- DECREE FOR ARTHA RIN.SUIT

" In the court of Judge Artha Rin Adalat NO-OB; Dhaka

: Palint Filed on 12/01/2017

Artha Rin Suit No. 3372017

'Dutch-Bang__la Baﬁk. Limitf;d, |
having its Head Office at

Sena Kalyan Bhaba:a

(31.‘d,l4th & .1 Oth FléOfS),,

195, Motijheci Commercial Area, | |

Chaka 1000, through Dutch-Bangla Bank

Limited, Bijoynagar Bfan?’;h |

having its address at

- 180-181 Shahid Sayed Nazrul Istam
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Shatani (1st & an Floor),

Bijoynagar: Dhaka

~-VERSUS-
The Manager
Sonali iBank Li_m‘ited
Agargaon Branch,

Agargaon, Dhaka-1216

Sonali Bank Limited -

Represented by its

('—.

Mahaging Director

Having its Héad Office

At 35-42, 44 Motijheel C/A
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Dhaka-1000

Managing Director

Sonali Bank Limited

Haviﬁg it;.Head' Ofﬁce

At 35-42, 44 Motijheel C/A ..

Mk S Madhabpur Textile Mills Thréug}h its.
Proprietor Mr. Mos‘hiur_ Rahma:n |

A1 50 Motijhee C/A Nahar Mansion (2nd- Floor)

.Room No. C-2, i)haka?leQ :

Md. Mosliém__Uddin,'
S&ﬁ of Iatel;fiqinuddin Ahme_d | |
Executive ofﬁéer, ID No. 4:1197, -

 Principal Officer Sonali Bank Limited
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Ramna, Dhaka.

And

272/Kall, West Agargaon, Dh_aka

And

Vill-Norﬂ; Madrasha. P.o: Kaéhem Gor,-
P.S.:‘ Charfashion, I_.)ist-Bholaf | "

Md Abul Kalam Mafubber -

Sca of 1ate..1}1urM§hamrﬁad Matubber

Executive officer, ID No.4742.

Principal Officer Sonali Bank Limited

- Ramna, Dhaka.

_ And.

House-4, Road-8, Janata House, Agargaon .




"“
)‘ e =z

S
e et

And Vill-Khayer Danga,

P.O-Murshidabad, Dist-Madaripur.

THE CLAIM
 SuIT FOR RECOVERY OF
__MQNEY SUIT VALUED AT TK.
| 1,45,5'2,915.73- (TAKA ONE
CRORE FORTY FIVE LACS
FIFTY TWOTﬁQUSAND NINE
HUNDRED FIFTEEN & PA.IS_A
'SEVENTY THREE) ONLY AS
ON 31/01/2017.

This suit coming this date 26/05/2022 for

. incoming Mehar Nigar Shuchona, Judge, Artha Rin -

Adalat No. 3, Dhaka.
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In the presence .of Mr. Nifupam Pandit Apu
Advbcate fo;f the plaintiff & Mr. Shaiklh Mohammad
Zakir Hossain A_dvoc.até for the defendant No 1-3.
Mr. Md. Anwar Hossain Miah Advocate  for
defendant no. 4 for the defendant.

Ordered" |
That th¢ suit be decreed on contest against the
defendant ﬁo. 4 Mr. Moshiur Rahm&n Prbprietor (‘)f |
.M/é Madhabpur | Textile ‘Mills an amount .of Tk.
1,45,52,915.73 (Tal;a One Cro_re forty ﬁve Lac Fifty

Two Thousand Nine Hundred F ifteen and Seventy

Three Paisa) as on 31/01/2017. and dismissed

against the defendant no. 1-3, 5, 6. The Plaintiff will
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be entitled to get interest as per section 50 (2) of the

Artha Rin Adalat Ain, 2003 ﬁ‘om_%thé date of filing

1

the suit till recovery of entire amount.

"The defendant is directed to,pay the decretal

¢
LI i

afhount W.ithin 60 (sixty) days. ﬁ'om date ’failiﬁg

which the pléintiff may recover it by filing

‘execution éé.se. The Plaintiff will bc?i\_cntiﬂed to g.é-t |
~interest 'uh.der Section 50(2).Qf the A}m The plai;ntiff | -_
is a?s‘"o dirécted‘ to deduct the payment (if there is
‘an-y) made by the :’defendants du.ring gendenc_f,z’* of the
suit (afte;' 12/02/2017—) before _pxi"qceedi.r.-xg.’_ﬁ the
‘execution case. 'i

- Given und_ei' my.hénd and seal of this cdurt '
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SCHEDULE OF CLAIM
\Particulars Fig in Taka
Principal Bill Amount T 63.89,600.00|
Interest from date of acceptance o mawrity_date @ 15% , ' 3,22,064.77‘7:»
)Overdue interest from maturity date to 3_1/01/2017 @15% 78,41,250.97
“Penal Interest @) 2% from maturity date to 3 1/01/2017 o 6,52,059.30




» y
Total Amount 1,45,52,91 5.73
Payméil't by the Defendants . Nil
Total Claim a@oﬁnt ason3 1/0__1/2017 1,45,52,915.73
Cost of the Suit.
Plaintiff Tk.
1 Stamp for the Pl.aint 57,500/-
2 Stamp -1;01" the Power 30/-
3 Stamp for the plaint 20/-
Pe‘gﬁon & -Afﬁdavit..
4 Pleadet’s fee 3000/-
5  Process fee 10/-
Deame Paper - 60/-
Total. Taka=60,620/-




G

Defendant(s)

1 ! Stamp for the Plaint

2; Stamp for the Power

3 | Stamﬁ fdf the plaint

Petition & Affidavit.

4 “Plcader’s fee

]

5 Process fee

6 Deame Paper

7 Total.

Tk.

30/-

20/-

3000/-

60/-

- Taka=3,1 10/-
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Fligh Court Form No. 5(2)

Heading of judgment in Original Suit

District-Dhaka
In the court of Artha Rin Adalat No. 3, Dhaka.

Present-Mehar Nigar Suchona
Judge '
Artha Rin Adalat No. 3, Dhaka.

Date: 26, May, 2022 o

Artha Rin Suit No. 33/2017
Dutch Bangla Bank Limited ............Plaintiff.
-Versus-

Bank Litd. & others — ....... .Defendant.

“ This Suit has come on for final hearing on

2

) 26/06/2019 in presence of

i
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1. Mr. Nirupam Pandit Apu
eeveent menens ..Ef.Advocate for Plaintiff.

2. Shajkh Mohamnad Zakir Hossain

...,..._,.'Advocaﬁ_é for Defendant nos.. 1-3
3. Md. Anwar Hossain Mia
oo Advocate for Defendant no.4

And having considering the evidence on record

and argument the_: coutt delivered the following
judgment:

“This is a suit for recovery of outstanding

- ' : #
amount under the Artha Rin Adalat Ain, 2003.

%
[

The plaintiff's case in brief is that, the plaintiff

4*  Dutch Bangla Bank Limited is a Banking Company
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duly incorporated under the Companies Act, 1994
and Governed by .and in accordance with the

Companies Act, 1991. The dcfendant_no.l is the

- Branch of the defendant no.2 represented by the

defendant no.3. The defendant no.1 is the LCs

issuing Bank with due authority of defendant no.2

represented by the defendant no.3. The defendant

no.4 is a proprictorship concern which is the

beneficiary of the Lcs is question. The defendant no.

-4 has been maintaining a current account with the

plaintiff bank being account n0.191.110.3 162. There

are also loan accounts being = nos.

191CL46122320502, 191CL46122320506,
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191CLA461223 20509 outstanding’ due to nonpayment

of export proceeds. The three numbers of Proforma |

Invoices = being  nos. MTM/32116/2012,
MTM/EX/I]I‘/éO_i_Z _gaated 040472012,
MTM/EXP/IOS/ZOIQ .27/622/2012 and 17/01/2012
respectively, were executed between one M/S.
Green  Printers (herein  after called. LC
applicaﬁt/Buyer) and the ?efendant no.4 (Exporter’j-
On 05/04/2012, 18)01/2612 and. 27/02/‘201.2 the
~defendant no.1 with due all}thority of the -defendant

no.2 represented by the défendant'no.?:, has issued
‘ . g

the aforesaid Les nos. 444041299035 dated

05/04/2012 for Tk. 21,30,100.00, 444041299016



dated 18/01/2012 for Tk. 21,29,575.00, and

444041299020  dated ':7/02)2012 for Tk.
21,29,925.00, on .behe.;lf of the said application in
favour of the defendant 11;'0.4 thrqugh .the plaintiff
bank as advising bank. The defendant no.4 on
10/04/2012 against Lc No. 444041299035, on
24/01/2012&gainst ihe Lc No. 444.041299016 and
on 08/03/2012 against the LC No. 444041299029
submitted -export documentg as. per tertns and
conditions of above Lcs to 'thg plaintiff bank and the
p.1a14tiff.‘ ban'k _forwarded ~ the said‘ presented..

documents to the defendant no.1 vide letters being

nos. DBBL/191/LDC/2012/82 dated 24/01/2012,
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DBBL/I191/LDC/2012/ 213 dated = 05/03/2012,
DBBL/I 91/LDC/ 201?/241 dated 09/04/2012 for
acceptance of the bi.l;l'-s with dpe date of paymeﬁ‘t.
The defendant —no.}’_ with due authofity of the
.défendant no.2 rep.i"esented by the _d‘efendant no.3
confirmed the -E;cgeptancé to the plaintiff bank in
favour of the defendant no.4 vide letter no.
: SBL/AGA/ILC/ 12/395 dated I_0/04/2012 fixing the
maturity daté on 08/08/2012 for Tk. 21,30,100.00
against VLc no. 444’041299035 with reference of .thé

laintiff bank being no. dated 09/04/2012 and vide

letter _ no. ~ DBBL/191 12LDC049

A
!

¥ SBL/AGA/ILC/12/85 dated 25/01/2012 fixing the

e ————— e e e . . e
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maturity date on 24/05/2012 fér Tk.21,29,575.00
against the 444041299016, with the reference of the
plaintiff bank being ‘no. DBBL/191 1/2LDcoi4
‘dated 24/01/2012  and  vide .letter no.
SBL/AGA/ILC/ 12/265 dated 07/03/2012 fixing the
maturity date on 05/07/2012 for Tk.21 ,29,925.00
against the 444041299029, with the reference of ;rhe
plaintiff---bank being no. DBBI./191 12LDC038 dﬁtcd
05/03/2012. The defendaﬁt nos. 5.& 6 has signed the

acceptance letter of above mentioned Lcs putting the

d

of maturity to repay the overdue amount to the
plaintitf bank as such the defendant nos. 5 & 6 are

also liable jointly or severally to settle or repay the
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overdue amount to the plaintiff bank. Thé defendant
no.4 execute;df;l‘etter of disburs.ement, letter of
revivai, letl;ér of contiguatioh, letter of
hypothécatidﬁ, bill bf exchanges and indemnity
against the aforesaid LAABS in committing to repay
the 1iabilify to the plaintiff bank in case of d;:fault of
the defendant no.i ' repfcsented by the defendant
nos.2 & 3. The_ defeﬁdant no.l has éxtremely Been
irregl,ﬂar in payment of the agreed labilities. The
plaintiff b.z.mk on several .occasiorjls_ verbally

requested them to repay the agreed liability. The

!

defendant nos. 1, 2 & 3 were always lack of concern

' : to the frequent requésts of the plaintiff bank. The



plaintiff bank on various instances reminded them tc

take affirmative steps-for adjus"cment of outstanding
overdue of _the' facilitie_s as'. per their commitment
through mentioned Ietters.; But, it is a matter of
regret that the defendant nos. 1, 2 & 3 are yet to
adjust the outstanding liabilities.. Despite several
reminders from the plaintiff-bank, the defendants
have not adjusted. the outstanding 1iabilify availed

and used so far. Thereafter, ﬁnding no positive steps

1

from the defendants the plaintiff-bank on

5/01/2017 sent legal notice to the defendants. But

the defendants neither reply to the legal notice nor

X made any payment towards settlement of the
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liability. The preséﬁt butstanding liabilities of the
defendants stand at Tk.ii,45_.52,915'.73_ (Taka One
crofe forty five lac ﬁﬁ:ytwo thousand nine hundred
ﬁfteen ?nd SCV@IHE:}J thfce paisa) as on 31/01/20.17w
Finally the plaintiff f;-ank has ﬁléd the pr;:sent suit
for recovery of Tk:..l',4.5,52,915.73 (Taka One c;‘qre
forty five lac fifty two thousand nine hundred fifteen
and seventy three paisa) as on 31/01/2017 from the
defendants.

The defendaht No.1-3 has contested the suit by

~filing a written statement. Their case, in brief, is that

1

the suit is not maintainable in present form and

1

J | nature, that the suit is barred by limitation. The



o

plaintiff did not niake party the L/C applicant
thoqgh they are the most necessary parties rather the
defendant nos. 1-3 have beén made parties in
violation of the provision of section 6(5) of the
Artha Rin Adélat, 2003 and as such the suit was
defective for nbn—jo_inder of necessary parties and
mis-joinder of improper parties and prayer of the
plaintifi’ against the said defendants completely.
illegal which hés no legal basis. Section 5(1) of the
Artha Rin Adalat Ain, 2003 states that Ain sh?uld |
used only by the ﬁn-_an_ciall institution to recover

their loan, thereafter defendant bank being a

financial institution they do not take loan rather
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provide loan and as such the plaintiff bank's claim

against thc defendant bank does not conie within
.the purview of the said Am and as such the suit is
liable to be dismissecl. Thc_'.c:lefendant bank has ne{fer
opéne_d any L/C, never cotjﬁrmed f;he accepfanée of
any L/C bili. in favoaﬁr of _neither the plaintiff bank
nor: defendant no.4. The'{-pla_intiff bank had never
beén to the defendant__lb'r_mk. to verify the signature.

- T he. proforma deféndant no.4 filed a written
statement and cross examined p.w.1. Her statement

B

ef is that the suit is not maintainable in present
‘ _

-~ form and nature, that the suit is barred by limitation.

)}/ CItis clear from the averments of the plaint that the
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defendant nos. 1, 2 & 3 are the legally liable for
payment of the bills in qt%c*stio'n for which they

- became guarantor on giving acceptance of the bills

i

and confirming payment of él%aturity. The defendant
‘nos. 1, 2 &3 are liable for payment of bills in
question but not the‘ dg:fendant 11.0.4. The defendant
nos.l, 2 & 3 are liable_ as 'primary/principal

guarantor. Basically the plainEiff bank purchased the

bill on having assux;ancc from%the defendant nos.1, 2
. -

& 3. The plaintiff bank bei_ng' co.nﬁrm. ed the payment

'aturity bf the bill from tk;e defendant nd_s_. 1, 72 _

1
1

&3 purchased the same as it's business policy and to

~ be gainer. The plaintiff also admitted the bills were
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purchased én the guarantee of the defendant nos. 1,
2 & 3 and as suéh the' cief;‘endant' nos. 1, 2 &3 are
liable as primary/principal %gu;arantor. In t;his.c:ontext.
it is stated the plaiﬁtiﬂ's éé;fnlent is secured by the
defendant ﬁos. i, 2 &3 as i;*.i_.lc'h the piaintiff can not
file the suit against the defendlant no.4. The plaintiff
can not praiz for decree against the defendant no.4 as
B the plaintiff admifted in the plaint __thftt the priqcipal
defendants are legally lifab‘le to make pa&m'ent
against the advance givén tQ the‘ defendant no?4.

]

Issues

£

1. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present

t

\ - form?



»

2. 'Whethgr the defendant no.4 IS bound to repay
the loan towards the plaintiff bank?

3. | Whéther the LC.paI:;ers were duly issued by the
defendant bank?

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get 'a decree
as prayed for?

Discussions and Decision

]

In order to prove the plaintiffs case Mr. Md.

Masudul Islam, Officer of the plaintiff Bank has

]
i

'rdeposed before the court as P.W.1 and has

submitted the relevant documents which have been

1

exhibited as exhibit no 1-10. On the other hand, the

v défendant no.1 Mr. Md. Masud Kalam deposed _ais
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D.W..l, and has su;bﬁlitted the relex_rant document
which have been erk:hibi;‘ted és exﬁibit no. ka. I have
peruSed the pleadings, e?f'idence on record and have
. ,ilf _ o
heard the argume:g't of the learned lawyer appearing
for the plaintiff.
On perusal of the_ evidence adduced by the
plaintift’ Bank aﬁ!d cr‘oss—examination of P.W.1, |
- D.W.1 the issues af«e taken for discussién as follows:

Issue No. 1

The defendants in the written statements

i
H

mentioned that the suit is not maintainable in its

present form. But, they have not brought any

v reasonable ground for non maintainability of this suit.
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The plaintiff is a bank and. has filed the present.
suit for recovery of loan mor;%y in the'proper court.
This is why there is no barétl:v run the suit in the

present form. Thus the issué"has been decided in

.
[

favor of the plaintiff.

¥

Issue No.2
P.W.1 has deposed in support of the plaint and
"has submitted the letter of Authority, L/C

documents, forwarding letter, Confirmation letter,

Charge documents, Office notes, reminder letters,
g _

notice; Bank statement. These documents

)

have been exhibited (Ex: 1-9). On the other hand,

h{_“ the defendant no. 1-3 _has :submitted' the
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authorization letter. P.W.1 has been cross examined

by the lawyer of both the defendant no.1-3 and

defendant no.4.
The plaintiff bank claims that the defendant
no.4 has been maintaining a current account with the

plaintiff bank being number 191.110.3162. There

~are also loan  account being  number

191CL46122320502, © 191CL46122320506,
191CL461223205029. The three numbers of
proforma invoices dated 04/04/2012, 27/02/2012

d 17/01/2012 were executed between one M/S

Green Printers (L/G!C Applicanf) and the defendant

no.4 (Exporter). The defendant no.4 on 10/04/2012

A
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against L/C no.444041299016 and on 08/03/2012

against the L/C n0.4440412959029 submitted export

“documents as per terms and‘-_‘_‘conditions of above Les

to the plaintiff bank and the plaintiff bank forwarded

the said presented documents to the defendant no.1

vide letters dated 05/03/2012 and 09/04/2012

(Exhibit: 3 series) for acceptance of the bills with

£

due date of paywnent. The plaintiff bank has

:

submitted the L/C documents (Ex: 2 series), the

defendant no.4 executed the letter of disbursément,

letter of revival, letter of confirmation, letter of

hypothecation, bill of exchange and indemnity

i
4

against the aforesaid LAABS (Ex: 5 series). Upon

1
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perusal of the Exhibit: 2, 3, 4 series, the assertion of
the plaintiff, Geposition of .P-W.l the mentioned

contention of sanctioning k.21 ,29,575/—toWards the

L

defendant no.4 have been prdﬁycad. According to the

contents of Exhibit 2, 3,4 serics. The facility was

1

given in favour of the defendant no.4. Exhibit 5

:series further reveal that the defenclant no.4 availed

; .

§

the above facility in full and in acknowledgement of
the said, as security, executed usual charge

documerits namely DP Note, letter of undertaking

Thus it becomes evident that the plaintiff has-

issued sanction of the loan facility on the basis of

o - L/Cs and the deféndant no.4 has availed the facility



L

in full. As such the defendani no.4 is bound to repay

lie loan amount. So, issue no.2 is disposed of in

]

favour of the plaintiff.

o=

Issue%f&
The defendant no.1-3 (%;l;jaims that the defendant
bank has never issued the L/Cs and has not given

the confirmation neither to the plaintiff bank nor the
| L _

defendant no.4. The L/C documents submitted by

i
-

the plaintiff are false and fabricated. The signatures

of the created acceptance letter are not given by any

L

uthorized officer. As per the contention of the

Y ‘ . _}_'

written statement and .the deposition of D.W.1, the

authority of the bank has no knowledge about the

L/ 1 : i

P



& ‘, = &

¥ A"‘;‘E}A‘J'g
i

R

said letter of credits and the record of such L/Cs are
not available either in register or in computer

system. On perusal of thé"z series, it appears that it

i
i

contains all kinds of information relgtihg to the
'mat_ter of issuing. 'L}C. At the t.op of L/C; the
irrevocébie documen_tary credit number is shown as
444041299014. This number reveals the code of AD
or non AD bfanch, ihe type of L/C V(Local_ or
foreign); the year !_o_f issui'ng. L/C and lastly the

number of L.C issued by them. It alsé contains every

details required for issuing L/C. Here, Sonali Bank
Agargaon Branch is the issuing bank. Dutch Bangla

is the advising bank. Two questions are important
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here. .Whetﬁer the plaintiff bank, as advising bank
took proper care to verify the authenticity of the L/C
é, the .secondly, Whether ény ﬁ'al_ld is commifttsd
before iSsumg the L/CS by the &efeﬁdant bgnk.
 According to Article 7 of UCPDC the advising
bank shall take reésbnable care¢ to check the
apparert authehticity of the credit which it advises
1/C s do not contain _t_he\ requirgd approval from
either -nianager of the branch or the head office of
the defendant bank. So, it seem to the Cdﬁrt the

plaintiff bank did not take reasonable care to

confirm the authenticity of the L/C s. P.W.1 in the

¥ cross admitted that in the 'forwarding letters of

i



~according to the section I 21 () Vol: 1(2009)

2®

Sonali Bank submittizd by Plaintiff does not contain
aiiy memo number. iHe also admitted that there is no
Despass or Receiving number (Ex: 2 series). Below

]
f

f
the signatures of the: office, there is no designation.

So, it is clear that ithe iplaintiff bank did not take

reasonable care to confirm the authenticity of the

L.Cs.

' Howevér, admit-t:edly, Sohaii Bank Agaragaon

‘Branch is Non AD branch and in that case, it requires

permission through SWIFT Code or in the

appropriate case through mail from the Head office

ot

Guidelines for Foreign Exé_hange Transaction
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(Bangl_adesh.Bank). This is the formality which have
to be complied. with by the ;iﬁraaxlch office. The branch
office of Sonali Bank has not complied .wii.:h the
formality of secuting pel;ﬁis sion _from' the Head
Office and. mcréforé the SWIFT ‘Code is not available
in the L/Cs. As such it can be_ said that the L/Cs have

‘not been duly issued complying all the formalities.

H

In view of the above mentioned facts and
~circumstance, it can be concluded that fraud and

Jirregularities have been committed in connection

kS

with L/Cs and therefore the defendant no.1-3 are not

responsible to the claiming bank to reimburse. In this

way issue no3 is disposed of against the plaintiff.

1
i
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Issuie: 4
As issue u.1 and 2 has been disposed of in

favour of the plainti:?ff and issue no.3 has been

decided 'against the plaintiff the piainﬁff is entitled
to get relief from ths deferf}dmt no.4 and not from

the defendant no.1-3 nor from the defendant no.5, 6.

L

From the above discussions it appears that the

plaintiff Bank has been able to prove that it is
entitied to get'back Tk. 1,45,52,915.73 (Taka One
crore forty five lac fifty two thousand nine hundred

fifteen and seventy three paisa) as on 31/01/2017

“from the defendant. -The' statement of account is

- vy
. . ‘ e

% found to be correct.
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The Court fee paid is correct.
Hence,
| Itis Ordered
- That the suit be decreed on contest against the
defendant no.4 Mr. Moshiur Rahman, Pr.op.ri'etor of |
M/s Madhabpur Textile Mills and .an | amount of
Tk.1,45,52,915.73 .(Taka One crore forty five lac
_.fiﬂ:y two thousand nine hundred fifteen and seventy
three paisa) asr. on 31,/01/2.01'7. And dismissed
against the defendant no.1-3, 5, 6. The plaintiff will
be entitled to get interesi as per Section 50(2) of the
Artha Rin Adalat Ain,-,ZdOS from i:he date of ﬁling

\ the suit tilt recovery of entire amount.



W

The defendant is directed to pay the décretal
amoﬁnt within 60 (sixty)-déys ﬁ‘pm- date failing which
lrthe‘ plaintiff may -recovef it by ﬁling'execution case.
'The Plaintiff will be en.tit}l-ez;c__ll to .'gé,t infe;esf under
Section 50(2) of the Ain. ThffiE.':])laintiff is {;1150 directed
to- dedu:t the payment (1f there is any) made by the
defendants during pendency of the suit (after
12/02/2017) before proceeding the execution case.

Cye B

Dictated & Corrected by me.

- 8d/-Mehar Nigar Suchona Sd/-Mehar Nigar Suchona

26/5/22 ,' - 26/5/22
Judge i - Judge
Artha Rin Adalat No. 3, Artha Rin Adalat No. 3,

—Dhaka " . Dhaka
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| Hence,

It is Ordéred

‘That the sﬁit be decreed on contest ‘against the
defendant no.4 Mr. Moshiur Rahman, Proprietor of
M/s Madhabpur Textile Mills and an amount of
Tk.l.,45,52,91.5.73 (Taka One crore forty ﬁvé lac
fifty two .thbusand nine hundred fifteen and seventy
three paisa) as on 31/01/2017. And dismissed
against the defendant no.1-3, 5,_ 6. lThe plainti.ff will

be entitled to get interest as per Section 50(2) of the

Artha Rin Adalat Ain, 2003 from the date of filing

the suit till recovery of entire amount.




A

The defendant is directed to pay the decretai
amount within 60 (sixty) days from _d.,ate failing
which the plaintiff may recover it by filing
execution case. The Plaintiff will be entitled to get
interest under Section 50(2) of fﬁe Ain. The plaintiff
is also d.irected- to deduct ;1-’.16 payment (if there is
any) made by the defendants during pendehcy of the
suit ;(aﬁer 12/02/_20_17) ‘before proce.eding the-

execution case.

Dictated & Corrected by me.

Sd/-Mehar Nigar Suchona Sd/-Mehar Nigar Suchona

| , Judge 26/5/22
Artha Rin Adalat No. 3, Judge
Dhaka ' Artha Rin Adalat No. 3,
' T | Dhaka
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