit.  The cause of 

action  amongst  others  arose  on  05.02.2002  when  the  Defendant  No.5 

recommended  to  arrange  sanction  of  the  loan  to  the  Defendant  No.1. 

Thereafter on 28.06.2002, when letter of guarantee was executed. On 

03.06.2003, 07.11.2003, 06.05.2004, 03.03.2006, 08.03.2006 when demand 

to remit the amount was made. Thereafter the suit was filed on 21.07.2006. In 

a contract the time of limitation starts from the period when the contract is 

broken or when there is a successive breach, the breach in respect of which 

the  suit  is  instituted.  The  plaintiff  last  paid  an  amount  of  Rs.  23,100/- 

(Twenty-Three Thousand One Hundred) only on 04.08.2003 and on the same 

date the Defendant No.1 acknowledged his debt of Rs. 1,30,737/- (One Lakh 

Thirty Thousand Seven Hundred Thirty-Seven) only and confirmed that the 

debt is payable on demand. Hence the limitation will  run from the period 

when demand is made. So the suit is filed within the period of limitation.

 Accordingly this issue is decided in favour of the plaintiff.

11.  Issue No. 3 and 4: In light of the above discussions, these issues can 

be taken up together for better appreciations. The discussions made in the 

previous issues determine the merit of the case. The suit proceeded against all 

the defendants and vide order 12.05.2011 Under Order 22 Rule 4 and Section 

151 of CPC Smt. Arati Teron and Sri. Udipta Teron was substituted as legal 

heirs of deceased Defendant No.1. Accordingly notices were issued to the 

legal heirs, which were duly served against them. Thereafter Defendant No.1 

(b) Udipta Teron appeared but did not file any written statement. The suit 

proceeded accordingly against the legal heirs. All other defendants filed their 

written statement. In the instant suit the Defendant No.1 availed the loan as 

has been discussed above and hence Defendant No.1 (a), Defendant No.1 (b), 

Defendant No.2 and Defendant No.3 are liable for the said loan. Accordingly 
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as per the discussions made above the plaintiff is entitled for the decree. No 

other reliefs are warranted in the present circumstance of the case.

 Accordingly these issues are decided in favour of the plaintiff.

12.  ORDER
 In the conclusion the suit is decreed with cost.

 The Defendant No. 1(a), 1(b), 2 and 3 are jointly and severally liable 

to  pay a  sum of  Rs.  1,50,117/-  (One Lakh Fifty  Thousand One Hundred 

Seventeen) only with cost and rate of interest at the contractual rate w.e.f the 

date of filing of the suit until repayment. The plaintiff is not entitled to any 

other reliefs under the present circumstances of the case.

 Prepare decree accordingly.

 The case is disposed of on contest.

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on  20th day of October  

2012.

Naguib Ahmed
Munsiff No.-3, Guwahati,

Kamrup

APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s Witnesses

PW-1: Miss. Sona Das 

Exhibit-1 : Loan application dated 17.06.2002.

Exhibit-2 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 22.06.2002.

Exhibit-3 : Letter of undertaking dated 24.06.2002.

Exhibit-4 : Employment data of Defendant No.1.

Exhibit-5 : Sanction letter.

Exhibit-6 : Acknowledgement of the sanction letter by 

the Defendant No.1.

Exhibit-7 : Letter of Undertaking cum Authority  dated 

17.06.2002  given  by  the  Defendant  No.1  to 
plaintiff’s bank.

Exhibit-8 : Letter of Authority given by Defendant No.1 to 
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Defendant No.5.

Exhibit-9 : Pro-Note dated 28.06.2002.

Exhibit-10 : Money receipt of Rs. 1,37,000/- dated 28.06.2002.

Exhibit-11 : Letter waiving presentment of Pro-Note dated 

28.06.2002.

Exhibit-12 : Declaration date 10.06.2002.

Exhibit-13 : Salary certificated issued by Defendant No.5

Exhibit-14 : Letter of guarantee of guarantors dated 

28.06.2002.

Exhibit-14(1) to 14(4) : Signatures of Defendant No.2/ guarantor.

Exhibit-14(5) to 14(8) : Signatures of Defendant No.3/ guarantor.

Exhibit-15 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 03.03.2006 address to 

Defendant No.5.

Exhibit-16 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 22.05.2006 address to 

Defendant No.5.

Exhibit-17 to Exhibit-20 : Postal receipts of the plaintiff’s letter dated 

22.05.2006.

Exhibit-21 to Exhibit-23 : Acknowledgment receipts.

Exhibit-24 : Plaintiff’s letter dated 08.03.2006 address to 

Defendant No.6.

Exhibit-25 to Exhibit-27 : Relevant Postal receipts of the plaintiff’s letter 

dated 08.03.2006.

Exhibit-28 : Defendant No.5’s letter dated 13.03.2006 

addressed to Defendant No.6 which was given to 

the plaintiff.

Exhibit-29 : Notice Under-Section 80 CPC dated 17.04.2006.

Exhibit-30 to Exhibit-35 : Relevant Postal receipts.

Exhibit-36 to Exhibit-38 : Relevant acknowledgement cards.

Exhibit-39 : Defendant No.6’s letter to Defendant No.1 dated 

06.06.2006.

Exhibit-40 : Acknowledgement of debt by Defendant No.1.

Exhibit-41 : Statement of accounts from the ledger.

Exhibit-42 : Statement of interest accrued but not charged in 

the account.

Exhibit-43 : Certificate issued under The Banker’s Book of 
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Evidence Act.

Defendant’s Witnesses

None

Naguib Ahmed
Munsiff No.-3, Guwahati,

Kamrup
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