DECREE

IN THE COURT OF THE I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE,
CITY CIVIL COURT, AT SECUNDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. B.DEEPTI
| JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE

DATED THIS THE 21 DAY OF JULY, 2022

0.S. No. 382 OF 2018
Between:

M/s. Paramount Estate,

Partnership Firm represented by its Managing Partner,

Sri Soham Modi, having its office at -

5-4-187/3 & 4,

Il Floor, Soham Mansion,

M.G.Road, Secunderabad. ...Plaintiff

AND

The Relationship Manager,

Religare Finvest Ltd., Flat No. 401,

2"Y Floor, G.S.Chambers, Nagarjuna Circle,
Punjagutta, Hyderabad.

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
A-3/4/5, Tower-A, 5™ floor, Noida, U.P.201301

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,

2" Floor, Rajlok Building, 24 Nehru Place,

New Delhi. ...Defendant

CAUSE OF ACTION: The cause of action arose on 2, the date of sanctioning of
the loan, and on all such dates when the TDS was paid by the plaintiff on
behalf of defendant, and on 11.7.2016, the date of closure letter of the said
loan and on various dates when the plaintiff addressed letters to the defendant
for reimbursing the TDS for EMI’s, paid by the plaintiff on behalf of defendant
and on 5.3.2018 when the plaintiff got issued a notice to the defendant.

VALUATION: The suit is valued at Rs.1,79,964/- and paid a court fee of
Rs.4,266/- paid under Section 20 of Andhra Pradesh Court Fee and Suit
Valuation Act. ¥
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r of 7 0.S5.No. 382 of 2018

IN THE COURT OF THE I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE,
CITY CIVIL COURT, AT SECUNDERABAD

DATED THIS THE 21t DAY OF JULY, 2022

PRESENT: SMT. B.DEEPTI
I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE

0.S. No. 382 OF 2018

»

Between:

M/s. Paramount Estate,

Partnership Firm represented by its Managing Partner,

Sri Soham Modi, having its office at

5-4-187/3 & 4,

Il Floor, Soham Mansion,

M.G.Road, Secunderabad. ' ...Plaintiff

AND

The Relationship Manager,

Religare Finvest Ltd., Flat No. 401,

2" Floor, G.S.Chambers, Nagarjuna Circle,
Punjagutta, Hyderabad.

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
A-3/4/5, Tower-A, 5 floor, Noida, U.P.201301

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,

2" Floor, Rajlok Building, 24 Nehru Place,

New Delhi. ' ...Defendant

This suit is coming on this day before me for final hearing in

the presence of Sri C.Balagopal, Ag,\coeate.nfor plaintiff and
L EE g
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3 of 7 0.S5.No. 382 of 2018

plaintiff furnished the relevant TDS certificate to the defendant to show

that the payment of TDS paid by the plaintiff on behalf of defendant.

3, It was further contended that the plaintiff paid all the EMIs every
month without deducting the TDS, thus the plaintiff has paid the TDS on
behalf of defendant which is payable by the defendant and that the total
amount of TDS in respect of the said transaction is Rs. 5,82,297/- out of
which Rs. 4,02,333/- has been reimbursed by the defendant and the
balance of Rs. 1,79,964/- is payable by the defendant to the plaintiff that
is for period 2015-2016 and April, 2015 to June, 2016 and that the plaintiff
has been regularly requesting the defendant through letters on various
dates for repayment of TDS, but the defendant failed to refund the
amount nor replied to the letters addressed by the plaintiff to the
defendant and that the loan was closed on 11.7.2016 and the defendant

had also issued a letter of closure.

4, It was further contended that plaintiff got issued notice to the
defendant through its counsel on 5.3.2018 which was received by the
defendant at their New Delhi Office, but the defendant failed to reply the

same. Hence, this suit.
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5 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

11. Ex.Al is original loan sanction letter, dt. 24.7.2014, Ex.A2 is original
disburse letter, dt. 14.9.2014, Ex.A3 is original loan closure letter, dt.
11.7.2016, Ex.A4 is original correspondence regarding reimbursement of
TDS, Ex.A5 is original no dues letter, dt. 9.11.2016, Ex.A6 is original
chartered account certificate, dt. 1.2.2018, Ex.A7 is office copy of legal
notice issued on behalf of plaintiff, dt. 5.3.2018, Ex.A8 is original postal
receipts, dt. 7.3.2018 and Ex.A9 is original authorisation letter, dt.

7.3.2022.

12.  The oral evidence supported by the documentary evidence shows
that the plaintiff has taken loan amount of Rs.2,00,00,000/- from the
defendant and has repaid the entire loan amount and also paid TDS to the
income tax authority on behalf of defendant. Ex.A6 certificate shows that
balance receivable TDS amount due by the defendant is Rs. 1,79,964/-.
Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled for an amount of Rs.1,79,964/- which is
payable by the defendant. The oral and documentary evidence adduced
by the plaintiff remained unrebutted and unchallenged by the defendant.
Hence, the plaintiff is entitled for recovery of money of Rs.1,79,964/-
together with interest @ 18% p.a. from the date of suit to till the date of

realisation. Accordingly, this po'int}saﬁ@}éj@d«in_favour of pla,ntiff.
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7 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

Ex.A8 - Original postal receipts, dt. 7.3.2018

Ex.AQ - Original authorisation set set letter, dt. 28.6:202%,

For the defendants:
--Nil--

1 JUNIOR (IVIL JUDGE
CITY CIVIL COURT, SECUNDERABAD.

€. SUPERINTENDEN
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DECREE

IN THE COURT OF THE I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE,
CITY CIVIL COURT, AT SECUNDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. B.DEEPTI
| JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE

DATED THIS THE 21 DAY OF JULY, 2022

0.S. No. 382 OF 2018
Between:

M/s. Paramount Estate,

Partnership Firm represented by its Managing Partner,

Sri Soham Modi, having its office at -

5-4-187/3 & 4,

il Floor, Soham Mansion,

M.G.Road, Secunderabad. ...Plaintiff

AND

The Relationship Manager,

Religare Finvest Ltd., Flat No. 401,

2" Floor, G.S.Chambers, Nagarjuna Circle,
Punjagutta, Hyderabad. ‘

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
A-3/4/5, Tower-A, 5™ floor, Noida, U.P.201301

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,

2" Floor, Rajlok Building, 24 Nehru Place,

New Delhi. ...Defendant

CAUSE OF ACTION: The cause of action arose on 2, the date of sanctioning of
the loan, and on all such dates when the TDS was paid by the plaintiff on
behalf of defendant, and on 11.7.2016, the date of closure letter of the said
loan and on various dates when the plaintiff addressed letters to the defendant
for reimbursing the TDS for EMI’s, paid by the plaintiff on behalf of defendant
and on 5.3.2018 when the plaintiff got issued a notice to the defendant.

VALUATION: The suit is valued at Rs.1,79,964/- and paid a court fee of
Rs.4,266/- paid under Section 20 of Andhra Pradesh Court Fee and Suit

Valuation Act. _ o BT /
{28
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1 of 7 0.5.No. 382 of 2018

IN THE COURT OF THE I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE,
CITY CIVIL COURT, AT SECUNDERABAD

DATED THIS THE 21°* DAY OF JULY, 2022

PRESENT: SMT. B.DEEPTI
I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE

O.S. No. 382 OF 2018

»

Between:

M/s. Paramount Estate,

Partnership Firm represented by its Managing Partner,

Sri Soham Modi, having its office at

5-4-187/3 & 4,

Il Floor, Soham Mansion,

M.G.Road, Secunderabad. ...Plaintiff

AND

The Relationship Manager,

Religare Finvest Ltd., Flat No. 401,

2" Floor, G.S.Chambers, Nagarjuna Circle,
Punjagutta, Hyderabad.

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
A-3/4/5, Tower-A, 5" floor, Noida, U.P.201301

" ~Also at:
The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
2" Floor, Rajlok Building, 24 Nehru Place, |
New Delhi. ...Defendant

This suit is coming on this day before me for final hearing in
the presence of Sri C.Balagopal, Advocate for plaintiff and

T
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3 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

plaintiff furnished the relevant TDS certificate to the defendant to show

that the payment of TDS paid by the plaintiff on behalf of defendant.

3. It was further contended that the plaintiff paid all the EMIs every
month without deducting the TDS, thus the plaintiff has paid the TDS on
behalf of defendant which is payable by the defendant and that the total
amount of TDS in respect of the said transaction is Rs. 5,82,297/- out of
which Rs. 4,02,333/- has been reimbursed by the defendant and the
balance of Rs. 1,79,964/- is payable by the defendant to the plaintiff that
is for period 2015-2016 and April, 2015 to June, 2016 and that the plaintiff
has been regularly requesting the defendant through letters on various
dates for repayment of TDS, but the defendant failed to refund the
amount nor replied to the letters addressed by the plaintiff to the
defendant and that the loan was closed on 11.7.2016 and the defendant

had also issued a letter of closure.

4, It was further contended that plaintiff got issued notice to the

defendant through its counsel on 5.3.2018 which was received by the

defendant at their New Delhi Office, but the defendant failed to reply the

i —

same. Hence, this suit.




ik i e e A i

Adon 010Ud PeIIHRQ] 7 reetiia

j ;:I,e‘,J.‘-
!}, %:3,. _,,/ i 6V 01 TV 'SX3 payiew j0b

pue THMd Se psuluexs 106 J}[lU!E|d '_J,._HJLI!E[d 10 2580 6'L|J, anoud o] 0T

Jjunowe
2y} Aed jou pip juepPUIBP BY} ING ‘JUBPULEP BY 0} §TOZ'E'S U0 ddljou

i |eba| panss! 106 yiuie|d ayl yons se ‘yusawAed axew 03 pajie} Juepuaap

8yl ‘sisenbai pajeadas jo oyudsul ‘quepudep Jo Jjeyaq uo ynuierd
oyl Aq:pled sem ydiym junowe Sl SPJemo} -/p96'6L'T S JO junowe

ue Joj anp si juepuajap eyl ynuield jo wied ayy useq sey i

: T'ON LNIOd ‘6

édoljeq yeym of (¢
cwoayy Aq paAead
se Asuow jJo AioA0294 40j papue si yruieid ayy sayiraym (1
-:ale uoileulwlalap Joj sjulod syl ‘MoN '8

‘yiaureld JoJ [9SUNod Byl pieaH '/

‘yiaureld Jo wiepd a8yl aaodd 03 gy 03 TV 'SX3 paiew

106 pue TMd Se paulwexa jeswiy job ynureid ‘ased sit anoud o) 9

"JUBWDILIS UM OU Pa1EaJ] ‘©@OUDH 'P3JU 10U JUSWILIS

UMM ING ‘UiR[BMRA PIJY 2ILD0APY ‘IYLeABDRUD URARN'D LS G

8T0C 40 ¢8E ON'S'O . L 0 ¥




i -wi..'.‘}:ll‘..";[ﬂﬂlﬂ‘lh‘,l!ﬂx:mm....fm.muﬂﬁﬂ:{r:‘ AT

5 of 7 0.5.No. 382 of 2018

11. Ex.A1 is original loan sanction letter, dt. 24.7.2014, Ex.A2 is original
disburse letter, dt. 14.9.2014, Ex.A3 is original loan closure letter, dt.
11.7.2016, Ex.A4 is original correspondence regarding reimbursement of
TDS, Ex.A5 is original no dues letter, dt. 9.11.2016, Ex.A6 is original
chartered account certificate, dt. 1.2.2018, Ex.A7 is office copy of legal
notice issued on behalf of plaintiff, dt. 5.3.2018, Ex.A8 is original postal
receipts, dt. 7.3.2018 and Ex.A9 is original authorisation letter, dt.

7.3.2022.

12. The oral evidence supported by thé documentary evidence shows
that the plaintiff has taken loan amount of Rs.2,00,00,000/- from the
defendant and has repaid the entire loan amount and also paid TDS to the
income tax authority on behalf of defendant. Ex.A6 certificate shows that
balance receivable TDS amount due by the defendant is Rs. 1,79,964/-.
Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled for an amount of Rs.1,79,964/- which is
payable by the defendant. The oral and documentary evidence adduced
by the plaintiff remained unrebutted and unchallenged by the defendant.
Hence, the plaintiff is entitled for recovery of money of Rs.1,79,964/-

together with interest @ 18% p.a. from the date of suit to till the date of

realisation. Accordingly, this pointj swered.in fav f ntiff.
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7 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

Ex.A8 - Original postal receipts, dt. 7.3.2018
Ex.A9 - Original authorisation set set letter, dt. 28.6.2022.

For the defendants:
--Nil--

1 JUNIOR (GIVIL JUDGE
CITY CIVIL COURT, SECUNDERABAD.

CERTIFIED TO BE TRUE PHQTO CoPY

7. SUPERINTEND
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DECREE

IN THE COURT OF THE I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE,
CITY CIVIL COURT, AT SECUNDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. B.DEEPTI
| JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE

DATED THIS THE 21 DAY OF JULY, 2022

0.S. No. 382 OF 2018
Between:

M/s. Paramount Estate,

Partnership Firm represented by its Managing Partner,

Sri Soham Modi, having its office at -

5-4-187/3 & 4,

Il Floor, Soham Mansion,

M.G.Road, Secunderabad. ...Plaintiff

AND

The Relationship Manager,

Religare Finvest Ltd., Flat No. 401,

278 Floor, G.8. Chambers Nagarjuna Circle,
Punjagutta, Hyderabad. ‘

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
A-3/4/5, Tower-A, 5% floor, Noida, U.P.201301

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,

2" Floor, Rajlok Building, 24 Nehru Place,

New Delhi. ...Defendant

CAUSE OF ACTION: The cause of action arose on 2, the date of sanctioning of
the loan, and on all such dates when the TDS was paid by the plaintiff on
behalf of defendant, and on 11.7.2016, the date of closure letter of the said
loan and on various dates when the plaintiff addressed letters to the defendant
for reimbursing the TDS for EMI's, paid by the plaintiff on behalf of defendant
and on 5.3.2018 when the plaintiff got issued a notice to the defendant.

VALUATION: The suit is valued at Rs.1,79,964/- and paid a court fee of
Rs.4,266/- paid under Section 20 of Andhra Pradesh Court Fee and Suit
Valuation Act. S
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1 of 7 0.5:Ne..382 of 2018

IN THE COURT OF THE I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE,
CITY CIVIL COURT, AT SECUNDERABAD

DATED THIS THE 21°t* DAY OF JULY, 2022

PRESENT: SMT. B.DEEPTI
I JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE

0.S. No. 382 OF 2018

*

Between:

M/s. Paramount Estate,

Partnership Firm represented by its Managing Partner,

Sri Soham Modi, having its office at

5-4-187/3 & 4,

Il Floor, Soham Mansion, 7

M.G.Road, Secunderabad. ...Plaintiff

AND

The Relationship Manager,

Religare Finvest Ltd., Flat No. 401,

2" Floor, G.S.Chambers, Nagarjuna Circle,
Punjagutta, Hyderabad.

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,
A-3/4/5, Tower-A, 5" floor, Noida, U.P.201301

Also at:

The Manager Religare Finvest Ltd.,

2" Floor, Rajlok Building, 24 Nehru Place, ‘

New Delhi. ...Defendant

This suit is coming on this day before me for final hearing in
the presence of Sri C.Balagopal, Advocate_for plaintiff and

. ) &
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3 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

plaintiff furnished the relevant TDS certificate to the defendant to show

that the payment of TDS paid by the plaintiff on behalf of defendant.

3 It was further contended that the plaintiff paid all the EMIs every
month without deducting the TDS, thus the plaintiff has paid the TDS on
behalf of defendant which is payable by the defendant and that the total
amount of TDS in respect of the said transaction is Rs. 5,82,297/- out of
which Rs. 4,02,333/- has been reimbursed by the defendant and the
balance of Rs. 1,79,964/- is payable by the defendant to the plaintiff that
is for period 2015-2016 and April, 2015 to June, 2016 and that the plaintiff
has been regularly requesting the defendant through letters on various
dates for repayment of TDS, but the defendant failed to refund the
amount nor replied to the letters addressed by the plaintiff to the
defendant and that the loan was closed on 11.7.2016 and the defendant

had also issued a letter of closure.

4. It was further contended that plaintiff got issued notice to the
defendant through its counsel on 5.3.2018 which was received by the

defendant at their New Delhi Office, but the defendant failed to reply the

—
,_-'”" '-.

same. Hence, this suit. f J"‘
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5 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

11. Ex.Al is original loan sanction letter, dt. 24.7.2014, Ex.A2 is original
disburse letter, dt. 14.9.2014, Ex.A3 is original loan closure letter, dt.
11.7.2016, Ex.A4 is original correspondence regarding reimbursement of
TDS, Ex.A5 is original no dues letter, dt. 9.11.2016, Ex.A6 is original
chartered account certificate, dt. 1.2.2018, Ex.A7 is office copy of legal
notice issued on behalf of plaintiff, dt. 5.3.2018, Ex.A8 is original postal
receipts, dt. 7.3.2018 and Ex.A9 is original authorisation letter, dt.

7.3.2022.

12.  The oral evidence supported by the documentary evidence shows
that the plaintiff has taken loan amount of Rs.2,00,00,000/- from the
defendant and has repaid the entire loan amount and also paid TDS to the
income tax authority on behalf of defendant. Ex.A6 certificate shows that
balance receivable TDS amount due by the defendant is Rs. 1,79,964/-.
Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled for an amount of Rs.1,79,964/- which is
payable by the defendant. The oral and documentary evidence adduced
by the plaintiff remained unrebutted and unchallenged by the defendant.

Hence, the plaintiff is entitled for recovery of money of Rs.1,79,964/-

together with interest @ 18% p.a. from the date of suit to till the date of
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7 of 7 0.S.No. 382 of 2018

Ex.A8 - Original postal receipts, dt. 7.3.2018
Ex.A9 - Original authorisation set set letter, dt. 28.6.2022.

For the defendants:
--Nil--

I JUNIOR [CIVIL JUDGE
CITY CIVIL COURT, SECUNDERABAD.

=D 10 BETRUE PHOTO COPY

,
C. SUPERINTENDEMT
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