
 

 

 

Dcw¯’Z : †gvt nvmvb Rvgvb , RR, A_©Fb Av`vjZ bs-1, XvKv 

Today is fixed for pronouncement of judgment. 

The plaintiff-bank, Sonali Bank PLC, has entered appearance by filing hazira. None 

appears on behalf of the defendants. No order of stay or any other direction from the 

Hon’ble High Court Division has been filed today. 

Upon perusal of the record, it appears that the present suit was instituted on 29.11.2015 

by the plaintiff-bank against Mitas Spinning Mills Pvt. Ltd. and six defendants under 

the provisions of the Artha Rin Adalat Ain, 2003 for realization of an outstanding loan 

amounting to Tk. 55,55,87,092.10/-. 

The record further reveals that on 04.08.2019, when the suit was fixed for recording of 

evidence of the defendants who challenged the said order by filing Writ Petition No. 

10235 of 2019 before the Hon’ble High Court Division. In the said writ petition, the 

operation of the order dated 04.08.2019 was stayed until 17.11.2019. Thereafter, by 

order dated 04.11.2019, the said stay was extended for a further period of three months. 

As no further order of stay was produced after expiry of the said period, this Court, by 

Order No. 89 dated 18.10.2021, fixed the suit for pronouncement of judgment. 

Subsequently, on 06.03.2022, the defendants produced an order showing that the stay 

had been extended for a period of six months. However, after expiry of that period, no 

further order of the Hon’ble High Court Division has ever been filed. 

The order-sheet demonstrates that since 21.03.2024, approximately twenty-two 

consecutive dates have elapsed. During this prolonged period, the defendants neither 

appeared before this Court nor took any effective step for prosecution of their defence, 

nor did they produce any subsisting order of stay from the superior court. 

The conduct of the defendants unmistakably indicates a deliberate and calculated 

attempt to frustrate and delay the adjudication of this suit. Despite having been afforded 

ample opportunity over a considerable period of time, the defendants failed to adduce 

any evidence in support of their defence. Instead, they resorted to interlocutory 

proceedings and thereafter remained absent for years together, thereby obstructing the 

expeditious disposal of the case. 

It is a settled principle of law that a litigant who seeks the aid of the Court must proceed 

with due diligence and bona fide intention. A party cannot be permitted to abuse the 
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process of the Court by obtaining interim orders and then allowing the matter to remain 

dormant indefinitely. The law aids the vigilant, not those who sleep over their rights. 

The Artha Rin Adalat Ain, 2003 is a special statute enacted with the specific object of 

ensuring speedy adjudication of loan recovery disputes and prompt realization of public 

money advanced by banks and financial institutions. Unwarranted delays in such 

proceedings defeat the legislative intent and seriously prejudice the interests of the 

lending institution, which holds and manages public funds. 

In the present case, the defendants have been granted more than sufficient opportunity 

to contest the suit and to lead evidence. Their persistent absence, failure to adduce 

evidence, and failure to produce any operative stay order clearly demonstrate their lack 

of interest in prosecuting the case. This Court is therefore satisfied that no useful 

purpose would be served by granting any further adjournment. 

Accordingly, the defendants are deemed to have forfeited their right to produce 

evidence, and the suit is now ripe for final adjudication. 

By order dated 08.04.2026, the suit was again fixed for pronouncement of judgment. 

Even on today’s date, the defendants have neither appeared nor filed any application 

nor produced any order from the Hon’ble High Court Division. 

In view of the foregoing facts and circumstances, and considering the prolonged and 

unexplained inaction on the part of the defendants, the record is taken up for 

pronouncement of judgment – 

cÖKvk¨ Av`vj‡Z †gvU 10 c„ôvq Avgvi Kw_Zg‡Z UvBdK…Z ivq cÖPvwiZ n‡jv| ivq †gvU 05 d ©̀ bw_‡Z 

mwbœ‡ewkZ Kiv n‡jv| iv‡qi Av‡jv‡K 

cÖ`Ë †KvU© wd mwVK| 

  AZGe, 

 Av‡`k nq †h,  

AÎ ‡gvKÏgvwU 1 I 4bs weev`xØ‡qi weiæ‡× †`vZidvm~‡Î Ges Acivci weev`xi weiæ‡× 

GKZidv m~‡Î LiPvmn weMZ 30/09/2015 wLª÷vã ch©šÍ †Ljvcx FY eve` 54,55,87,092.10 

(Pzqvbœ †KvwU cÂvbœ jÿ mvZvwk nvRvi weivbeŸB UvKv `k cqmv gvÎ) UvKvi wWµx nBj| weMZ 

29/11/2015 wLª÷vã A_©vr gvgjv `v‡q‡ii ZvwiL †_‡K wWµxK…Z UvKv Av`vq bv nIqv ch©šÍ 

A_© FY Av`vjZ AvBb, 2003 Gi 50(2) avivi weavb g‡Z wba©vwiZ my` ev †¶Î g‡Z gybvdv 

mn cÖvß nB‡e| weev`x‡`i‡K ivq cÖPv‡ii 60(lvU) w`e‡mi g‡a¨ wWµxK…Z UvKv my` ev gybvdvmn 



 

ev`xc‡¶i AbyKz‡j cwi‡kv‡ai wb‡ ©̀k †`Iqv nBj| e¨_©Zvq ev`xc¶ Av`vjZ †hv‡M AvBbvbyM 

c×wZ‡Z wWµxK…Z UvKv Av`vq Kwiqv wb‡Z cvwi‡e|   

gvgjv PjvKvjxb mg‡q weev`xcÿ hw` †Kvb UvKv cwi‡kva Kwiqv _v‡K Zvnv wewa 

†gvZv‡eK  mgb¦q Kivi Rb¨ ev`xc¶‡K wb‡ ©̀k cÖ`vb Kiv nBj| 

Avgvi Kw_Z g‡Z K‡¤úvRK…Z I ms‡kvwaZ  

    

  (‡gvt nvmvb Rvgvb)                                    (‡gvt nvmvb Rvgvb) 

              RR                                                        RR 

A_© FY Av`vjZ bs-1, XvKv|                          A_© FY Av`vjZ bs-1, XvKv| 

 

 

 

 


