COURT NOTICE
(U/o 5 Rule 20 CPC)

IN THE COURT OF Dr. Ram Niwas Bharati
District and Sessions Judge ,Sirsa

SARYV HARYANA GRAMIN BANK
Vs.
CHANDAN SINGH

CNR No. HRSI01-006816-2015
Next Date:- 15-12-2018

PUBLICATION ISSUED TO:

1 (a) Prem Widow Of Sh Chandan Singh Ahlwat Son Of Sh Radha Ram
(©) Anil Son Of Sh Chandan Singh Ahlwat Son Of Sh Radha Ram

(d) Narender Son Of Sh Chandan Singh Ahlwat Son Of Sh Radha Ram
All Are Resident Of Village Gorchi, Tehsil Beri, District Jhajjar, Haryana.

In above titled case, the defendant(s)/respondent(s) could not be served. It is ordered that

defendant(s)/respondent(s) should appear in person or through counsel on 15-12-2018 at 10:00
a.m.

o https://highcourtchd.gov.in/?trs=district notice&district=Sirsa

District anc%%?@s Judge |
Sirsa 4/1 5/\474%0

eﬁﬁi‘? day of 15-11-2018

(Not to be published in newspaper)

Forwarded to the Manager, Dainik Chetna Newspaper, Bhiwani, for publication and necessary,
compliance. Copy of Publication be sent to the Court of undersigned before the next date of

hearing.
District a’iaféeg ions Judge
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AMENDER TITLE

IN- THR COURT OF SMT. BIMLESH
'

Civil Suit Date of Instt. Date of decision Date of

no. in first Court. in first court. filing of

) appeal.
~f 2012 24.1.2012/ 27 %
08.08.2012
Value of suit Value of“"the appeal Court-fee
for purposes for purposes of court paid on the
of court-fee fee and jurisdiction appeal.
& jurisdiction.
Re.81,400/~-
¢ )
ramin Rank, now rename
=nk" (gponsored by Puntab
corporate, constituted under R.E
on banking business and having its Head Office at
Rohtak and one of its Branch Office at Village

‘Kuttabadh, Tehsil Ellenabad, District Sirsa, known as

Uaruans = [ SRR, | [

Hars s Bank, VIIOwW renaned oAl v
[ R, oy ey 1o 1Y T e e o T [ RO TV e g e
Haryana Gramin Danx'j, Kuttabaan Brancn, pistrict

Versus
1 D PG B Ta e n e P T m ey o g ~n A F L al 4
1.Chandan Singh Ahlawat (since deceas son of .Shri
<hn RAal raad dort < 111 = Corchi Tehsil Beri
Radha Ram, reslident oL village GOICHL, ensi. pDerli,

District Jhajjar (Haryana), now represented Dby his

" legal heirs:-
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THE COURT OF HON/BLE DISTRICY JULGE SIRSA.

L

P e

CIVIL APPEAL NO. /2015

Civil suit Date of instt. Date

SO in first Court. in Lirst

}eie

376-C OF

4,1.2012 21.10/2015
0 :

2012

Al
Value of suit vValue of the appeal Court fee
for. ‘purposes for purposes of court paid on the
of court —-fee fee and jurisdiction appeal.

¢ i ediotdon

Rs.81,400/- RS.81,400/~ Rs. 4100/

©
jol

o

Harvana Gramin Bank, now renamed as “Sarv Haryana

Bank” {spcnsored by Punjab National Bank), & body corporates.

< ¥ s
B
- T rAer k.OR.B.ACE
Cwlld el cdiieta unaer H.XK.2.AC0,

Lllenabad,

Cistrict Sirsa, through itsw Branch Manager/Principal Officer
and Attorney of the Bank, at its branch office at village

1

Kittabadh, Tehsil Ellenabad, District Sirsa.

e

L. Chandan Singh Ahlawat son

Teohail Rer: e

1T Address.

~ 7 E I Q4 1 T W aT= 8 BEPECN ™ xrs @1 S oty
C/o Chandan Singh, AIFM, oITice of Sub Divisional OQifficer,

operation Sub

Timited Loharu,

L —ihyg o Ll Ldioawln, ion LiCL Dalban.
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For acceptance of the appeal .7ith costs; and for
neorooing ftho sult o0 Lhe p.aln CLE bank  por cne

recovery of Rs.81,400/- with pe. “nte-1: and

future interest on this amount, at the ate of jai
ber annum with monthly rests and other i ‘dental

charges, against all the defendants-responden - a8

~ \ o N
I F= F N N T x i
jSh rOx 1 The plalnt ana /LG

,judgment> and the decree under appeal dated
21.10.2015 passed by the learned lower court, or for

ne

bank in

i

allowing any other relief to ¢t laintiff

‘.
U

o

view of the legal and factual position of the case

3 3 3 Pha datoraiat ~f oot
ir hand, in SoE LnTerest oL jusltice.

GROUNDS OF APPEAL.

Respected Sir,

The plaintiff/appellant respectfully submits as under:-

- P 4 o : . - o s e pn e .
against the defendants, for the LECovery the
it e A e o 2 gy ERE 3 o s v \
outstanding amount with - interest at the

U TR A o - . :
AR S S UG SR U SN e T S b Litl = AL
.
L rightly and legally dec “H \ .

the plaintiff pank, in view of &the caogent
7 i I3

1hite evieence, oral and aoculientary,

produced by the plaintiff bank

nder

[S RS

lower court has categorically held that the suit of

the plaintiff is decreed with costs but has wrongly
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letter dated 14/9/2009 to' defendant no.l which is on

defendants. It is further surmitted that in

26 of the Jjudgment the learned lower court has

categorically held that It is true that the extent of
liability of surety is ofcourse co-sxistent with the
principai debtor and the liability of the surety is
always to make good the loss that was caused as a

result of default of principal debtor. The _‘aiility

Jelenvanls liabie ana responsible for pa

outstanding amount with and other char

That the learner lower court has wrongly treated fthe
lisditation of the sult upto 30/9/2008. In para ne.lo

L A LA, e o LR 2 - T : i . 1
T Juagieiigg 1T i T e g b oda i cdvliel aswddl

the execution of Balance and - Security

filed by the plaintiff bank on 24/1/2012. In

the suit was filed within the period of limit

w

o+

feda

O
Y

.

That as regards the liability regarding

no.4 to 6, it is submitted that defendant no.é sant a

1

the file as Exhibit P-Z. The said letter is with

18 WLITI

reference to letter No.10826 dated 20/8/2008

Executive Engineer, operation Division, Sirsa to

VLD

defendant no.6. As stated above, the sult was fiied O

24/01/2012. Hence

limitation against defendants Nos. 4 to §

defendant no.3-guarantor being employee of defenda
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suit ought to have been decreed as

plaint.

That the "plaintiff Dby producing the cogent - and
convincing evidence, LS
case beyond the shadow of doubt and all the loan iy
documents executed by the its
terms and conditions wezr

learned lower court has icnored the

interpreted  the 1legal ©position and mis—read rha

documentary evidence relating to the rate ~F

S. lhiere was

D

interest, and the liability of the parti
ne reason or cause or any evidence of the defendants
for not allowing the‘rate oﬁ interest as claimed in
this suit énd'also there was no reason or evidence on

record for reducing the rate

-

plaintiff bank, the learned lower court ought to have

allowed the agreed/contraccual rate of
prayed for. The learned lower court has also ignored

The “fact that the bhank monev . is =a public monesw . =nA

financial losses to the bank amount to public loss

.and that the Hon’ble Court is the best guardian of the

public property/public monevy.

learned lowsr court hng
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he alse kind

of the leqalyand

may also kindly granted ro Lthe plaintiff o)
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olace: Sirsa

1y granted ta the plaintiff pank, in view
factual position of rhe case in hand,

anlk, in rhe

DE. . o —gubmitted DY
Haryana Gramin Bank, now renamed a8 “Sarv
Haryana"ﬁramin Bank”-'(sponseradl ny  Punieb
National Rank), & body corporate; constituted
under R.R.B.ACL, 1986, carrying GO panking
business and having its Head office a2t Rehbak
and one of 1its Branch office at village
Kuttabadh, Tehsil Ellehabad, District sirsa,
knoﬁh as Haryana Gramin Rrank, Kuttabadh (ﬁow
renamed ‘Sarv Haryana Gramin Bank’ ), Kuttabadh
Branch, District Sirsa, srhrough it aw Branch
Managex/Principal SLibleet wnd Avnonney ~F Fha
Bank, at its branch ofrice &t villays

4

Kuttabadh, rehail Ellenabad pistrict

phrough: MANJIT sTHEH SBTH

e ey S T
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