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on 13.04.2016.

Present:
Mr. Justice Md. Rezaul llaque
&
Mr. Justice Muhammad Khurshid Alam Sarkar

MUHAMMAD KHURSHID ALLAM SARKAR, J:

The various internal and cxternal issues of a purported
private university under the name of the Darul Thsan University
(hereinafier referred to as the DI University) have generated these
Rules and, in order for adjudication of the same, since some

common legal provisions are to be looked into and applied thereto,



all these Rules are heard together and disposed of by this single
judgment.

Before stating the terms of the Rules of all these writ
petitions, it would be profitable to know the brief-history of the DI
University, since the subject-matters ol all the writ petitions centre
around the said DI University.

By the registered trust deed no. 14285 dated 18.12.1986, the
Darul Ihsan Trust (shortly, the DI Trust) was created by six
distinguished citizens of this country, namely Professor Syed Ali
Ashraf, Professor Syed Ali Ahsan, Professor Syed Ali Naki, Dr
Naimur Rahman, MA Khaled and SM Moniruzzaman, with a goal
of establishing a private university to be known as the Darul Thsan
University (the DI University). Of them while the three Professors
happen to be full brothers, the rest three are from different
professions. Professor Syed Ali Ashraf had been using a portion of
his personal residence, at House no. 21, Road no. 9/A Dhanmondi
R/A as a temporary office of the DI Trust towards establishing the
proposed DI University in Ganakbari of Savar, Dhaka (shortly,
Ganakbari). In 1993, the DI Trust applied for permission from the
Government to commence its academic activities under the Private
University Act, 1992 and the DI University obtained the permission
on 19.08.1993 with the conditions that they shall deposit Taka one

crore in the reserved [und and purchase a landed property of 1 (one)



acre within 31.12.1993. When the DI University could not fulfill
the above conditions, they applicd for cxtension of time, which was
extended upto 31.12.1994. Since then, no time was extended and no
formal license (37@%) was issued by the Government till date. On
06.06.1998 the settler, founder and chairman of the DI Trust who
also served as the first Vice-Chancellor (VC) of the DI University,
Professor Syed Ali Ashraf died of heart failure in Cambridge,
England. After his death, National Professor Syed Ali Ahsan
became the chairman of the DI Trust and was appointed the VC of
the DI University by the trustees, not by the
Chancellor/Government. After his death, former VC of the Islamic
University, Professor Dr A. Ilamid became the VC of the DI
University on 23.10.2000. After his death Dr Naimur Rahman,
Professor Azharuddin, Professor Syed Anwar Hossain and
Professor Syed Ali Naki were performing the duties of the
VC/acting VC of the DI University [rom time to time without
having formal appointment from the Chancellor. On 12.10.2006,
the Government appointed Professor Monirul TTuq as the VC of the
DI University and he died on 22.03.2010.

Professor Syed Ali Ashral, the founding chairman, from time
to time inducted some more trustees {rom home and abroad. During
his life-time he co-opted 4 (four) Bangladeshi individuals and 18

(eighteen) foreign nationals as trustees of the DI Trust. After the



6

death of Professor Syed Ali Ashraf, Dr. Abdullah Omar Nasif of
Saudi Arabia and Dr Naimur Rahman were appointed the chairman
and vice-chairman of the DI Trust respectively. On 27.11.2005, Dr
Naimur Rahman was appointed the chairman of the DI Trust in
place of Dr Abdullah Omar Nasif.

On 02.04.2006, Professor Sayed Ali Naki registered the DI
Trust with the Registrar of Joint Stock Company (RJSC) under the
Societies Registration Act, 1860 (Socicties Act) with 11 (eleven)
trustees (hereinafter referred to as the Savar group) showing him as
the Managing Trustee and Mr AA Bazle Rabbi as the Secretary of
the DI Trust. Out of 11 (eleven) trustees 9 (nine) were the members
of the existing trust, 2 (two) new individuals were co-opted as
trustees. This fact of registration of the DI Trust with RISC by
Professor Syed Ali Naki triggered division among them and
Professor Syed Ali Naki and his companions were expelled by the
rest of the trustees who were holding, and till date have been
retaining, the possession of the Dhanmondi office at House No. 21
(New), Road No. 9/A (New) Dhanmondi R/A, Dhaka (hereinalter
referred to as the Dhanmondi Group). Dr Naimur Rahman died on
26.12.2007 and then Mr. Yaqub Latifulla was appointed the
chairman of the Dhanmondi group and after his expiry on

09.02.2014, Major (retired) Dr. Md. Rezaul Huq has been



performing the functions of the chairman of the DI Trust led by the
Dhanmondi group.

On the other hand Professor Syed Ali Naki died on
28.09.2008. After his death, his [ollowers, including his son Dr Abu
Hamed Ali and nephew Mr. AA Bazle Rabbi, managed to retain the
possession of the DI University at Ganakbari complex and its
operational control. However, two other groups namely Akbar
Uddin group at Mirpur of Dhaka and Abul Hossain Group at BNCC
Centre, Uttara, Dhaka arc claiming themselves to be the trustees of
the DI Trust through the trust document no. S-5542 registered by
the RJISC in the name of Professor Syed Ali Naki.

With the above background-history of the DI Trust and the
DI University, let us now sce who have filed these writ petitions
before this Court and why.

When on 11.10.2006, the Government appointed Professor
Monirul Huq as the VC of the DI University, Professor Syed Ali
Naki and others (Savar group) liled the writ petition no. 10242 of
2006 through their Advocate Md. [Faizul Kabir and the Rule was
issued on 18.10.2006 by a Division Bench presided over by his
Lordship Justice Syed Muhammad Dastagir [lusain in the
following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to

show cause as 1o why the  memo no.

SHIM/SHA/14/GVIJOGH-3/2004/537 dated 11.10.2006
issued by the Ministry of Lducation (respondent no. 4)



appointing Professor Monirul 1luq (respondent no. 5) as the
Vice-Chancellor of the Darul Thsan University (Annexure-G)
should not be declared to have been issued without lawful
authority and is of no legal cffect and/or pass any other order
or direction as this Court may deem fit and proper.”

When the Government and the UGC asked the concerned
persons/institutions to close down the outer campuses of all the
private universities, the Savar group [iled the writ petition no. 3189
of 2008 through their Advocate Md. [Faizul Kabir and the Rule was
issued on 27.04.2008 by a Division Bench presided over by his
Lordship Justice Syed Mahmud Hossain in the following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why the impugned order contained in memo
no. “fRus/ca: f4:/2ub/a144-1/90/7189 dated 04.11.2007 issued
by respondent no. 5 closing outer campus of the Darul Thsan
University should not be declared to have been issued
without lawful authority and is of no legal effect and/or pass
any other order or direction as this Court may deem fit and
proper.”

When the UGC directed the DI University to close down
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was issued on 06.06.2010 by a Division Bench presided over by his
Lordship Justice Mamnoon Rahman in the following terms:

“I.et a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents o
show cause as to why the office order as contained in the
memo no. & &3 AA%/FrFI/ME-vs/050/(TH-3)/2vy  dated
30.06.2010 issued by respondent no. 10 directing to close
down the outer campuses of the Darul Thsan University,
Panchagarh Campus, should not be declared to have been
issued without lawful authority and is of no legal effect and



further why the respondents should not be directed to permit
the petitioner-university to run its outer campus and/or pass
any other order or direction as this Court may deem fit and
proper.”

When the office of the RISC accepted the application of the
Savar group to have their trust registered under the name and style
of the Darul Thsan Trust, the writ petition no. 9406 of 2010 was
filed by the Dhanmondi group through their lawyer Mr. Md
Emdadul Haque Kazi and the Rule was issued on 09.03.2011 by a
Division Bench presided over by his ILordship Justice Md.
Momtazuddin Ahmed in the following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why the amended Memorandum and Rules
and Regulations of the Darul Thsan Trust, a similar and
identical trust of the petitioner issued by respondent no. 4
vide issue no. 9145 dated 24.11.2009 in relation to certificate
of registration of society being no. S-5542 (656)/06 issued by
the Registrar of the Joint Stock Companies and firms,
Dhaka/respondent no. 4 on 2™ April, 2006 under the
Societies Registration Act, 1860 (Act No. XXI of 1860) in
the name of the Darul Thsan Trust and in consequences
thereof, respondent nos. 5-10 by practicing fraud established
and opened campuscs in the name of petitioner’s university,
namely Darul [hsan University is without lawful authority
and is of no legal effect-(vide annexure-H) and/or pass any
other order or dircction as this Court may deem fit and
proper.”

The group led by Abul Hossain filed the writ petition no.
1443 of 2011 through the learned Advocate Mr. Anisul Huq with
SK. Baharul Islam, seeking a direction upon the Government and
the UGC to give recognition to their DI Trust and DI University as

the valid and lawful one and, further, sought a direction not to



disturb them in any manner to run the DI University led and run by
Abul Hossain. The Rule and interim order was issued on
15.02.2011 by a Division Bench presided over by his ILordship
Justice Syed Mahmud Hossain in the following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why they should not be directed to abide by
the provisions of the Private University Act, 2010 and accord
recognition of the Darul [hsan University Trust headed by its
chairman Mr. Md. Abul Ilossain as the legal authority
responsible for running the Darul Thsan University Trust
and/or pass any other order or direction as this Court may
deem fit and proper.

Pending hearing of the Rule, let restrain respondent nos. 2
and 3 from publishing any advertisement in the form of
notice prejudicing the right of the petitioner to run the Darul
Thsan University for a period of three months form date.”

When the office of the RJSC issued Articles and
Memorandum of Association on 24.11.2009 showing Dr. Abul
Hossain as the chairman and SM Sabbir Hassan as the secretary of
the DI Trust, the Savar group [iled the writ petition no. 1500 of 2011
through their lawyer Advocate Md IFaizul Kabir and the Rule was
issued on 29.01.2012 by a Division Bench presided over by his
Lordship Justice I'arid Ahmed in the [ollowing terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon respondent nos. 1-4
to show cause as to why the Exccutive Committee, “Haias”
and “faor %= 3” of the Darul Thsan Trust as issued under
the signature of respondent no. 4 on 24.11.2007 (annexures-
G & G-1) should not be declared to have been issued without
lawful authority and is of no legal effect and why they should
not be directed to issue certified copies of annual list of the
Board of Trustees and fully printed version (annexures-D,D-
1, D-2 & D3) of the hand-written corrected/amended version
of the memorandum of Rules and regulations issued at the
time of registration on 02.04.2006 (anncxure-B) to the
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petitioners and/or pass any other order or direction as this
Court may deem fit and proper.”
Writ petition no. 8647 of 2011 was moved by the learned

Advocate Mr. Kamal Hossain Meahzi, wherein the petitioner
Professor Akbaruddin Ahmed claiming himself 1o be the acting
chairman of the DI Trust and the VC of the DI University (Akbar
group) sought for direction upon the Government for issuing a
formal appointment letter and the Rule was issucd on 25.10.2011
by a Division Bench presided over by his Lordship Justice AIIM
Shamsuddin Chowdhary in the following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why the failure of the respondents to
appoint the petitioner namely Professor Akbaruddin Ahmed
as the Vice-Chancellor ol the said university despite
recommendation under Section 31 of the Private University
Act, 2010 (Anncxurc-G) by the Board of Trustees of the
Darul Thsan Trust should not be declared to be without any
lawful authority and is of no legal effect and also why the
respondents shall not be directed to appoint the petitioner
namely Professor Akbaruddin Ahmed, acting Vice-
Chancellor of Darul Thsan University, as the Vice-Chancellor
of the said university as per the recommendation of that
Board of Trustees of the Darul Thsan Trust under Section 31
of the Private Universities Act, 2010 (annexure-G) and/or
pass any other order or direction as this Court may deem fit
and proper.”

Abul Hossain group filed the writ petition no. 8144 of 2011
through their engaged Advocate Mr. Md Abdullah Al-Mahbub with
a prayer to appoint their nominated and recommended person as the
VC of the DI University and the Rule together with an interim

order was issued on 29.10.2011 by a Division Bench presided over
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by her Lordship Justice Salma Masud Chowdhary in the following

terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents 1o
show cause as 10 why the respondents should not be directed
to appoint Professor Dr. Rahmat-E-Khoda as the Vice-
Chancellor of the Darul Ihsan University, who was
recommended by the Board of Trustees of Darul Thsan Trust
as per law.

The respondents are directed to allow Professor Dr. Rahmat-
E-Khoda as the acting Vice-Chancellor of the Darul Thsan
University for a period of three months from date.”

The Savar group through their lawyer Mr. Faizul Kabir filed

writ petition no. 6799 of 2011 sccking a direction upon the

Government to appoint their acting VC Professor Dr Saiful Islam as

the VC of the DI University and the Rule together with an interim

order

was issued by a Division Bench presided over by his

Lordship Justice Farid Ahmed on 24.08.2011 in the following

terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause before the 21 day of September, 2011 as to why
they should not be directed to appoint acting Vice-Chancellor
Professor Dr Saiful Islam as the Vice-Chancellor of the
Darul Thsan University having permanent address at Darul
[hsan Complex at Ganikbari, Ashulia under Section 10Ka(1)
of previous Private University Act, 1992 (amended) 1998,
(Section 31 (1) of new Private University Act of 2010) upon
being properly recommended and proposed by the only
lawfully authorized recommending body, registered Darul
Thsan Trust, and then sending it to respondent no. 2 vide
Memo No. ABR/DIT/033/09 dated 24.11.2009 and/or pass
such other or further order or orders as to this Court may
scem fit and proper.

Pending hearing of the Rule, the respondents are directed to
allow Professor Dr Saiful Islam to carry on as the acting
Vice-Chancellor of the Darul Ihsan University.”



When the Government issued the Circular/Memo dated
25/10/2011 forming an cnquiry committee led by Justice Kazi
Ebadul Hugq, the Abul Hossain group filed the writ petition no. 9519
of 2011 through their lawyer Mr. Shaheen Ahmed and the Rule
together with an interim order was issued on 22.11.2011 by a
Division Bench presided over by his Lordship Justice AlIM
Shamsuddin Chowdhary in the following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why the impugned Notification being
memo no. SHIMO/SIIA: 17/complaint 3/2004 (part-2)/505
dated 25" October, 2011 issued by respondent no. 2 and the
Notification being Memo no. UGC /Ba: Bi/268 (investigation
commission)/2011/8906 dated 31% October, 2011 and the
letter being Memo No. UGC/Ba: Bi:/268 (investigation
commission)/volume-2/2011/9067 dated 13"  November,
2011 issued by respondent no. 6, appointing investigation
commission should not be declared to have been issued
without lawful authority and is of no legal cffect and/or pass
any other order or dircction as this Court may deem fit and
proper.

Pending hearing of the Rule, the above mentioned impugned
Memo no. SHIMO/SIIA: 17/complaint 3/2004 (part-2)/505
dated 25" October, 2011 issued by respondent no. 2 and the
Notification being Memo no. UGC /Ba: Bi/268 (investigation
commission)/2011/8906 dated 31% October, 2011 and the
letter being Memo No. UGC/Ba: Bi:/268 (investigation
commission)/volume-2/2011/9067 dated 13"  November,
2011 be stayed for a period of three months.”

When on 05.05.2012, the UGC wrote a letter to the Dhaka
Education Board informing that Ilouse No. 21(new), Road No. 9/A,
Dhanmondi, Dhaka is the only approved address of the DI
University, the Savar group filed the writ petition no. 9529 of 2012

through their lawyer Md Taizul Kabir and the Rule was issued on
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31.07.2012 by a Division Bench presided over by her Lordship
Justice Naima IHaider in the following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why the impugned letter dated 05.04.2012
issued by respondent no. 4 (as reproduced in paragraph-16)
stating House No. 21 (new) Road No. 9/A of Dhanmondi
R/A as the approved campus ol the Darul Thsan University
and that it is divided into various groups, should not be
declared to have been issued without lawful authority and is
of no legal effect and why the respondents should not be
directed to pass an order that the permanent campus of the
Darul Thsan University is its own registered premiscs at
Darul lhsan Complex, Ganakbari (previously called
Balibhadra) (annexure-C) and its controlling authority
registered Darul Thsan Trust have been transferred from their
temporary location, House No. 21 (new), Road No. 9/A
(new) Dhanmondi R/A which is under unauthorized
occupation and/or pass any other order or direction as this
Court may deem [it and proper.”

A few students of the DI University filed the writ petition no.

10005 of 2013 through their lawyer Md. Mosabbir Hasan Bhuyan

seeking a direction upon the Government and the UGC to appoint

ct repgoﬁ\:‘i“m an administrator for the DI University and the Rule was issued on
fne e 30.10.2013 by a Division Bench presided over by his I.ordship

Had
wo’!—am'r:e{}ﬁ"ﬁ;ﬁh . . . . . .
““:'sism“ B;“:{f'm%:;a s Justice Mirza Hussain Haider in the (ollowing terms:
53 Contt "o,
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we “Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to

show cause as to why the respondents should not be directed
to appoint an administrator in the Darul Thsan University as
per the decision taken in the meeting of the Parliamentary
Committee for Ministry of Educational affairs held on
26.05.2013 and/or pass any other order or dircction as this
Court may deem fit and proper.”

The petitioners upon completing their LI.B (Hons) from the

Darul Thsan University submitted papers to the Bangladesh Bar
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Council for being enrolled as the Advocates, but the Bangladesh
Bar Council did not issuc admit cards to enable them to sit for the
preliminary test. Under the circumstances, the said students filed
the writ petition no. 10398 of 2013 through their lawyer Abdur
Razzak and the Rule was issued on 08.10.2013 by a Division
Bench presided over by her Lordship Justice Naima Ilaider in the
following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the respondents to
show cause as to why the impugned inaction of the
respondents, specially respondent nos. 4-7, in respect of
ensuring rights, opportunities and privileges of the petitioners
should not be declared to have been passed without law(ul
authority and is ol no legal effect and/or pass any other order
or direction as this Court may deem fit and proper.”

After being acquainted with the terms of the Rules, for ease
of understanding, we would endeavour to know the case of each of
the group by recording the contents/statements and submissions
serially. Let us first sce what is the case of the Savar group.

Mr. Faizul Kabir, the lecarned Advocate appearing for the
Savar group of the DI University, which is the petitioner in writ
petition nos. 10242 of 2006, 3189 of 2008, 1500 of 201 1, 6799 of
2011 and 9529 of 2012, makes a humble prayer before this Court to
allow him to place all the statements of these writ petitions together

with their annexures, and to consider the same in adjudicating upon

these Rules.
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As per his pious wishes, this Court would endeavour to
record the statements made in all these writ petition in the form of
‘his contentions’ and simultaneously his arguments would be
recorded as ‘his submissions’.

He then picks up the writ petition no. 10242 of 2006 at first
and contends that when the Government appointed Professor
Monirul Huq as the VC of the DI University, this writ petition was
filed by the then acting VC of the DI University Professor Syed Ali
Naki and the Secretary of the DI ‘I'rust Mr AA Bazle Rabbi. By
taking us through the averments of the writ petition no. 10242 of
2006 and annexures thereto, he narrates the chronological events
which has taken place so far in the process of establishing the DI
Trust and the DI University and contends that Professor Syed Ali
Ashraf is an Islamic rescarcher and illustrious academician who
devoted his whole life to promote Islamic education throughout the
Muslim nations and his two brothers, namely Professor Syed Ali
Ahsan, who is a National Professor, and Syed Ali Naki, who is a
former Professor of the Dhaka College, are also Islamic scholars of
this country. He contends that Professor Syed Ali Ashraf and Syed
Ali Naki were running three organizations namely Ashraf
Charitable Trust, Islamic Academy and Jamat-e-Madina with the
property of a quantum of 8.63 acres of land at Ganakbari owned by

Professor Syed Ali Ashral and the said three organizations. As per



the long-cherished desire of Professor Syed Ali Ashraf, the three
brothers decided to set up an Islamic University under the name and
style of the Darul Thsan University (the DI University) and,
accordingly, they created the Darul Thsan Trust (the DI Trust) by
the registered trust deed no. 14285 on 18.12.1986, incorporating six
persons as the trustees of the DI ‘I'rust. e continues to narrate that
Professor Syed Ali Ashraf had been using a portion of his personal
residence, at Ilouse no. 21, Road no. 9/A Dhanmondi R/A as the
temporary offices of the DI Trust and the proposed DI University
and had also started development works at the proposed permanent
campus for the DI University at Ganakbari and the then President
of the Republic Mr HM [@irshad had laid the foundation of the main
academic building of the DI University at Ganakbari and had
inaugurated the Institute of Iligher Islamic Learning on the said
proposed permanent campus at Ganakbari on 23.12.1989. Ilc
contends that after enactment of the Private University Act, 1992,
the DI Trust submitted the project profile of the DI University at
the beginning of 1993 with the required documents and papers
seeking Government permission to establish the DI University on
the proposed permancnt campus at Ganakbari, and the Government
issued the permission letter vide Memo s 3¢(3)/50@™-33/brs-férst
dated 19.08.1993 to the Secretary of the DI Trust Professor Syed

Ali Naki at its temporary address, [louse no. 21, Road no. 9/A,



Dhanmondi, R/A, Dhaka. Thereafter, a portion of academic and
management activities of the DI ‘I'rust and the DJ University were
shifted from their temporary office at Dhanmondi to the permanent
campus at Ganakbari and, therealier, Hon’ble President of the
Republic Justice Shahabuddin Ahmed [ormally inaugurated the said
newly-built academic building and presided over the first
convocation of the DI University, held in the auditorium of the said
new academic building on 13.03.1997, and distributed the degree
certificates among the graduates of the DI University.

He goes on to state that the settler, founder and chairman of
the DI Trust Professor Syed Ali Ashral was appointed as the [irst
VC of the DI University and he died of heart failure in Cambridge,
England in 1998 and after his death National Professor Syed Alj
Ahsan became the chairman of the D] Trust and was appointed the
VC of the DI University and after his death, the former VC of the
Islamic University Professor Dr. A. Hamid became the VC of the
DI University on 23.10.2000 and alter his death, Dr. Naimur
Rahman, Professor Ahsanuddin, Professor Syed Anwar Hossain
and Professor Syed Ali Naki were performing the duties of the
VCs/acting VCs of the DI University and on 12.10.2006, the
Government appointed Professor Monirul Hug as the VC of the D]
University and he died on 22.03.2010. He claims that since the

creation of the DI Trust and the DI University, Professor Syed Ali



Naki was the second man in the DI Trust and also in the DI
University given that Professor Syed Ali Ashraf used to stay abroad
on and ofien.

In describing the reason for registering the DI Trust on
02.04.2006 by Professor Sayed Ali Naki with the RJISC under the
Societies Act with 11 (cleven) trustees placing himself as the
Managing Trustce and Mr. AA Bazle Rabbj as the Secretary of the
DI Trust, he claims that it was done in consultation with Dr Naimur
Rahman, the then sitting chairman of the DI Trust who was
physically in a very fragile condition at that relevant time. In a bid
to justify this action of Professor Sayed Ali Naki, Mr. Kabir refers
to Section 11 of the Trust Act, 1882 (Trust Act) in tandem with
clause 7 of the trust deed of the DI Trust and submits that there is a
legal obligation for the trustees to register the trust itself under the
Societies Act and, accordingly, on 02.04.2006 the DI Trust was
registered under the Societies Act as required by clause 7 of the
said deed of trust of the DI Trust.

By taking us through the entire annexures to the writ petition
no. 10242 of 2006, Mr. Kabir forcetully argues that at the time of
filing this writ petition in 2006, the Board of Trustecs led by Syed
Ali Naki was the only lawful and valid Board of Trustees and any
other trust, if any, in the name of the DI Trust, should be treated as

without any legal sanction. He pin-points to the fact that since at
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that relevant point of time Professor Sayed Ali Naki was the
chairman of the DI ‘Irust and also had been functioning the
performance of the acting VC of the DI University, the impugned
appointment of Professor Monirul Huq was made without lawful
recommendation of the DI Trust and the DI University. His main
thrust of submission is that the DI ‘Itust having been created in the
year 1986 by three brothers Syed Ali Ashraf, Syed Ali Ahsan and
Sayed Ali Naki, together with other three persons, and after expiry
of 2 brothers Syed Ali Ashraf and Syed Ali Ahsan the Board of
Trustees led by Syed Ali Naki with two other founders namely Dr
Naimur Rahman and SH Muniruzzaman can only legitimately
claim to be the valid and legal Board of Trustees. He claims that Dr
Naimur Rahman has never presided over any mecting of the DI
Trust and the DI University since the date of Professor Naki’s
taking over the charge of the chairmanship of the DI Trust and,
thus, posits that the signature of Dr Naimur Rahman shown in the
different papers afier 02.04.2006 are forged. He claims that since
the Board of Trustees led by Syed Ali Naki is the only Board and is
legally competent to run the affairs of the DI University, including
forwarding the name of the VC for the DI University, it is beyond
the jurisdiction of the concerned authority to consider the
recommendation made by other Board of Trustees and, therefore,

the impugned appointment of Mr. Monirul Hugq as the VC of the DI
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University on the basis of the purported recommendation of the
illegal Board of Trustees led by the Dhanmondi group ought to
have been rejected by the concerned Government functionaries, by
treating the recommendation to be a lorged one and without having
any legal basis thereto. Hence, Mr. Kabir submits, the appointment
of Professor Monirul [Tluq was made in gross violation of Section
10(1) of the Private University Act, 1992.

He submits that the impugned appointment letter is a product
of conspiracy against Professor Syed Ali Naki, who, being the only
living settler of the DI Trust, was struggling to uphold and maintain
the scheme of the DI Trust, while vested quarters were trying to get
control of the DI Trust and DI University with the help and in
collaboration of the interested and greedy officials of the UGC and
the Government, behind his back. [ lc alleges that Professor Monirul
[Tuq was scrving as the Member of the UGC at the time of filing
application by Professor Syed Ali Naki to appoint him as the VC of
the DI University and, thereflore, as he submits, Professor Monirul
Hugq being the regulator of the DI University was not competent 1o
be appointed the VC of a University whose business-affairs were
being scrutinized by himself, and Professor Monirul Iluq was
awarc of the fact that the recommendation for his appointment was
made by the DI Trust that is not genuine. He contends that when

the Rule was issued in the writ petition no. 10242 of 2006 with an
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order of statusque on 18.10.2006, at about 3pm of the following
night Professor Monirul 11uq with 25/26 armed miscreants forcibly
occupied the temporary office of the DI Trust and the DI University
at Dhanmondi by mercilessly beating the guards and peons and
upon.wounding them grievously the goondas of Professor Monirul
Huq looted and destroyed valuable records, documents and
equipment. He contends that the Criminal Investigation Department
of Police (CID) and the office of the Directorate General of Forces
Intelligence (DGFI) investigated the above occurance and
submitted reports and the said occurrence triggered Dhanmondi
Police Station Case No. 61/07 dated 21.10.2007. Mr. Kabir
contends that the above occurrence compelled Professor Ali Naki to
have the entire businesses of the DI Trust and the DI University
shifted to the permancent campus at Ganakbari and since then they
have been carrying on their academic, administrative and
management activities therein.

He contends that the acting VC Professor Syed Ali Naki
suddenly died of heart [(ailure on 28.09.2008 and Justice Abdus
Salam was appointed as the acting VC of the DI University and an
application for substitution of his name in place of the name of
Professor Syed Ali Naki was heard by this Court which ordered that
the application will be heard at the time of Rule hearing and

thereafter Justice Abdus Salam had 1o join the Bench as the Judge
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of Hon’ble Iligh Court Division and. then, Professor Dr Saiful
Islam was temporarily appointed as the VC of the DI University
and his application for substitution was also moved but it was
ordered to be heard at the time of Rule hearing. He submits that
since this Hon’ble Court permitted 10 proceed with lhe- Rule, the
death of Professor Syed Ali Naki, who was the petitioner no. 1 in
this writ petition no. 10242 of 2006, shall not stand in the way of
hearing of the Rule in that the petitioner’s right survived by the
operation of law and the order of the [Hon’ble Court and on the
other hand, as Mr. Kabir continues to submit, respondent no. 5
Professor Monirul Huq having died on 22.03.2010 during the
pendency of the Rule and having no application for substitution
filed for Professor Monirul 11uq, his right does not survive and has
altogether abated.

Mr. Faizul Kabir, the learned Advocate appcaring for the DI
University, next takes us through the writ petition no. 1500 of 2011
and contends that it was filed by the registered DI Trust challenging
the RISC’s action of issuance ol the Certified [ixecutive
Committee, “ALBES" and “faas <54 5= ol the DI Trust in [avour
of one Md. Abul Hossain on 24.11.2007. He contends that afier
registering the DI Trust with its Articles, Memorandum, Rules and
Regulations when registration certificate bearing no. §-5542

(656)/06 dated 02.04.2006 was issucd by the RISC in favour of
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Professor Syed Ali Naki, the Dhanmondi group challenged it by
filing Title Suit No. 383 of 2006 (renumbered as 213 of 2006)
impleading the RJSC as the principal defendant. According to Mr.
Kabir, since the said registration under the Societies Act granted to
the DI Trust turned into a sub-judice matter, issuance ol the
impugned Certified Exccutive Committee in the name of the DI
Trust to a stranger Abul [Hossain is illegal, without lawful Authority
and is of no legal effect.

Mr. Kabir, then, takes us through the averments together with
the annexures of the writ petition no. 6799 of 2011 and submits that
the DI Trust registered under the Societies Act is the only valid DI
Trust and accordingly the trustees led by Professor Syed Ali Naki
are the only competent authority to recommend the name of the vC
for the DI University. Ile contends that when the Government was
not responding to the request made by the DI Trust to appoint Dr
Saiful Islam as the VC of the DI University, this Court issued a
Rule Nisi and passed a direction upon the Government to allow Dr
Saiful Islam to serve as the acting VC of the DI University. He
submits that under Section 10(Ka)(1) of the Private University Act,
2010 the Government is duty bound to appoint a VC for the DI
University and in view of the fact that the Government is not
performing its legal duty, this Court should compel the Government

to appoint Dr Saiful Islam as the VC of the DI University in



consonance with the recommendation made by the trustees of the
DI Trust. He informs this Court that the interim order of direction
upon the Government to allow Dr Sailul Islam to perform duties as
the acting VC of the DI University later on has been stayed by the
Appellate Division.

Then, Mr. Kabir picks up writ petition no. 9529 of 2012 and
submits that after registration of the DI Trust on 18.12.1986 under
the name and style of the DI University, there cannot be a second
Darul Thsan Trust and a sccond Darul Thsan University with the
same name and style of the Darul Thsan Trust or Darul Ihsan
University and if any one attempts 1o use or register any trust with
the same name, that should be treated to be illegal in the eye of law.
He claims that the acts of inauguration of the Ganakbari campus by
the Ton’ble President of the Republic in 1989 and presiding over
the convocation held on the said campus In 1997 is the ocular
evidence that the approved campus of the DI University is the
Ganakbari Complex. The Dhanmondi group, Mr. Kabir contends,
has [ailed to produce the legal basis of their statement that the main
campus is situated at Dhanmondi. e contends that Ilouse No. 21,
Road No. 9/A, Dhanmondi is the private residence of Professor
Syed Ali Ashraf having a total land of one bigha containing two
buildings, one is three storeyed and another is two storeyed and by

a registered Will executed by Professor Syed Ali Ashraf his said
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residence has become the property of the Ashraf Charitable Irust
after death of Professor Syed Ali Ashraf and his wife leaving
behind no issue, but the Dhanmondi office is still under
unauthorized occupation as may be evidenced from the CID and
DGIT reports. At present one of the two buildings is being used as
the residence of Mr. Marul’ [lossain Mukul and his wife who is a
relative of Professor Syed Ali Ashral™s wife and another building is
unauthorizedly being occupied by a companion of late Professor
Monirul Ilug named Professor Dr Anowar Islam who in
collaboration of Mr. Mukul has been issuing illegal degree
certificates in the name of the DI University. He alleges that though
recently Ministry of Education vide memo no. 99.00,0000. 09y ©.
©08.58-98(1)/ dated 04.02.2015 has addressed Professor Anwar
Islam and Marul Hossain Mukul to be the coordinators/directors of
the outer campuses of the DI University, but the Dhanmondi group
has been illegally using the name of Professor Anwar Islam as the
VC of the DI University. Ile contends that Syed Ali Naki died on
28.09.2008 and afier his death while the sole [ounding trustee SH
Moniruzzaman, Dr Abu Hamed Ali and Mr. AA Bazle Rabbi, who
are Professor Syed Ali Naki’s son and nephew respectively, have
retained the possession of Ganakbari complex and have been
running the affairs of the DI University on the basis of the DI ‘T'rust

registered by the RISC. two other groups namely Akbar Uddin



group at Mirpur of Dhaka and Abul Hossain group at BNCC
Centre, Uttara, Dhaka are falsely claiming to be trustees through
the trust document no. S-5542 registered with the RJSC by
Professor Syed Ali Naki. He alleges that the claims ol Abul
Hossain group, that Abul Hossain and SM Sabbir Hasan have been
co-opted as the trustees of the DI 'Trust after the death of Professor
Syed Ali Naki and that through amendment of the Articles and
Memorandum of the DI Trust they have been appointed the
Chairman and Sccretary of the DI ‘I'rust respectively, are based on
forged papers. He contends that the forgery can be easily detected
by any ordinary person given that Abul Hossain group has managed
to obtain Articles and Memorandum of Association by amending
the DI Trust-documents of Professor Syed Ali Naki upon
submitting the resignation letters of the founding trustce Mr. Sii
Moniruzzaman and the co-opted trustce Mr. AA Bazle Rabbi, but
they have categorically denied the Abul Hossain group’s claim and
raised serious objection to the RJSC about the formation of a
pseudo group under the name of the DI Trust. He further alleges
that the office of the RJSC has acted in sheer violation of the
provisions of Societies Act, for, it did not properly vet the papers
and, thereby, failed to discover that the trustees have never received
any notice under Section 12 ol the Societies Act. Moreover, as he

submits, since the Title Suit no. 213 of 2006, which was filed by



the Dhanmondi group challenging the registration of the DI ‘I'rust
under the Socicties Act, was pending before the civil Court, the
RISC acted illegally in granting approval to have a new Board of
trustees under the leadership ol an out-and-out fraud person known
as Md. Abul Hossain, a lower-class former employee of the DI
University who used to work as an administrative aid to Professor
Syed Ali Naki and now claims to be a Phd degree holder.

On the other hand, as Mr. Kabir submits. Akbar Uddin
Group is claiming to have been appointed the trustee of the DI
Trust upon a so-called Osiotnama (Will) executed by late Professor
Syed Ali Naki infavour ol Akbar Uddin.

In making submissions on writ petition no. 3189 of 2008.
Mr. Kabir argues that by the Government’s decision dated
31.12.2001, 29 outer campuses were set up throughout the country
by the DI University and, therefore, the Government cannot close
down those campuses at its sweet will. He submits that the
Government, without issuance of prior notice to the petitioner-
university and, thereby, having deprived the petitioner-university of
its right to sclf-defense, suddenly in an arbitrary and malafide
manner issucd the impugned order dated 04.11.2007 in 2ross
violation of the fundamental rights and principle of natural justice
as guaranteed in the Constitution. Ile contends that under the

compelling circumstance when the petitioner-university filed this



writ petition no. 3189 of 2008 challenging the order dated
04.11.2007, a Division Bench of this Court was pleased to issuc
Rule Nisi on 27.04.2008, and on 05.05.2008 passed an interim
order staying the said impugned order. He forcefully submits that
this interim order dated 05.05.2008, having been passed by the
Court upon serving notice upon the Government and the UGC, is
the unequivocal recognition and admission by the Ministry of
Education and the UGC regarding Proressor Syed Ali Naki’s claim
to be the lawful VC of the DI University and also the claim that the
said University is lawfully owned, managed and controlled by the
registered DI Trust and that the ownership and control of the DI
University or the DI Trust was not divided into 4 groups in the light
of the fact that nicther the Government nor the UGC did opposc
issuance of the said interim order. Ile contends that amongst the
UGC approved courses of studics, large number of students were
studying B.I'd and M.Iid courses in approved 29 outer campuses ol
the DI University which was under protection of the Rule dated
27.04.2008 and interim order of stay dated 05.05.2008 granted in
this writ petition no. 3189 of 2008, bul in violation of the said Rule
and interim order of stay, when the Government issued an order
vide memo no. i/iess/ss 2«4 8)200a/a¢9 dated 15.05.2008
that non-government private schools must not appoint any teachers

without compulsorily having B.Ed and M.Ed trainings from the
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Government Teachers Training Colleges, in the writ petition no.
3189 of 2008 an application was filed before this Court praying for
an order that the order of stay dated 05.05.2008 passed in the said
writ petition shall equally be applied to stay the operation of the
said order dated 15.05.2008 and aller hearing the application, a
Division Bench presided over by her Lordship Justice Naima
[Haidar passcd an order that the order dated 15.05.2008 so far as it
concerns the UGC approved B.Ed courses of study along with other
UGC approved courses of studies lawfully taught in the outer
campuses of the petitioner-DI University be stayed till disposal of
the Rule. He argues that these 29 campuses are recognized
campuses by the Government, and the outer campuses other than
those are liable to be closed down. But, he alleges, within the
knowledge of the UGC and the Government, the three groups,
-— .

namely, Dhanmondi group, Akbar Ilossain group and Akbaruddin
-———_'___-_____-—'___—————____

group have been running a number of outer campuses in the
S

different parts of the country and selling out thousands of
certificates randomly every year.

Mr. Faizul Kabir summarises the contention of all the S writ

petitions of the Savar group by articulating that the DI ‘Irust was

created by a registered deed of trust by conveying 8.63 acres of

land to the DI Trust in the office of Savar Uparilla Sub-Registrar

Office and on the basis ol the said registered trust deed, the same
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DI Trust was registered under the Societies Registration Act, 1860
with Memorandum and Articles of” Association incorporating the
names of non-political trustees in addition to incorporating the
objectives of the registered deed, such as running the DI University
and other educational institutions and therefore the DI Trust is only
one having inseparable documents i.c. Itust Deed registered under
the Registration Act, Memorandum and Articles of Association
with certificate of registration under the Socicties Act. e claims
that the original trustees of the DI Trust have never been divided
amongst themselves and actually with determination, faith and
unity they are managing the aflairs of the DI University and
fighting against the evil designs of the false DI Trust and the
unauthorized DI University of stranger Dhanmondi, Abul lossain
and Akbaruddin groups that have no legal character whatsoever as
to the registered DI ‘Irust and the DI University. Morcover,
Dhanmondi, Abul Hossain and Akbaruddin groups do not have and
shall never be in a position 1o (ullill the requirements ol a private
university.

Mr. Kabir submits that previously the DI University used to
be managed by the DI ‘Trust which was simply registered under the
Registration Act and now it is being managed by the same DI Irust
upon getting registration of the RISC. He submits that the DI

University meets all the requirements of the Private University Act,
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2010 given that it has a permancent campus of 8.63 acres of land
being recorded in the name of the ] University, the approved
Darul  [hsan University  Statue (amended) 2006, registercc
authorivzed Board of Trustees, revised Master Plan of the Structlures
of the DI University. My. Kabir submits that the Government o the
UGC has never cancelled or suspended the permission granted on
19.08.1993 jn favour of the D University.

By making the above submissions, he prays for making (e
Rules absolute i WIIt petition nos, 10242 of 2006. 3189 of 2008,
1500 of 20] 1, 6799 of 201 and 9529 62012

Abul Hossain group has filed writ petition nos. 1443 62011,
9519 of 2011 and 8144 of 2011 Only for writ petition no. 9519 of
2011, the learned Advocate Mr. Shaheen Ahmed argues the cage
having appeared before this Court, Mr Shahcen Ahmeq was given
the Opportunity o place the case of Abul Hossajn group at length,
both on factual issues and legal issues. !-iovlvever, he was harping on
saying that the UG and the Government without complying with
the provisions of law has appointed the Inquiry commission. He
could not make oyt any casc in favour of Apyl [ossain group and,
after completing hig submissions, he was asked to produyce the
original copies of the trust document no. §-5542 registered by
Professor Syed Ali Naki which Abul ossain group claims (o have

amended through meeling of the Board of Trustees. He was also



asked to produce the notices served upon the trustees by which the
trustees were asked to attend the meeting of the Board of Trustees
towards adonting a resolution lor amendment of the trust document.
Mr. Shaheen Ahmed was directed specifically to deal with the
allegation of practicing fraud by his client Abul Hossain group in
claiming to have been appointed the chairman of the DI ‘I'rust and
also in sclling certificates of the DI University. Mr. Shaheen
Ahmed on the following day frankly informed this Court that his
client could not furnish the said papers. The learned Advocate SK
Baharul Islam’s name was appearing in the Daily Cause List for
writ petition no. 1443 of 201 1filed by Abul Hossain group but he
was not appearing in the Court and under the circumstances this
Court through its Bench Officer contacted him to make his
submissions and thereafter although he turned up one day, he did
not make any submission. IFor writ petition no. 8144 of 2011 of
Abul Hossain group, the learned Advocate Mr. Abdullah-Al-
Mahbub appeared before this Court and afier opening up his case,
he became traceless later on.

Mr. Kamal lossain Mcazi, the learned Advocate appears for
Akbaruddin group who has filed writ petition no. 8647 of 2011. Mr.
Meazi was also allowed to make his submissions as extensively as
he wished and therealter he was asked to address the allegation of

adopting forgery in running the DI University by his client and also
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the allegation of selling certificates in the name of the DI
University. Furthermore, some relevant papers, such as the original
copies of the Articles and Memorandum of Association of the DI
Trust registered by Professor Syed Ali Naki under the Societies
Act, the resolution of the DI Trust as to Akbaruddin’s co-option in
the DI Trust and the claimed Wasiyatnama (Will) made by
Professor Syed Ali Naki in favour of’ Akboruddin, were required to
be seen by this Court. Following the above queries from this Court,
Mr. Meazi received instructions [rom Akbaruddin to non-prosccute
the Rule.

None appears for writ petition no. 5248 ol 2010, though best
endeavour was made by this Court to find out the learned filing
Advocate Mr. Robiul Alam.

Mr. Mosabbir lasan Bhuiyan, the learned Advocate, appears
for the petitioner of writ petition no. 10005 of 2012 and informs
this Court that he has instructions from his client not to proceed
with the Rule if this Court makes appropriate findings and
observations on the (limsy and patheiic conditions of the private
universities of Bangladesh and thereby passes neeessary  orders
upon the Government and the UGC o stop selling certificates and
also passes directions upon them to immediately close down all the

unauthorized private universities and their outer campuses.
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Mr. Abdur Razzak, the lecarned Advocate, appears for the
writ petitioners of writ petition no. 10398 of 2013. By referring to
the letter F@/fRwa/@sf@s/200(9)/s0/5039 dated 01.03.2007, issucd by
Mr. Khaled, the Director of the UGC (annexure-C) which is the
permission letter to open the LLB(Ilons) course in the DI
University, he submits that the petitioners, being the bonafide
students got themselves admitted in the LLLB (Hon’s) course in the
DI University on the basis ol the said permission given by the UGC
to the DI University and after completion of their 4 (four)-year
course, even if they arc entitled to sit for the enrollment test of the
Bangladesh Bar Council to become Advocates, they were
unfortunately denied their legal right to become Advocates. [le
submits that the classmates of these petitioners have already passed
the preliminary tests and written exams of the Bar Council but these
petitioners having missed the immediate-past test, are now
encountering the prohibition imposed by the Bangladesh Bar
Council for the students of the DI University. THe makes an carnest
prayer to pass a direction upon the Bangladesh Bar Council to
allow these petitioners to sit for the preliminary test, written exams
and viva-voce enabling them to become Advocates in view of the
fact that they have not done any wrong in completing I.I.B (Hons)

course [rom the DI University.
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By making the above submissions in writ petition no. 10398
ot 2013 Mr. Razzak prays for making the Rule absolute.

Mr. I'ida M. Kamal, the learned Senior Advocate, appears on
behalf of the Dhanmondi group and submits that the Rule issued in
writ petition no. 9406 of 2010 has been discharged for non-
prosecution on 12.01.2015 and there would be no submission on
the said case.

Ile submits that the gist oi the Dhanmondi group’s
submission is that there is no DI rust and DI University other than
the DI Trust and the DI University led and run by the Dhanmondi
group. In making his submissions he peeps into the past history of
the DI Trust and the DI University and goes on to narrate the
different episodes in sctting up the DI Trust and, thereafter, in
establishing the DI University. 10 avoid repetition of the past
history of the said DI Trust and the DI University, we would be
briel in recording the whole contention stated by the Dhanmondi
group.

His contentions are that when Professor Syed Ali Ahsan was
serving as the VC of the DI University, Syed Ali Naki was
dismissed from the post of Professor of the DI University and also
from the post of the dircctor of the islamic Academy of the DI
University by the syndicate and upon the DI University’s request

on 24.05.2000, the Board of Trustees of the DI Trust approved the



said decision on 22.03.2001 as he was indicted for financial
irrcgularitics which was inquired into by a inquiry committee
formed for that purpose. His [urther contention are that after death
of Professor MA Hamid in 2002 when Professor Dr Syed Anowar
Hossain was serving as the acting VC of the DI University, Syed
Ali Naki was reinstated to the DI University, but unfortunately
Syed Ali Naki formed another DI Trust and got it registered under
the RISC on 02.04.2006 out of anger for not proposing his name as
the VC by the present Board of ‘Trustees due to lacking required
qualifications to be the VC and consequently the Board of Trustees
ol the DI Trust removed Professor Syed Ali Naki along with 8
others from the Board of Trustees on 29.04.2006 on the ground of
thier anti-trust activities. Therealier, as Mr. Kamal contends, the
DI Trust made objection to the Registrar of the RISC and to the
Ministry of Education against the so-called DI ‘Trust registered
under the RISC and, pursuant to the said objection, the RISC and
the Ministry of Lducation issued letters dated 02.05.2006 and
04.05.2006 respectively clarifying that the DI Trust was created in
1986 with a view to sct up the DI University and, therefore, clause
4.2 of the Memorandum of Association of the DI Trust registered
under the leadership of Professor Syed Ali Naki, which states to
have authority over the DI University and over other Institutions.

has been deleted. Mr. Kamal continues to contend that the Board ol
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Trustees proposed a pancl of VO and the Ministry of Education
issued a letter on 30.08.2006 to the UGC regarding the situation of’
the DI Trust and appointment of the VC of the DI University and
considering all the facts and circumstances, the Chancellor
appointed Professor Monirul Huq as the VC on 11.10.2006 which
prompted Professor Syed Ali Naki to file the writ petition no.
10242 of 2006. 11c contends that the petitioner of writ petition no.
10242 of 2006 Professor Syed Ali Naki misrepresented himself as
the VC of the DI University and submits that he has no locus-standi
to run the DI University and to [ile the writ petition. He places
Section 6(1) of the Private University Act, 2010 and submits that
Board of Trustee does not mean a body formed under the Societies
Act. By placing Scctions 4,5.6 and 16 of the Socicties Act Mr.
Kamal submits that a body formed under the Socicties Act is called
the Managing Body and a Managing Body cannot run a university.
With regard to the Savar group’s claim as to being the only
legal DI Trust, he refers to the Ministry of Education’s letter dated
07.01.2009, which states that the DI Trust registered under the
RJSC has no authority over the DI University, and submits that in
the backdrop of the Government’s non-recognition to the DI ‘Trust
run by the Savar group, there is no scope for the Chancellor to
consider the proposal of the Savar group for appointing VC of the

DI University run by them. He contends that on 05.04.2010 the DI



Trust led by the Dhanmondi group wrote to the Chancellor for
appointing a VC for the DI University, but by not getting any
formal appointment letter, the DI Trust had to issue appointment
letter in favour of Professor Dr Anowar Islam to carry on the day-
lo-day businesses of the DI University. He argues that in view of
the fact that after joining the DI University on 13.05.2010, the
present VC has been receiving official letters and other type of
correspondences from the UGC and the Government, the said
concerned authorities must treat him as the lawful VC of the DI
University. Mr. I'ida M. Kamal submits that apart [rom the above
legal submissions that the appointment was made validly and Mr.
Monirul Huq was serving as the lawlul VC of the DI University,
the important aspect of the Rule issued in writ petition no. 10242 of
2006 is that the Rule issued in this writ petition has now become
infractuous in the light of the fact that Professor Monirul [Tuq died
on 22.03.2010 and the lour years tenure of the office of VC had
also been elapsed long ago.

With regard to writ petition no. 3189 of 2008, Mr. Fida M.
Kamal submits that the Rule issued in this writ petition is liable to
be rejected outright in the backdrop ol operation of the provisions
of Scction 13(2) of the Private University Act, 2010 which strictly
prohibits opening of outer campuses. Mr. Fida M. Kamal then

places the certified copy of the judgment passed in writ petition no.
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4778 of 2006 and submits that (his is the first writ petition filed by
Professor Syed Ali Naki wherein he had challenged the deletion of
the objective clause incorporated in clause 4.2 of the DI Trust
registered under the Societjes Act, wherein it was inscribed that the
DI University would be run by the DI Trust registered under the
Societies Act and the Rule of the said writ petition was discharged
on 04.02.2007 in the presence of the Savar group. Ile argues that
the consequence of discharging the Rule is that the Savar group has
been treated by this Court to be not in any way connected with or
responsible for the business of the ] University and, according to
him, the Savar group or any other groups illegitimately born out of
the Savar group does not have any right to deal with the business ol
the DI Trust and the D] University, [ e alleges that in filing all the
subscquent writ petitions, Professor Syed Ali Nagj suppressed to
this Court the Judgment of writ petition no. 4778 of 2006, and had
the fact been disclosed (o this Court at the time ol moving this writ
petition no. 3189 of 2008 or other writ petitions, there was no
chance of issuance of all these Rules by this Court.

With regard to writ petition no. 1443 of 20] I, the learned
Advocate appearing for the Dhanmondi group submits that the Rule
issued in this writ petition is liable 1o be discharged on the ground
of lacking the petitioner-Aby] Hossain group’s standing to have a

claim on the DI Universi{y, because the petitioner’s claim upon the
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DI University is based on the right and title of Professor Syed Ali
Naki who long before filing of this writ petition have become
unsuccessful in having an order from this Court as to having any
connection with the DI University and in view of the fact that this
writ petitioner is claiming his right through Professor Syed Ali
Naki, he 1s bound by the judgment passed in writ petition no. 4778
of 2006. Mr. Kamal draws our attention to the pages 34 & 75 of
this group’s Memorandum and Articles of Association respectively
of the DI Trust annexed by the writ petitioner to this writ petition
and shows us that it clearly implies that Abul Hossain group has no
authority to run the DI University. He contends that the writ
petition is frivolous and vexatious and the Rule should be
discharged with cost to be paid by the petitioner.

Regarding the writ petition no. 1500 of 2011, Mr. Fida M.
Kamal on bchalf of the Dhanmondi group submits that this writ
petition has been filed by the Savar group against the Abul Hossain
group and the subject matter is their own affairs. But it is to be
brought to the notice of this Court that the Memorandum of the
Savar group and the Memorandum of Abul Iossain group for their
claimed respective DI ‘Trusts, which have been annexed at page 39
and page 138 respectively to this writ petition, do not give them any
authority in respect of the DI University for the reason that clause

4.2 of both the Memoranda in respect of their claimed DI



Universities and other institutions was deleted and the said deletion
has been affirmed in writ petition no. 4778 of 2006.

Mr. Iida M. Kamal, the learned Advocate appearing for the
Dhanmondi group, then makes his submissions on writ petition no.
8144 ol 2011 and argues that the Rule issued in this writ petition is
liable to be discharged, because the petitioner Akbaruddin is
claiming authority over the DI University through Professor Syed
Ali Naki and, as such, he is also bound by the judgment passed in
writ petition 4778 of 2006. 11c alicges that in filing this writ petition
the petitioner suppressed the judgment of writ petition 4778 of
2006 and the petitioner’s claim as 1o becoming the chairman of the
DI Trust and the VC of the DI University relying upon a so-called
Wasiyatnama stated at para 11 of the writ petition is a shameful
concocted story. More importantly, by virtue of a Wasiyatnama a
man cannot claim to be the VC ol an university and also a
Wasiyatnama cannot make any one the chairman of any Trust, Mr.
[Fida M. Kamal submits.

With regard to writ petition no. 6799 of 2011, Mr. Fida M.
Kamal submits that while the Savar group is not in any way
connected with the affairs of the DI University, secking a direction
from this Court for appointment of a VC for the said university is
nothing but a farce and the petitioner by misleading the High Court

Division though initially got an order of direction, however, the



Ion’ble Judge-in-Chamber of the Appellate Division set aside the
said interim order and, therealicr, the Appellate Division has sent
this writ petition no. 6799 ol 2011 to the Bench presided over by
his Lordship Justice Moycenul Islam Chowdhury for its final
disposal.

Mr. Fida M. Kamal, the Iearned Advocate appearing for the
Dhanmondi group submits that nowhere in any of thesce writ
petitions have any of the petitioners stated about the fact of the
deletion of clause 4.2 by the RISC, regarding the authority over the
Darul Thsan University, and all the petitioners suppressed that a writ
petition was [iled being no. 4778 of 2006 challenging the deletion
of the said clause relating to the authority over the DI University
and the Rule issued in that writ petition was discharged.

With regard to the issue ol not having license (37%) [rom the
Government to run the DI University, Mr. Kamal submits that alter
obtaining the temporary permission on 19.08.1993 form the
Government, the said permission was extended subscquently upto
31.12.1994 and the Government since then never cancelled the
license or asked to stop academic activities in the honour of the
legendary Professor Syed Ali Ashral. Mr. Fida M. Kamal produces
the Bank statements [rom the Prime Bank and submits that 1(one)
crore Taka is kept as reserved fund and the Ganakbari Complex is

constructed on a quantum of land which is more than the required
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Sacres) of land as stipulated ip Scction 9 of the Private Univcrsity
Act, 2010,

éfyé"’)s-it?f"fé’p)pe-ars for the UG in 411 these Rules
and prays for discharging these Ruyles. In COmmencing hig
submissions wih the writ petition no. 10242 of 2006, he submiis
that sii;t’zb.efthe:'-i_ni_-tia-l permission was given to the DI Univcrs*ir-y at
the Dhanmond; address, the YGC s keeping contact with the

Was appointed. the VC for the D University. [o submits that g4 the
time ol issuing 1he ipugned letter, the grouping among the Board
of Trustees Was not sensed by tl

1€ UGC 1o be oo fatal 1o see iy

consequence today. He submits that ynyj the claim on (he DI trust
is adjudicated upon, there is no SCope for the Governme

nt to accept
the proposal for appointing the ney V' of the
ion

31 Univcrsity.
With regard to Writ P

ctition po. 3189 of 2008 and 5248 of
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;\5;;5\.'4““‘1.:';1 ol 9\"“5\!1;;3‘;;3‘ i i
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igh G2

ouler campuses of the DI Unive;‘sily
could not be closed down. e submits that thepe IS no provision in
the law for Carrying out the acadeinic activitics of private
university in any branch offjee orin a sccond address.
With regard te the Writ petition 10, 1443 of 20 I,

Mr. ABM
Bayeyid submits that Apy| Hossain Broup’s source ol authority gyer
the DI University is Professor Syed Ali Nak; 'S registered document
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no. S-5542 and in view of the fact that there is no provision in the
said first document no. $-5542 to run the DI University, the Abul
Hossain group’s claim to have any authority over the university is a
gag. Mr. ABM Bayerid prays to this Court that this writ petition
should not only be discharged with exemplary costs, but the
petitioner should also be penalised for abusing the process of this
Court and be harshly fined for sclling the certificates to the
innocent students.

Regarding the writ petition no. 9519 of 2011, Mr. ABM
Bayezid submits that since Abul Hossain group is not a person or
body to have any control over the DI University, Abul Hossain
does not have any standing to challenge the initiative of the
Government and the UGC in formation of the judicial committee
with a view to sort out the issucs of the DI University. More
importantly, Mr. ABM Bayczid, the lcarned Advocate appearing
for the UGC, submits that since the judicial committee has already
submitted report on 15.02.2012, the Rule issued in this writ petition
is liable to be discharged as being infractuous.

Mr. ABM Bayezid, the learned Advocate appearing for the
UGC. submits that the Rules issued in all these writ petition are
liable to be discharged because all the petitioners are claiming their
right, interest, possession and authority over the DI University

through Professor Syed Ali Naki and in the backdrop of the fact
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that Professor Syed Ali Naki’s claim over the DI University has
been overturned by the judgment passed in writ petition no. 4778 of
2006, none of these writ petitioners [rom the Savar group, Abul
Hossain group and Akbar Hossain group is sustainable. He argues
that since these petitioners’s claim is based on the trust document
no. S-5542 registered by Professor Syed Ali Naki under the
Socictics Act and since the said document does not empower
Professor Syed Ali Naki to run the DI University, thus, ncither
Professor Syed Ali Naki nor the other claimants through him, such
as Abul Hossain group and Akbaruddin group, are competent to file
these writ petitions inasmuch as they are bound by the judgment
passed in writ petition no. 4778 of 2(06. He refers to the report
submitted by the Inquiry Commission headed by Justice Kazi
Ebadul Iuq and submits that nonc of these groups have requisite
qualification to run a private university and it is the duty and
responsibility of the Government to shut down these so-called
universities. He also alleges that all the petitioners have becn
running their so-called universities illegally and, as per the report of
the Inquiry Commission, they are seclling certificates without
carrying out any academic activities. lie argues that none of them
have locus-standi to file a writ petition, for, there is no valid DI
University in the eye of law [or not obtaining permission or license

from the Government.
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Mr. Khurshedul Alam, the learned Deputy Attorney General
appearing for the Government, informs this Court that he has not
been provided with the ‘Para-wise Comments’ by the Ministry of
Iiducation despite his two months® effort which he claims to have
been made initially over telephone and then by fax and, therelore,
he secks apology to this Court for not being able to furnish
sufficient information and appropriate cxplanation this Court asked
for.

Le informs this Court that on the last date of the hearing of
these cases, however, he has received some instructions {rom the
Ministry of Education and within few hours he has prepared an
affidavit and by placing the said aflidavit he submits that on the
application of the DI Trust the Government of Bangladesh granted
temporary permission to establish the DI University on 19.08.1993
subject to fulfilling the conditions sct out in the Private University
Act, 1992 within 31" December 1993 and subsequently the said
time was extended upto 31.12.1994 byt they could not fulfill the
statutory conditions to obtain extension or renewal of the
permission and consequently the said university did not obtain any
permanent license (Sanad) from the Government and on the other
hand the DI University never obtained any approval for running the
outer campus, because the Private University Act, 1992 does not

permit to carry out the academic activities through any outer
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campus. [le submits that when Syed Ali Naki filed writ petition
challenging the appointment of Professor Monirul Hug, two groups
were created in the DI Trust and the DI University and later on
further few more groups have been created and each group are
claiming ownerships of the DI Trust and the DI University and this
Court sitting in writ jurisdiction is not equipped to ascertain as to
which group is the valid DI Trust having the authority to run the DI
University. Ile submits that all these Rules are liable to be
discharged only on this ground alone inasmuch as this Court docs
not get involved in adjudication upon any claim which is full of
disputed fact. He submits that for determination of the facts in
question, oral evidences are required and civil Court is the proper
forum for adjudication upon these claims and counter-claims. 1le
further submits that the DI University is running 29 outer campus
and the UGC issued a notice on 04.11.2007 to stop the said outer
campus, but when the DI University obtained a Rule and ad-interim
order of stay upto the disposal of the Rule, till today it has not been
possible to stop the said 29 outer campuses. He contends that the
Ministry of Education issued a letter on 04.02.2015 to stop the 8
websites of 4 groups of the DI University to the BTRC.

The learned DAG then by placing the affidavit of the writ
petition no. 1500 of 2011 contends that the DI Trust has been

incorporated as a society under the Societies Act with the ofTice of
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the RISC on 02.04.2006 bearing registration no. $-5542(656)/06
with 11 persons and thercalter, one Israf I [ossain as the Irustee and
Secretary of the DI Trust filed Title Suit No. 383 of 2006, which
was renumbered as 213/06, belore the I.earned 1% Assistant Judge,
Dhaka for cancellation of the registration of the DI Trust under the
Socicties Act and secking declaration that the Board of ‘Irustecs
mentioned in the schedule of the suit are not real and lawful
trustees and simultancously filed an application for temporary
injunction for restraining the activities of the said registered trust
which was rejected and against it the plaintiff preferred
Miscellaneous Appeal no. 465/06 before the learned District Judge,
Dhaka who allowed the application for injunction. He contends that
the operation of the said order was stayed by Ilon’ble [Tigh Court
Division vide order dated 10.02.2008 in Civil Revision No. 516/08
which is still in force and he, in an unconvincing demeanor, further
submits that since the operation of the order of temporary
injunction is stayed by the order of the Hon’ble High Court the
registration of the society is in force and operative. He contends
that the DI Trust, thercafter, submitted the lists of the Execcutive
Committee dated 03.08.2009, 05.04.2009, 28.09.2008, 30.04.2008
and 17.01.2008. lle contends that by the list dated 03.08.2009
Advocate Md. Abdul Aziz and Md. Moshiul Haque Reyad was

shown to have co-opted as the members of the Executive
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Committee, by the list dated 05.04.2009 Mr. Khalid Mahmud
Chowdhury, Mr. Md. Liakat Ali Shikder and Mr. Md. Golam
Kibria have been shown to have co-opted as the members of the
Executive Committee. It was also shown that Professor Syed Ali
Naki, Chairman and Managing Trustee, died on 28.09.2008 and
Mr. Md. Abul Hossain has been co-opted as the Chairman, Md.
Shahzada Mohiuddin has been co-opted as the Managing Trustee,
Mr. SM Sabbir lossain has been co-opted as the Sccretary and Mr.
Md. Shariful Islam has becen co-opted as the Treasurer on
31.03.2009 and by the list dated 30.06.2008 it was shown that SH
Moniruzzaman has resigned from the Board of Trustees and the list
dated 17.01.2008 shows that AA Bazle Rabbi resigned from the
post of the Secretary of the Board of ‘I'tustees and thereafter, the
trust also submitted special resolution dated 24.08.2009 amending
several clauses of the Memorandum and Articles of Association as
well as other Rules and Regulations and as per the aforesaid list of
the Executive Committee and adopted Memorandum of Association
and Rules and Regulation, the Board of Trustees led by Abul
Hossain group have been formed and given approval by the office
of the RJSC on 23.11.2000, he fcebly contends.

Mr. Hedayect lHossain, the Icarned Advocate appearing for the
Bangladesh Bar Council (BBC) in writ petition no. 10398 of 2013,

contends that most of the private universities do not have
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permission to run as a university, for, they do not have sufficient
class rooms, qualificd teachers and standard curriculum for the
courses which are being offered by them. He submits that the [LLLB
(Hons) course is a specilasied course and in order to make a law-
graduate with LLLB(Hons), a private university must be equipped
with highly qualified full time permanent teachers. Mr. THossain
contends that the DI University could not provide the Bangladesh
Bar Council with the license of the 1] University and the list of
their full-time teachers in the claimed Law Dcpartment of the DI
University. He assesrts that on secret inspection by the Bangladesh
Bar Council, it has been revealed that no criteria or system is being
[ollowed for admitting the students in the Law Department, no
yearly examinations are being  taken, no registry is being
maintained and, thus, it does not meet any statutory condition or
overall environment of a university.

He submits that there is no provision in the repealed Private
University Act, 1992 or in the Private University Act, 2010 to open
a two-year LLLLB course, but most of the private universities are
issuing LLB (Pass) certificates showing completion of 2 years’
course. He blames the Government and the UGC for not monitoring
this issue properly. e submits that the two-year LLB course must
be closed immediately by all the privale universities. He refers to

the judgment passed in writ petition nos. 10065 of 2010 and 613 of



2011 wherein the LLB (Pass)-course-students of a private
university were though initially allowed to sit for the Advocateship
examinations, but later on their results were witheld by the
Bangladesh Bar Council on the ground that two-year LI.B course in
the said private university was not permitted. A Division Bench of
this Court upon discharging the Rulcs compensated the students by
Taka 5 (five) lacs cach payable by the said private university. Ile
submits that the judgments have been upheld by the Appellate
Division and following the verdict of the Apex Court, there shall
not be any two-year I.I.B course in any private university.

He prays to this Court to pass necessary directions upon the
Government and the UGC to stop opening up Law Departments
without having prior clearance from the Bangladesh Bar Council.
He submits that Bangladesh Bar Council being the regulatory body
are noticing that the private universitics are issuing LLB (Ilons)
course and LI.B (Pass) course certificates to the students who not
only lack knowledge on law-subjects, but they also do not possess
the least linguistic knowledge neither in Bengali nor in English. He
submits that since the Law of Evidence, Penal Code, Criminal
procedure Code, Civil Procedure Code and Specific Reliefs Acts
are the basic statute-books for the legal practitioners of our country
given that the civil and criminal justice system are run and

controlled by mainly these statute-books which are tll today being
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printed only in English, therefore, for a legal practitioner there is a
great need of having good grasp on English till those statucs are
printed in Bengali and it is his opinion that there must be a
requirement of having good marks in English-subject of the SSC
and HSC exams for becoming eligible in getting admission in the
LLB (Hons) course and the students who do not have good marks
in English in the SSC and [ISC, have to obtain 6.50 in the IELTS
from the British Council. Ile submits that law being a specialized
subject, a private university must not be allowed to admit more than
100 (hundred) students in a calendar year and only once in a single
year the law students shall be admitted through written
examinations which shall be held under the supervision of the
Bangladesh Bar Council. Ile submits that whenever the UGC
would reccive an application from any private university for
opening up LLB' (Ilons) course, the UGC shall carry out its
necessary investigation and then il the UGC forms an opinion in
favour of opening up the LLLLB (Hons) course, the UGC then would
write to the Bangladesh Bar Council secking its clearance and upon
obtaining the above letter, the Bangladesh Bar Council shall send
two Hon’ble High Court Judges for physical verification so as to
see and report to the Bangladesh Bar Council as to whether there
are sufficient regular teachers who are qualified to teach, whether

sufficient class rooms are there and whether the curriculum of the



LLB (Ilons) course is in conformity with the Bar Council’s
syllabus of MCQ and written cxamination. He submits that the
private universities must be under a compulsion to send the list of
the students admitted in the 1™ ycar with their registration number
and photos to the BBC and also their subsequent years’
developments shall be sent to the BBC by a list showing the
number of students succeeded in passing the courses of cach year,

Mr. Hedayed Ilossain, the learncd Advocate argucs that in
view of the fact that the DI University has failed to satisfy the
Bangladesh Bar Council (BBC) to show that they have a license
from the Government to run an university with LLB (Hons) course,
the writ petitioners, who claim themselves {o have passed 1.1.13
(Llons) course from the DI University, arc not LLB (I'lons)
certificate-holders in the cye of law. THowever, if they have truly
pursued the said course from the DI University, the writ petitioners
are at liberty to sue against the DI University for compensation. He
makes a humble prayer to this Court for passing appropriate
necessary directions upon the Government [unctionaries, the UGC,
the BBC and the private universitics to follow a procedure for
admission of the LLB (I1ons) students and then also for completion
of the said course.

We have heard the learned Advocates for the petitioners,

respondents and the learned Attorney General, perused the writ



petitions together with their anncxures, gone through the relevant
laws & decisions and considered the same with great care.

It appears to us that the above 13 (thirteen) writ petitions
have been filed on diverse grounds by the distinct persons seeking
different remedies. The reasons for bunching up all these writ
petitions together are that the subject-matter of all these writ
petitions are only one, namely the Darul [hsan University (the DI
University). While the 12 writ petitions (which are filed by the 4
(four) contending groups and by a student) are dircected at cither
regarding appointment of the VC [or their respective group or
challenging the actions/decision of the Government/UGC, however,
the writ petition no. 10398 of 2013 is filed by the former students
of the DI University for getting the recognition as the LLB (lons)
certificate-holders from the DI University and for obtaining a
direction upon the BBC to issuc admit cards for Advocateship
examination.

For adjudication upon all these Rules, the foremost vital
issue to be decided by this Court is whether there is any university
in this country under the name and style of the Darul Ihsan
University (the DI University) whose behalf all these writ petitions
are filed, cither in the name of the 1] University, or in the name of
the Board of Trustees of the DI Trust or as the students of the DI

University. Side-by-side the second important issue is {o be
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adjudicated upon as to who arc the real trustees of the DI ‘[rust
which was created by the deed no. 14285 on [8.12.1986, for, the DI
University is an offspring of the DI Trust. Amongst these 4 (four)
contending groups before this Court, whoever would succeed in
establishing their claim that they are the valid and lawful Board of
Trustees of the DI Trust, that group might get the right to run the
affairs of the DI University subject to this Court’s satisfaction as to
the lawful establisthment, recognition and very exsitance of the D]
University. Once the valid Board of Trustees of the DI Trust is
traced, in juxtaposition of finding the existence of the DI
University, this Court will be then competent to grant the remedies
they have sought for in their respective writ petitions. Because,
without first finding out the valid Board of Trustees of the DI ‘Irust,
while on the one hand, there is no scope for this Court to see any
one as the petitioner on behalf of the DI ‘Irust or the DI University,
on the other, there would be none to receive and comply with the
order o[ this Court, be it in their favour or against them.

In other words, among these writ petitions which are filed by
the valid DI ‘Trust and lawful DI University, those deserve to be
considered by this Court towards remedy of their gricvances, for,
this Court will not be in a position to pass any order of dircction
upon the Government or the UGC or the BBC to do something or

refrain [rom doing something in respect of the DI University and
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also can not declare any action/decision taken by the Government
or the UGC or the BBC with regard to the business of the DI
University to be legal or illegal until a valid DI University is lound
to be in existence under a valid Board of Trustees of the DI Trust.
Before embarking upon the task of finding out the existence
of a valid Board of Trustees of the DI Trust, let us first examine as
to whether this Court is competent to find out and determine the
real trustees and successors of the trust deed no. 14285 dated
18.12.1986. It is an admitted position by all the groups that the DI
Trust and the DI University were carrying out their functions as a
single undivided unit till 01.04.2006. About the afiermath of the
said day, it is the claim of the Savar group that Professor Syed Ali
Naki as an author plus founding member of the DI Trust, in
consultation with the majority trustees of the DI Irust, including
the then chairman' of the DI ‘I'rust, Dr Naimur Rahman, registered
the DI Trust on 02.04.2006 under the Societies Act by the RJSC 1o
obey the provision of clause 7 of the DI Trust Deed no. 14285
dated 18.12.1986, which prescribes to register the DI Trust Deed
under the Societics Act, and thereby implemented the desire of the
founder and main scttler of the DI ‘Trust towards carrying out a
statutory obligation under Scction 11 of the Trust Act, 1882 and,
thus, it is the Savar group’s claim that the same is not creation ol a

second DI Trust. In contrast, it is the claim of the Dhanmondi group



that the then chairman of the DI ‘I'tust, Dr Naimur Rahman,
immediate after coming to know about the creation of a 2™ pi
Trust, convened an emergency meeting 1o expel Professor Syed Ali
Naki and his cohorts and accordingly on 29.04.2006 they were
expelled from the Board of Trustees of the DI Trust and, thereafier,
the Dhanmondi group by filing a civil suit being Title Suit no. 383
of 2006 (which was renumbered as 213 of 2006) sought for a
declaration that the registration of the DI I'rust under the Socicties
Act is illegal and trustees of the the Board of Trust mentioned in the
schedule of the suit are not real and lawful trustees. So, evidently
the issue as to whether Professor Syed Ali Naki’s action of
registering the DI Trust on 02.04.2006 under the Societjes Act is to
be seen as the formation of a 2" DI Trust, or it was a mere step
towards fulfillment of the statutory obligation as stipulated in
clause 7 of the Trust Deed no. 14285, uppears to us to be a serious
disputed question of fact which can be adjudicated upon only by
examining the relevant persons who were involved with the D]
Trust at that point in time. In other words, the claim of the Savar
group that Professor Nakj merely registered the deed under the
Socictics Act upon taking approval from the majority of the
trustees, including the consent of the then chairman of the 1] Trust,
having outrightly been declined by the Dhanmondi group claiming

that the then chairman Dr Naimur Rahman throughout his life was
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with the Dhanmondi group and Professor Naki and other 8 trustees
were expelled by Dr Naimur Rahman, appears to us to be a
complicated question of fact and. thercfore, it is not possible to
adjudicate upon the issue by this Court inasmuch as the signature of
Dr. Naimur Rahman put on the claimed resolution on 29.04.2006
by which Syed Ali Naki is claimed to have been expelled and also
the Dhanmondi group’s claim that Dr Naimur Rahman was taking
part in the activitics of the DI ‘I'rust from 02.04.2006 until his death
on 26.12.2007 requires to be examined by the hand-writing expert
on top of taking oral evidence from the relevant witnesses who are
available at present and, thus., these writ petitions are not
maintainable, as taking deposition and cross examining the
witnesses are not possible in this summary jurisdiction,

Sccondly, in order to determine as to who arc the real
successors of the' founding trustees, the original papers of all the
meetings of the DI Trust, starting [rom the date of its creation on
18.12.1986 upto the alleged date of eviction of the Savar group by
the Dhanmondi group on 18.] 0.2006, arc required 1o be looked into
and, thereby, make an assessment that at present who are the lawful
trustees of the Trust Deed no. 14285 dated [8.12.1986. Whilc it has
not been disagreed by the contending groups that during Syed Ali
Ashraf’s tenure of chairmanship of the DI Trust, 4 local trustees

and 18 foreign nationals were co-opted. however, the claim of the
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Dhanmondi Group that a number of further local trustces were
inducted in the DI Trust after the expiry of Professor Syed Alj
Ashral, has been seriously objected 0 by the Savar group, as
according to the Savar group the founding trustees Professor Syed
Ali Naki, Dr Naimur Rahman and SH Moniruzzaman together with
the bonafide co-opted trustees like Mr., Shah Abdul Ilannan,
Mawlana Mohiuddin and Mr. lariq Rezaul Kabir having been
upset with the immoral and illegal activitics of the few trustees of
the DI Trust voluntarily abstained from participating in any mecting
of the DI Trust and taking this opportunity, the pro-Dhanmondi
group ftrustees were maneuvering the organism in co-opting the
local trustees and, in particular, when Professor Syed Ali Naki after
the year 2000 sort of disassociated himsclf for a few years from the
activities of the DI Trust, the pro-Dhanmondi group trustees co-
opted a number of unscrupulous trustees and, thus, as per the Savar
group they are not to be considered as the lawful co-opted trustees.
This claim and counter-claim also requires to be adjudicated upon
by taking oral evidence and examining the papers of all the board
meetings of the DI Trust. To determine this issuc while the
Dhanmondi group has placed some photocopied papers showing
the meeting of the DI Trust, it has been contended by the lcarned
Advocate for the Savar group that since the dreadful night of

18.10.2006, when the original trustees of the DI Trust and the
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lawful administrators of the DI University were evicted from the
temporary office at the Dhanmondi address by the Dhanmondi
group, till date they have not been able lo enter into the said
temporary office of the DI University and they are not in a position
to substantiate their claim by producing documentary evidences.
Therefore, this issuc also requires to be adjudicated upon by the
civil Court.

Thirdly, the claim of Abul 1lossain group that they were
inducted in the DI Trust through the trust document no. S/5542,
which is the registered document obtained by Professor Syed Alj
Naki, upon observing all the requirements of the law, are also not
capable of being adjudicated upon by this Court inasmuch as while
Abul Hossain Group is claiming that notice was served upon all the
trustees including Mr. SI| Moniruzzaman, Mr. AA Bazle Rabbi,
Mr. Advocate Faizul Kabir and the other existing trustees, it has
been seriously protested and disputed by the learned Advocate Mr.
IFaizul Kabir, who himsel[ being a member of the said trust claims
to have no knowledge of the said alteration and amendment. The
contention of Mr. Kabir that anyonc with ordinary prudence by his
naked eyes is able to sce that the papers, namcely list of the trustees,
notice served upon the trustees, resolution taken by the trusts for
co-opting Abul Hossain and his cohorts are concocted and [orged,

for, the official pad used with the name and style of the DI Trust



containing the address of Dhanmondi, do not match with the
official pad of the DI Irust, might have good deal of force.
However, we do not want to embark upon examining the said
documents, because the same is required to be adjudicated upon by
a competent Court, namely civil Court, by taking oral evidence and
examining the relevant papers, such as notice served upon the
members, list of the trustces submitted before the RISC and the
resolution taken for co-opting them in the said trust etc.

Fourthly, the claim of Akbar Uddin group that during the
life-time of Professor Syed Ali Naki by a testamentary Wil
Akbaruddin has been made the chairman ol the DI Trust, which
was registered by Professor Syed Ali Naki. also requires Lo be
examined by the civil Court inasmuch as the said Will paper has
not been produced before this Court in its original form. Morcover,
the said fact has totally been discarded by the Savar group who
firmly claims that Professor Syed Ali Naki has never made any
Will appointing Akbor Uddin to be the chairman of the DI Trust
after his death.

There are some other contentious issues raised by all these
contending 4 (four) groups, but this Court does not deem it de
rigueur to examine any further factual issues inasmuch as the
above-stated facts simply show that those [acts having been

disputed by each other cannot be adjudicated upon by this Court.



Therefore, all these Rules, except the writ petition no. 10005 of
2013 and writ petition no. 10398 ol 2013 which arc not filed by the
DI Trust or DI University or their agents, are liable to be discharged
on this ground alone. In other words, the endeavour of all the 4
(four) groups as to getting recognition of being the valid trustees of
the DI Trust through this Court is beyond the jurisdiction of this
Court and, thus, all these writ petitions, except the above two, being
not maintainable are destined to be discharged.

Let us sce the kismet of the above two Rules. In writ petition
no. 10005 of 2013, the writ petitioner claims herself to be a student
of the DI University at Dhanmondi address and she seeks a
direction from this Court to appoint an administrator for the DI
University. Before embarking upon examination of other issues of
this case, this Court is to be satisficd as to whether the DI
University is a university for which an administrator is required.

Also, for remedying the petitioners of the writ petition no.
10398 of 2013, who claim themselves 1o be the LB (Hons)
certificate-holders from the Law Department of the DI University,
this Court has to be satisfied that the DI University is a valid
university and it was allowed to issuc LI.B (Hons) certificates.

Therefore, this Court is required to engage in the scrutiny as
to the legal existance of the DI University. F'urthermore, for an

effective disposal of all these 13 (thirteen) Rules, towards issuing
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appropriate orders and directions upon the concerned State-
functionaries, the statutory authorities and the petitioners of these
writ petitions, this Court should take up the examination as to
whether the DI University at all exists as a university. Secondly,
when there would be a resolution on the issue as to who are the real
trustees of the DI ‘Trust upon taking oral cvidence and examining
the documentary evidence by the civil Court, a pertinent question
would then arise. The question is would the DI Trust then be in a
position to run the DI University? ‘I'here should be an answer to the
above question in this Judgment, otherwise these petitioners wil] be
fighting for and running aller a phantasm. Thus, this Court, in order
to have fair and effective resolution of the current issues and the
issues to be arised after disposal of all these Rules, is obliged to
examine as to whether the D] University is a university within the
four-corner of the legal provisions of this land.

Let us now commence (he said examination. Towards
facilitating the establishment of the private universities in our
country, the ILegislature enacted a law lor the first time under the
hame and style of 1T @) fagfamiagg SIIZH, S5 (hereinalier
referred to as the Ain, 1992). Section 3 of the Ain, 1992 made
provisions for establishment of (he private universities. In order to
have a proper resolution of this issue, let us look at the said

provisions which are reproduced below;



Section 3: coraatd] fasfansie
(3) 92 WZTe Raw sqd s 9w PRI fsfaare gom wa
i34

Section 3(1) of the Ain, 1992 heralds that cstablishment of
the private universities may be undertaken  subject to the
compliance of the provisions of the Ain (9 @Zewe fagtey o).

Upon skimming through the entire Ain, 1992 consisting of
21 Sections, apparently Sections 4, 6 and 7 transpire to be relevant
for the establishment of a private universilty.

Section 4: @R fanyerga SAH -
EEECERS DA AR IR W2 9T AT @ @rEed)
ﬁﬂﬁﬁjﬁawﬁmﬁammﬂmaﬁw@ﬁr@ﬂﬁm
64 =S A @, Hgdplcgs ARG, T cadigard) faxfan fter
AT @M Fa SFiteg g75 3 33, Ay wmdte
TR ©ifed 2300 A5 aemEm sk BT, IR TGS i,
B4 fRery syl b qog oA ofil @ IS sadIcny Nk
@Mﬁﬂ_?@_ﬂ_ﬂ_ 23¢d| (underlined by us)

ecue?'::g\na\ The provision of the above Section 4 of the Ain, 1992
mﬁﬁl‘:ﬁ stipulates that although a private university may be temporarily set
up on any place, but a permanent structure on 5 acres of land
owned by the university must be made within (five) years.

Section 6: 4] faxfquer YA Sreif Aol

(3) @ «1qiq ol Aqeicts Wb 230e A AN ol o bl
CPIR (AT (YR o1 1 =rfawrera a1 w13e 1y

(R) ol P11 [9fugier g19ic 41 “ifapleinty o123} iy qifes, 4l
NS, ST BB A Wy @i afoBIE B (3) 93 98 «zfh
HNAG SUSTeNd By A lcad [ Wil A Sy ldce
23(4]|

(9) T4 (}) 9 WA @I AR seurE o e AP
4B 2Bre [Rlb 10k Sarq (acabeiy AN oigs wef weiq
ﬁr@ﬂ%@aaamﬁ%m%ﬂﬁwa?wm@
N,W@m@ﬂw@mﬁwﬁﬂamww 9 93 98
114N el @faiicet w1a 83t @old o) [afqunter gi9icg
o fify arn fRedfes wam siraveran TRTE A4 (3) 7 WA
QolB a9iq guty wlacq
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(8) W weae W2 I 88 T @, wavASidl @ @aaia) e
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e (underlined by us)

While sub-Section (1) makes it a mandatory obligation for

founder/s of a privatc university to obtain  a

‘certificate’/‘license’ (F=We@) [or setling up a private university,

sub-Section (2) states that any person, group of persons or trust is

competent to apply to the Government for the license. And while

sub-Section (3) states as to the ground of granting of a license, sub-

Section (4) outlines reason and procedures of rejection of the

application for license.

Section 7: Hensia wieicid *Siasl) |-

qidl b qd Sl Au2G SGilnig Greif Calel (PIaHId) [[FQuiierice, e

yy, RS =ERa e dlars 25cd, 1900s-

(®)  Bgd M arlew ifde woll Alaesial wgdl efdy ege
‘14’1-1[:111.&\9 230w 23(4;

()  AEd S@gE TeE WA 130 g A1fers 2309,

(7)  AcoselB ciepcng ems ugdl #fHd age wgenfne s 2B
ferwIeTe @IsreRTg frws Aifere g3,

(1) T i @ ollb Blels Mmafire wefen (reserved fund) ool
1B qizce enil Alfeco 3ce:

(8)  Tq ugdl #fify ege sigaifne el s Ry R 8 Mjgal
AfFre 2309

(5) Tare z@ of$w T e @ 9w (seat) @F ST A5 ©I9
nidy ot Afovidla 21q wfSq emy 324l AP 2304 Ga2 G3 Hael
s {1 (o SKres e ifars 219,

(R) oM @ONaT ¢ T@od $9e Y (@S0 Td R e
2309 2304

(underlined by us)

All that we understand from perusal of the above provisions

of Section 7 of the Ain, 1992 that there are 7 (seven) conditions (o

be met up by a private university in order 1o be eligible to obtain a
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license and, among the said 7 conditions, condition no. (%) of
Section 7 of the Ain, 1992 requires Lo have a deposit of Taka 1
(one) crore as reserved [und (wieal=rs ©3f941) in any State-owned
scheduled Bank.

From the concurrent rcading of Scctions 3,4,6 and 7, quoted
and discussed hereinbefore, it transpires that no private university
shall be allowed to establish and then carry out its academic
activitics without first having a license/permission (379) from the
Government. Under Section 4 of the Ain, 1992, while owning a
quantum of 5 acres of land and constructing  suflicient
infrastructures thereon within (he live ycars from the date of
granting initial temporary permission (siafeesics cor e aigileice)
has been made a mandatory requircment (¢f4ce 23c<), Sections 6 (1)
and 7 (9) conjointly stipulates that Taka | (one) crore shall be kept
by the private uniizcrsity in the State-owned Bank as the reserved
fund.

Now, let us see which group ol the DI University fulfills the
requirements of the above-discussed law. While the Dhanmondi
group and Savar group vehemently assert that in the year 1997
Professor Syed Ali Ashraf managed o deposit Taka 1 crore in the
Janata Bank and accordingly wrote a lelter to the concerned
authority, however, they could not produce corroborative-papers to

satisfy this Court that the said deposit of Taka 1 crore was kept
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intact from the year 1997 to the onward-ycars towards getting the
status of ‘reserved fund’ in the light of the fact that ‘reserved fund’
must be always reserved for a private university. The Dhanmondi
group in course of hearing has produced some bank statements of
the year 2003 from the Prime Bank in a bid to show that Taka 1
crore is kept in an account of the DI University, but they could not
produce any papers to relate the said deposit at the Prime Bank with
the deposit made by Professor Syed Ali Ashraf at the Janata Bank
in the year 1997. Thus, the bank statements produced before this
Court by the Dhanmondi group lrom the Prime Bank does not
indicate that this is the money which has been kept as the reserved
fund. More importantly, there is no 2" account maintained by the
Dhanmondi group which would be considered by this Court to be
the account of general fund (i« ©2f<=) [or dealing with day-to-
day [inancial transactions and, therefore, this Court finds that there
is only one account which is maintained by the Dhanmondi group
to run the affairs of their campus. When the law clearly requires
that there must be a 2" account to be maintained by the private
universities; one is reserved [und (vicaf¥s wzfa=) for security
purpose and another account is a general account (3ifdtee wzfe) to
run their academic activities, none ol the groups of the DI
University has been able to produce any papers/bank statements to

substantiate their claim that the said statutory condition was ever



fulfilled. Like the Dhanmondi group, the Savar group also claims
that in 1997, Professor Syed ali Ashraf deposited Taka 1 (one)
crore in the Janata Bank and without showing any linkage with the
said amount of money, they simply madc a statement in their
allidavit that there is Taka 1,34,51.526/- i1 the Prime Bank. The
Abul Hossain group or Akbar Uddin group could not show any
paper or Bank statement in support of maintaining the statutory
deposit in the reserved fund. So, evidently there was no money in
the reserved fund of the DI University from the year 1997 to 2003
and, infact, the DI University has never maintained a separate
independent account as required by law to maintain a reserved fund
and we hold that the DI University has not fulfilled the said
conditions as stipulated in the Ain, 1992,

By the amendment of the Ain, 1992 and through cnactment
of taeE=I! fersfamrery (T4 T2, Svvn (shortly, the Ain, 1998) on
05.05.1998, the above conditions were made further stringent in the
light of inserting the following additional Proviso underneath the
existing Proviso, which is as follows: “aiza << ars @, Reafawment
AT T 0d vy sy wlis @faBwama man e
I B oy zwren sfEr sl 9 ufaer wifds sfirs 230 |

None of the group of the DI University has submitted any
paper showing that the above requirement has been met with by

depositing the original deed of the land to the Government upon
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purchasing the required quantum of land in the name of the DI
University.

Also, by the above Ain, 1998, Section 7(Gha) has been
replaced with the following condition; () €8 S %5 (1B Bl
seafirs wafdd (reserved [und) T SEHE A1 T S 20 1

Although the DI University was required to keep Taka 5
(five) crore in the reserved fund afler amendment of Section 7
(Gha) on 05.05.1998, but nonc of" the contenders for the DI
University has ever made a deposit of Taka 5 (Five) crore in the
reserved fund.

On 18.07.2010, the Ain, 1992 was repealed by [SEEEIC]
frafamyier o3w, 0o (shortly, the Ain, 2010) and the following
provision was made for setting up and running the private
universities in its Section 3, which is as under:

o | @RI ReRvEE geE e AfRBEE - (3) $H-ar (3) @3 fam
A, ofSed (et il dReioneed @ el gl (g aid)
famfausient g9 sl 2ulZca )

() @3 wifBeid ol Aa<icad (195 23ce Apifie cqpifoda 4, Crare,
Aeia Qe 458, diRerlCaces (Ple Zloal (Pl coigedl fagfansien 919
at Afavletel el e i, 41 qiaicac celel facn ) fedlangeiais il Hoo
mw@awﬁmm%m;mﬂﬂﬁswmmf@@
feramm <t AT aw T 7EE A

(underlined by us)
In the Ain, 2010, establishment of a private university is
stated to be permissible subject to obtaining the ‘temporary

permission letter’ (fie sEpfe #a) or ‘license’ (7=™) from the
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Government. Thus, the Ain, 2010 appears to provide a clearer
provision as to setting up a private university inasmuch as in the
repealed Ain, 1992 provision ol ‘temporary permission letter’ was
not expressly spelt out.

Then, Section 6 of the Ain 2010 sceks to lay down the
conditions to be fulfilled for obtaining ‘temporary permission
letter” by the founder-person/group of persons/trusts (2fedret) who
intends to apply under Section 5.

Y| Htafie wfeg =A@l -ad aiBcdg wdld sl wiepifoicad ey

feraafe 4 G1aetl et @fdce 23ce Bcq, waliz-

(3) RS g fegfaryes yom o sfsmmr Smicy s i@ 93
() Fog wrg 5 () T faffe 9 Q¢ W@ G b
dfd0e 230e;

() M e sl cogeid MR odie see

Mo, TE@R, MREGR, femme, G &%, s
Prmdftag o2 F9a w3 @32 A Sy SR O e gw

@ SIS 23ea;
() oBfRe el fgfaarem wm weooo (A zem) 2ufgs
ORloe 42 ey dl wigipw wad Jiface 8304
(8) alide ot faglanriag dpou o (o) B oiepin @z
- CSEagEa SIdm T b () B e 2ifdte 23m:
correct mp,gq:z‘;‘:* (@) =S e @ﬁiﬁ;ﬂ?ﬁmm ;;m farest :g@;ﬁm s Lq;f:
0 righ A gomm sz, T fgfrem TS
of the © Sgoiline 2308 23(9; S
? s H2d (%) aide ctaeld faxglanpec Soie Acoie Rett, @iEN ¢ ol
Md_:“i‘?:':wch ‘3E",‘,'.f“::';~,m G T W FgR e weniE @ Qe free e
M ot 71 s S 22,
Stg Cose ¥ (9) e eReER fedfmem Gofess s W cem

gl a1 afodicy edge wifocr olimd yor fcmed)
@A Do Rota SR el facs 23cq;

(¥) #oifae (pigeld) fegfanieaig @ o WRg Mda (Curriculum)
aqz Aol e (Subject) ¢ ol Aoy 2o @ oib
QI A2 Beeld widal Sl 240 oot Han 0o 8304

() MRS @ERER  feforEma A wfes waRe
(ReserveFund) &1t biel ¢ uhgn QG aeiidld e
ST e (5) I i, S CaRiefEty @R & o (fon)
I Biel Qo TR G2 T 3.¢ (9F CHIB ofap ) (I
Bl Q1 Cblef Cblef oreorel] qfizces @1 Afpos 23e; @R

(30)
(underlined by us)



From a plain reading of the above previsions, it appears that
now the Ain, 2010 has laid down clear-cut requirements for the
promoters/founders of the private universities, at the time of
applying for a ‘temporary permission letter’.

Therealfier, following fulfillment of the requirements set out
in Section 6 of the Ain, 2010 a ‘temporary permission letter” would
be issued under Scction 7 of the Ain, 2010, which runs as follows:

q | AT SAfe &9 - (5) 9 ¢ 99 SEE @ SiEwEeE difda o

TR SATSER 55 23 Gl wend Sz Rwsw awmeaw

Sfsfae 27 vifzrs wifara w3z wraw=fs Cesam «7 afi seer «3 T

FEE T (4, WIAFHE] G b @7 EGE] 799 Slaanes, ©ial T30E TR,

faf aiat fagliae waol, wicanaeldle wqect gleicd coaldl gimen

g4 @ #fableteild elf AifIP wiepifio 2nia sfaca |

() wrfie oipiifovigas (it 1304 BT @nicid #1998 q (311w) qeoid |

(0)4idl ¢ g &l (el Sllaune Alfdd 2iq Ul el 93 u@l [lve 2y

@, Sllcmaaidl dial & ol (el @96 dac agdf Bulge o@ld] colet 0B

CrEEd T G SR Sfgs A cermer feafawem ger

HTAGATS! TR, OF T HAIE, SATHACE SARE T e

fam, fafe o wrmn, SicawG Amgg 29s onfa |

Scction 7 of the Ain, 2010 states that upon receiving the
application from the intending founders  (person/group  of
persons/trustees), il the Government is satisfied that all the
conditions laid down in Section 6 of the Ain, 2010 have been
fulfilled, then a ‘temporary permission letter’ will be issued for 7
(seven) years, which may be extended for fiuther five years by the
Government under Section 11 of the Ain, 2010.
Thereafter, under Scction 8 of the Ain, 2010 a private

university is required to apply for a *license” (%) within 7 (seven)

years subject to fulfillment of the conditions laid down in Section 9

of the Ain, 2010.
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(underlined by us)

Then, Section 10 of the Ain, 2010 mandates the Government
to issue a ‘license’ (37%) in favour ol a private university il the
above conditions, as set out in Secction 7 ol the Ain, 2010, are
fulfilled.

Thus, from a concurrent reading ol Sections 3, S, 6, 7, 8, 9
and 10, it appears that the Ain, 2010 has made a two-tier procedure
for setting up a private university. At the first tier, the founder/s has
to obtain ‘temporary permission letter” and thereafter the founder/s
is required to obtain the ‘license’ (¥1+%) to run the university
permanently.

Now let us see whether the temporary permission, which was
obtained by the founder of the DI University Professor Syed Ali
Ashraf on 19.08.1993, has been extended by the Government [rom

time to time and, thereby, it can claim itsell to be a valid private
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university by virtue of having, at lcast, the temporary permission
till date.

It is an admitted fact that initially the DI University was
given permission by the Government on 19.08.1993 with the
conditions that it shall deposit Taka | crore in the reserved [und and
shall purchase a picce of land, at least a quantum of 1 acre, to be
owned and possessed by the DI University within 31.12.1993. The
said period was later on extended up to 31.12.1994 pursuant to the
prayer made by the then VC and the founder of the DI University
Professor Syed Ali Ashrafl and, therealter, no extension was given
to the DI University. The above fact of not granting temporary
permission f[rom 01.01.1995 for the DI University by the
Government gets established betore this Court without any
difficultics inasmuch as thc DI University has not been able to
produce a single picce of paper betore this Court to show that the
DI University has obtained any permission or extension {rom the
Government to carry out its academic activities from 01.01.1995.
The Government has also claimed, by [iling alfidavit, that the DI
University was never accorded any permission to run  their
university after 01.01.1995 under the Ain, 1992, which was in
operation till 18.07.2010.

Has the DI University met with the conditions as set out in

the Ain, 2010 and obtained a ‘temporary pcrmission letter’ (33fae
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M 7@) or ‘license’ (3WW), given that Secticn 47 of the Ain, 2010
has made it mandatory for private universitics established under the
Ain, 1992 to comply with the requirements of the new law? Section

47 of the Ain, 2010 is quoted below:

8al AT I RTIM od AN wuferie @Red fReyRven Ao
fRgr1-
() S R TR FeRR AT A (7, €T 2R R 2FAR d
T wEfeele W Rl fefoem Sremyg smw
agagde gl 41 233 dilae, 9% w3 sRfeq 23409 44, Be
@il [agfanfiecs, Aald o oo faaffas spicig u, q4l 5
At =S1del] A AlHics, HAensig @29 elace 2804 |
(}) @R SR fegfammen 394 (y) 93 9l Fdfrs swesiee
WA HAMAG G2 o] sl B pEhilg g el Be (daa1d)
fafansietcas sHhifzie wtgalona aifloe edos Bat 4 cafe #ldca |

(underlined by us)

I'rom a mere reading of the above provisions of the latest law
regulating the affairs of private universities in our country, it
appears to us that among the private universities which were
existing and operating their business with temporary permission
under the old law, after cnactment  of the Ain, 2010, the said
private universities are required (o obtain a license (%) under

00\:\00 o - . - - - ..
Section 10 of the Ain, 2010 subject to fulfillment of the conditions

\“al'ﬁid down in Section 9 of the said Ain, 2010, within the time

< <
22O

W no e 5 4 x i i S
:;é‘;:atg:\;:fg\'*::%‘p#?fscrlbcd by the Government. If the said universities under the old
1%

i

L law fail to get license (%) under the new law within the stipulated

time, the Government shall close down thosc private universitics.
Through the examination carried out so far, it has alrcady

been revealed that the DI University obtained temporary permission

initially upto 31.12.1993 which was subscquently extended upto
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31.12.1994 under the old law, and thereafter no temporary
permission was granted by the Government. Iowever, for
argument’s sake il we take a view that the temporary permission
granted by the Government under the old law was kept alive
impliedly till the enactment ol the Ain, 2010, even then the DI
University must satisfy the statutory compliance under Scction 47
of the Ain, 2010. All the contending groups of the DI University
have hopelessly failed to obtain a fresh “temporary permission
letter’ (e wwfes@) under Scction 7 of the Ain, 2010 or a
‘license’ (M) under Section 10 of the Ain, 2010. Our scrutiny,
thus, unfolds the story about the DI University that it failed to
obtain any temporary permission not only under the old law {rom
01.01.1995, but also under the new law, which came into being on
18.07.2010.

Therefore, it leads us to hold that the 21 University has been
running without having any sanction of law since 01.01.1995. The
above findings lead us to conclude that a valid Board of Trustees of
the DI Trust, even if it is determined by the civil Court or if the
contending parties are amicably merged into one group and they
themselves (orm a Board ol Trustees for the DI Trust, they need to
apply for obtaining a ‘temporary permission letter’ and a ‘license’
under the Ain, 2010 and, then, il the Government is satistied that

the Board of Trustees has been able Lo tulfill the conditions set out
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in the law, it shall be at liberty to grant « ‘lemporary permission
letter” or a ‘license’. 1lowever, the ‘lemporacy permission letter’ or
‘license’ must not be given under the name and style of the Darul
Ihsan University. The reasons are that from the annexed papers
submitted by the Government, it is cvident that till date it has
become an unworkable task for the Government and the UGC to
stop the misdeeds of unscrupulous persons. who, under the garb of
running the academic activitics in the naine of the Darul lhsan
University, are carrying out the illegal business of sclling
certificates. Therefore, even il only one Durul Thsan University is
allowed to be established law(ully upon fuliillment of its statutory
requirements, there shall remain a vulnerablity for the prospective
students to be cheated and defrauded and. thus, for the greater
interest of the prospective students ol this country, the Government
shall never issue'any ‘tlemporary permission letter’ (wfis Swufe
) or a ‘license’ (37%) under the name and style of the Darul Thsan
University in the future. The DI Trust may only apply for getting a
‘temporary permission letter’ and “license” in a different name,
prelerably under the name and style of “Sved Ali Ashral Islamic
University”, subject to their compliance of thie conditions laid down
in the relevant statute, namely a4 (<eig1d) vy wizs 20d0,
in honour of the fabled educationist who worked for setting up an

Istamic University in private arrangement, th roughout his life.
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Should this Court, after adjucating upon the issue that in the
eye of law there is no existence of any university under the name of
the Darul Thsan Universily, pass appropriate order and direction
upon the concerned State-functionaries and the statuory bodies lor
effective disposal of these cases? Its answer lies in finding out
whether the Government has performed the duties which the
Government is required by law to do.

While the repealed Ain, 1992 and the new law namely Ain,
2010 have bestowed the Government with almost all the powers,
starting from the power of permitting a privale university to be
established (under Sections 4 & 6 of the repealed Act, 1992 &
under Sections 3, 5, 6 & 7 of the Ain, 2010) upto the power of
closing down a private university (under Scction 16 of the repealed
Ain, 1992 & under Scction 48 of the Ain, 2010), it was a sacred and
prime duty of the'concerned officials of the Ministry of Education
to strictly monitor as to whether a private university is being run
with the permission of the Government. The concerned oflicials of
the Ministry of FEducation were duty bound to close the business of
the DI University on 01.01.1995, when the temporary permission
expired. If the Government and the UGC are to be taken to have
showed extra regard to Professor Syed Ali Ashraf, as has been
sought to impress upon this Court by the Dhanmondi and the Savar

groups, at least the concerned Government oTicials could have kept



the DI University under a persistent pressure, by issuing notices
upon the DI University from time to time. for fulfillment of the
conditions of depositing Taka 5 (I'ive) cro 2 in the reserved fund
and of deposting the original deeds of the laid of the DI University
to the Government afier enactment ol the .in, 1998. In the strict
sense, after the 1% January, 1995 it was the statutory duty of the
Government to close down the activitics of the DI University under
Section 16 of the repealed Ain, 1992 and under Scction 48 of the
Ain, 2010, but the Government utterly failcd to perform its dutics,
as evidently it did not close down the acadcmic activities of the DI
University. Instead, [rom time to time, tie Government issued
appointment letters appointing the VCs for the DI University even
though the said university had ceased to exist in the eye of law from
01.01.1995. If a lenient view is taken in honour of the legendary
Professor Syed Ali Ashraf that during his i nure as the VC of the
DI University, no action was taken by the (:overnment against the
DI University despite its temporary perimission expiring [rom
31.12.1994, however, aller the death ol Pri.iessor Syed Ali Ashral
06.06.1998 the Government was not in any way fair or competent
to issue appointment letters of the VCs, such as appointments of
Professor Abdul IHamid on 23.10.2000 and Professor Monirul lug
on 12.10.2006, for the DI University. All ti.e above actions ol the

Government only deserve castigation [rom this Court in the



backdrop of the fact that while it was the statutory duty of the
Government to close down the activities o the DI University for
the latter’s failure to (ulfill the swatutory conditions and, thus,
having lost its existence in the eye of law lang ago, the issuance of
the appointment letters for the VCs ol the DI University simply
demonstrates the laches and negligence of the concerned authority.
In fact, the Government officials™ abov: sclf-driven inaction
attributes to collapse the higher education of the country in the
private sector, resulting in sufferings and losses of thousands of
innocent students.

The Government officials’ sloppines: is further displayed by
the circular no. /s 38/ v@sg v/ voofwor (:4) dated
31.12.2001, issued by one Ms. Asma Tamkin, a Senior Assistant
Secretary under the Ministry of liducation, by which it was
circulated that from 01.01.2002, the private universities would be
allowed to open and run their outer campus. This appears to us to
be an utterly reckless step taken by the Gevernment inasmuch as
the Ain, 1992 having not provided any provision allowing the
private universities to open any outer campus, there was no
authority for the Ministry of Fducation to issue such a circular
without being approved by the Cabinet. It has not only damaged the
quality and standard of education system «[ Bangladesh, but has

also caused irreparable loss to the huge number of innocent
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students of this country. While the repeaied law did not allow
opening any outer campus of private univessities, the new law by
its Section 13 completely prohibited openiii:y any outer campus by
the private universities in express and luci« terms, which runs as

follows;

SO | SIS BT |-
(3) e ffaanera o ¢ Alseme e ewe A
oot At, (wane, HaiHcq w8 (el e
SIS FrE @ Hgg <) gie g @ sifapifere z3te S
A2 Trad A |
(2) To-q@ (>) 9w Bfafre =z 9@ e S4B (@@
fifmriee squfne s e afics 23@ e o
@ 3 T fefaried en i@ sffasee @ @
I A1 =M1 FI9 8 AfRIGTER 1 4120 1
(underlined by us)

[t is to be noticed [rom the date of i''e memo (31.12.2001)
under question that it was issued immediately after formation of a
new Government and, thus, it surfaced before us as a mystery as to
whether there was a nod of the Cabinet as (o issuance of the memo
by the Ministry 0.1‘ FEducation, for, the circulzr having a devastating
effect on the State’s education secltor wis not supposed to be
circulated without being discussed and :pproved first by the
Cabinet. On the one hand, when this Court was not ready to believe
the contents of the said memo dated 31..2.2001 for not being
backed by any statutory provision or mini-terial decision, on the
other hand the substance of the subscquer iy issued memo dated
25.06.2007 (“Toife faamn pmaid) falquners - e SIEHR S5ty (Al

fogea frel wEAeTm xS 03/53/k00d Wifdrd @digE R 38/u/:fa-
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confused this Court. After looking at the contents of the above
memo, at first sight this Court was a bit hesi ant Lo believe it to be a
true or authentic office order and, under he circumstances, this
Court made an endcavour to uncover the mystery through getting
categorical statement from the Ministry of I ducation in the form of
getting the answers to the [ollowing queries; (i) inspite ol not
having permission or license afler ©1.01.1995 [rom the
Government, why has the Government nc: closed down the DI
University? (ii) if the Government was inclited to show a leniency
upto the tenure of Vice-Chancellor of Profe: sor Syed Ali Ashraf so
as to enable him to fulfill the conditions within his life-time, why
did the Government appoint the next VCs for the DI University
without [irst being satisfied with the [uv fillment ol the legal
requirements and’ (iii) whether the memo no. FR/s8/y @7
b/2000/003(24) dated 31.12.2001 purporteciy signed by Ms Asma
Tamkin, Senior Assistant Secretary, was is: ied by the Ministry of
Education at all. Thus, the lcarned DAG wa  asked to take specific
instructions with regard to issuance of the 1:.emo dated 31.12.2001
in order to find out the veracity of the corients of this memo by
contacting the concerned ollicials ol the Iid: cation Ministry. In the
past, the Ministry of Education’s officials | ad indulged in issuing

some letters, which were subsequently di:owned by them, as



transpired from the various papers filed by the 4 (four) groups in

these 13 (thirteen) writ petitions. Just for 1+ example, two of the

Memos issued by the Ministry of iducation re reproduced below:
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[From a plain reading of the above n *mo, it appears that it

was issued on 08.10.2009 by an Assisiant S ~retary of the Ministry
of Education. Thereafter, a Deputy Sccret vy of the Ministry of
Education, Mr. Ranjit Kumar Sen, on 18.11.2009 sought to disown
the previous letter. The said disowning lcier is also reproduced
herein below:

=ife ezl
far<a ares v
slelerer o] q2erion % sia
ferssl WgeneTy



¢t
co <

o

o0 a2\
Bot\:e ong"?
o

auctio®

y Bad

\‘“c TS
787 O

MO ﬁzﬁc‘“
b‘g\&“" o
post coutt©

3{‘\‘:;;‘159\\“ o

3]
¥ o

Ee,gah

PR/t 3 /o /rasR-2 /300 Jueo
ferrms miteeen Zoien fergfRmterca Settoicda Fcet oic
a3 s o TRAR/1R3f3/853(2)/F4-2 /0 3 /L5 0, B

TG I TGS e ot ma siyfen o
SfEPIT-3q Z0® S et 2@ Bfkie @i cuicye

84

sfypeie 39

1993 Sb/53/3008
31t e

50/53/300s 3

A AR @, ffawreg
G e S e
AR (*1l-so, St =12l)

aammﬂmmmm.@m*ﬂmm-rrwmﬂﬂGWW

2| g ot o Frwaedn i, owd e v

ATl 8 FIFEE e 3

R aworgR, fegfwier Tl v awe
ob/50/00s ity fw/wfa/of-s/2008/e5e /s

fefe @3 ata oSt 331

To any reader’s mind a question wou!
through the above memo, why has Ms Mo
issued any rejoinder in declining to have iss:
secondly, whether any action was taken ag:
the said first memo. Thus, any one woul.
status on the above two memos claimed (o |
Ministry of Education. In other words, it

which one is the genniue memo or wheth: -

forged.

Taking the above incidents of the Mi;
our consideration, it was, therefore. empl
learned DAG must consult with the S

Ministry of Education who is in & posii’
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authenticity of the said memo dated 31 :12.2001 not only by
consulting the relevant files, but also shar g the issuc with Ms.
Asma Tamkin, who had issued the memo s the Senior Assistant
Secretary of the Ministry of the Iiducation in the year 2001 and
presently should be serving as the Joint & cretary or Additional
Secretary in/under any Ministry.

Pursuant to this Court’s order, the lear ied DAG for the last 2
months, as he informed this Court, w s struggling to get
information, papers and para-wise commet. s from the concerned
officials of the Ministry of Education. These matters were being
heard at length for the last couple of mont: s and, apart from this
Court’s direction on the very [irst day, on ai | often during this last
two months, this Court was dirccting the lea iied DAG to assist this
Court by way of submitting relevant papers and documents upon
collecting them from the concerned officials of the Ministry of
Iiducation. very time, the learned DAG m;.n-essed his [rustration,
as inspite ol his repeated reminders to the cencerned officials of the
[iducation Ministry over telephone and fax, he could not get any
instructions from the Government, The learned Attorney General
Mr. Mahbubey Alam, under the circumstences, having appeared
before this Court submitted that there sho ild not be any further
delay in disposing of these cases because ol the non-cooperation of

the Government officials and it is up to this Court to make any
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observation on the Government officials” marmer of handling these
cases. When this Court closed its hearing, at this juncture, the
Ministry of Education provided some verbal information to the
learned DAG without [urnishing him any written para-wise
comments, though it was their legal duty to furnish the required
information in the form of parawise-comments to the office of the
Attorney General. With the above scanty information although the
lecarned DAG, to his best ability, submilted an affidavit-in-
opposition, he himself was not happy in presenting it before this
Court given that no paper was supplied to him [or submitting belore
this Court as to whether the Government denics the said mysterious
memo dated 31.12.2001 or owns it. In the affidavit-in-opposition,
the Ministry of Education in an evasive manner has simply stated
that the Government on 25.06.2007 dirccted all the private
universitics to close down the activitics of their outer campuses
and, thus, the Ministry abstained from specilically disowning the
contents of the memo dated 31.12.2001.

It is to be recorded here that among «ll these 13 (thirteen)
writ petitions, the first writ petition bearing no. 10242 of 2006 was
filed on 11.10.2006 challanging the action of the Ministry of
Education regarding appointment ol the VC for the DI University.
Had the Ministry been prompt in disposal ol the above writ petition

no. 10242 of 2006 within a few months ol issuing show cause
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notice (issuance of Rule Nisi) by this Court, upon full hearing of
the Rule, this Court could have ordered to close down the DI
University and consequently the Abul Hossain group and
Akbaruddin group would not have emerged out of the DI
University, which by then had become a controversial, a sick and a
non-functional institution. Furthermore, by quick disposal of the
first writ petition, the loss and damagc suffered by the State and its
citizens could have been minimized to a great extent. feewas,
therefore,-the Ministry of Education’s duty 1o seck assistance ffom

the-office of the Atforney General 10 dispose of these-wril-petitions

_expeditiouslys Furthermore, after submission-of the-inquiry report”

dated 15:02.2012 by the Inquiry Commission, the Ministry ought to
have. come.-out-of -hibernation: and thereby could have instructed
their own lawyers or office of the: Attorney. General to expedite the
disposal-of ‘all these cases. Shockingly, years after that, when this
Court directed the learned DAG to obtain information-{rom the
Ministry; they were still foundto be disinterested to co-operate with
this Court, Thus, the Ministry: of Licucation has utterly failed to
perform their duty-in-handling the issuc of the DI University in this
Courtas well.

Given themannuamdbtylc, ‘of dealing with this case by the
Gevgmmmtagﬁ@gﬂ;iolmwmgme poor-handling of the issues of

the DI Universityy «this-Court is of the view that by merely
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lambasting the concerned Government officials, adjudication of
these cases would remain incomplete and ineffective. ‘Thus, the
question posed hereinbefore is answered in the affirmative and we
hold that appropriate orders and directions are required to be passed
upon the concerned State-functionarics and statutory bodies.
Theloss and damage:which.has-been sincurred through
issuance of the said letter dated3:1w12:2001 ¢annot be measured in
pecuniary terms. While a perpetrator in committing a single offence
inflicts harm or causes damage to only a single person or a limited
number of persons, the Ministfy of Edueation by issuing such letter

dated 31.12:2001 has done so .._.l,nug_l_.,‘g-.__x_._u-l-' .damage and loss to the

educational sector of this country that even if the concerned

officials are fined with crores of ‘Laka, it-will not bera sufficient
compensation to'the State. In order to stop recurrence of this type of
action by the Government officials in the future, this Court is of the
opinion that a token amount ol compensatioir should be paid by the
person who had issued the letter dated 31.12.2001. I.earned DAG
has learnt from the Ministry that Ms Asma Tamkin is presently
serving as the Joint Scecretary of the Ministry of Local Government
and despite the learned DAG’s continual request to the high
officials of the Ministry of Education o contact Ms Asma Tamkin
and to examine the concerned [ile to assist the Court by providing

the required information and papers, they did not bother to [urnish
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specific explanations regarding her authority in issuing such a
circular having such a terrible, disastrous and ruinous consequence
on the education sector of this land.

ILet us now see whether the UGC, as a statutory body, has
carried out its statutory duty and whether appropriate directions
should be passed upon them. In dealing with the activitics of the DI
University and determining the fate of the thousands of students of
the DI University, the UGC has also demonstrated utter negligence
as the regulatory body. The UGC lioldsisufficient power to oversee
the functions.of the:private-universities under the University Grants
Commission of Bangladesh Order (PO No. 10 of 1973) and taozsidt
faifawriers w139, 030 (previously, ol fesfaurem wiZa, s553).
While article 5(2) of the' PO"No. 10 of 19 13vempowers the UJGC 1o
visit the universitics, Scctions 47 & 48 of the Ain, 2010 mandate
the UGC to inspect a private University at any time and pass
necessary orders upon it.

In the deteriorating situation ol the DI University, they had
the duty to closely monitor the activitics of the DI University and,

thereby, tordiscourage prospective sitidents in clearer and strong

‘words intaking ‘admission in ‘the said university in addition 1o

advising the Government to close down the DI University. They
appear to simply-justify~their performance in this regard by

publishing only a metification (“affefe) which was published on
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19.02.2008 in the Daily Janakantha. Ilowever, anyone would sce
the said step to be a shoddy pertormance by the UGC which was
avoiding its duty, given that it could not ussist the prospective
students to take a decision as to whether they should take admission

in the DI University or not. FheslJGC could have showed: its due’

-diligence by making reports to-the- Government and the Chancellor ¢

fromtiric to time about the activitics oFithe 11 University since 1™
of January;-1995-and;yin particular, by advising the Government to
close.down. the. DI University- after the death of Professor Syed Ali

Ashraf. Instead-of doing that; they have been corresponding with

the DI' University at theraddress of Dhanmondi, Dhaka seeking to

recognize them to be a valid and legal university; which is
completely inconsistent with their pretended step of publication of
the notification (54 fa%:(a).

Learned Advocate for the Savar group has brought
allegations against the UGC that the UGC was regularly
corresponding with the Dhanmondi group, but it purposefully
refrained from communicating with the Savar group inspite of their
best cffort to communicate with the UGC on numerous occasions
by writing letters. The learned Advocate has produced before us a
bundle of correspondences made by the Savar group to the UGC
and made an allegation against the UGC that the UGC being a

statutory body not only showed discourtesy by not replying to their
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above correspondences, but also sought to grant recognition in

odi,group.as.a university by being in constant

touch with them and, as per them. a {ew offi~ials of the UGC have

group’s above allegation against the UGC and thereby refraining
from making any obscrvation on the style of maintaining

relationship with the Dhanmondi group by the UGC, however, it
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«This letter appears to have been issued by one Md. Khaled, swho'

the letter and now holding the post of Sceretary of the UGC.

Because of this letter, the petitioners of writ petition no. 10398 of
2013, who claim themselves 1o be the former law-graduates of the

DI University at Dhanmondi campus, were enticed to get admitted



in the LLB (IHons) course at the DI University at Dhanmondi and
now they have come up with a claim hat since they have
completed L.LLLB (Hons) course, they should 1ot be declined by the
concerned professional body (Bangladesh Bar Council) to allow

them to sit for the Advocateship examinatioi. Thereforey it would/
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as a whole - meaning the members of the Bench and the Bar, has
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been damaged. It is an irreparable loss for a nation given that
whenever these LLB certificate-holders vould approach any
employer at home and abroad, they will have a negative impression
about the LLB subject. Therefore, the concerned official of the
UGC should compensate the State. The loss; that has been sullered
by the State:for the said official’s sclfish decision, cannot be offset .
by any amount of money, but in order to stop repetition of the same
misdeed in future by the UGC officials, the said official of the UGC
should pay a token amount of compensation to the State Exchequer.

Therefore, the answer to the question +ut herein before as to
whether appropriate order should be passed upon the UGC, comes
in favour of passing necessary direction upon the UGC.

Was there any statutory duty on part <" the Bangladesh Bar
Council (BBC) to do somcthing that could have helped the
petitioners of the writ petition no. 10398 ¢! 2013 in not getting
admitted in the [.aw Department of the DI Ur iversity?

In the quest for an answer thercto, the relevant provisions of
the Bangladesh l.egal Practitioners and Bar Council Order, 1972
(PO 42) may assist us in this regard. Article 27 of the PO 42
appears to be relevant for this purpose, which s reproduced below:

27. (1) Subject to provisions of tiiis order and the rules
made there under, a per-on shall be qualified
to be admitied as an advocate il he fulfils the

[ollowing conditions narely:-
(a) heisa citizen ol Ba gladesh;
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(b) he has completed tie age of twenty-one
years;
(¢) he has obtained-
(i) a degree in law from any university

situated within the territory which
forms part of Bangladesh; or

() sasmsmmsmesn s e

(1) oo i

(iv) a bachelor’s de: rec in law from any
university outside Bangladesh

recognized by th- Bar Council; or
(v) heis a barrister;
(d) he has passced such cxamination as may be
prescribed by the B: » Council; and

(underlined by us)

The above law clearly stipulates that only obtaining a law-
degree [rom any university can make a persca cligible to apply for
becoming an Advocate. While article 27(1 (¢)(i) of the PO 42
directs the BBC to sce whether the law-gre luate is from a local
university, article 27(1)(¢)(iv) asks the BBC to be satisfied as to
whether the candidate has graduated in la-v Irom a recognized
foreign uni\r‘ersilyl. Thus, a person must have a law degree [rom a
university either [rom home or abroad and it :nust be recognized by
the BBC. At the time of cnactment of the PO 42, only public
universities were functional in Bangladesh and the Legislature has
cemployed the word “university” for the local ~ablic universitics and
for the [foreign universities, the l.cgisliture has used the
phraseology ‘university ........... recognised by the Bar Council’.
Before enactment of the Ain, 1992, (Privite Universities Act,

1992), there was no private university in Ban: ladesh and, therelore,



the BBC has never prepared any list of the iocal universities who
produce Law-graduates, so as to be used as ‘e list of ‘recognized
private universities by the Bar Council™. In v.ow ol the fact that the
local public universities follows a set of critzria for admitting the
students in the professional subjects, thus the PO 42 did not
incorporate any provision requiring the Law -graduates to possess
any particular criterion.

Given the vulgarisation of the educational quality by most of
the private universities of this country, the Bi1C must prepare a list
of the private universities whose L.I.B (Hons) certificate may be
recognized for Advocateship examination. Ir order to do that, the
BBC must ask the private universities to tollow the admission
procedures akin to the public universitics 11 admitting the LLB
(Hons) course and set the same criteria of huving particular marks
in English and Bengali with overall good resuits in the SSC & 1I8C

exams, as required by the public universitis. Only the students

0 n . . .
ucho who have passed HSC or equivalent in the last two years with
oct 1P L ina!
cotf ne of\g
. GPAS from any group (science, arts or com nerce), securing 70%
Ape
ﬁ\me el
Mﬁ-moﬁc‘-‘&m&‘sﬂ@m marks in English or having a scorc of 6+ in [i-1.1S, shall be cligible
s (o of BY T aa- : gl Eas 119, shall be chglolc
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to apply for admission in the LLB (llon:) course, subject to
payment of prescribed fees. The primary Statutes of this country
namely Penal Code, Ividence Act, Speci‘ic Reliel Act, Civil

Procedure Code and Criminal Procedure Co: =2, are all inscribed in
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English. On top of linguistic form ol the . Hove laws, the Iligh
Court Division’s and Appellate Division’s @adgments are mostly
delivered in Iinglish. The facts remuin tha! those laws have not
been translated and printed in Bengali v.ision till now and,
therefore, the potential LL.B (Hons) students must have a good, il
not the best, grasp on English. This requiremct shall be in place up
to the time this country translatcs and pr :ls thosce Statutes in
Bengali. It would not be irrclevant to ob- crve here that since
majority of the people of this country spcak in Bengali, the State
should take step to translate and print all the laws ol this land in
Bengali version without making any [urther ¢ iay.

In other professional [ields, such as me:iical and dental, when
private cducational institutions were set up, their professional body
BMDC put the conditions that the aspirant ¢ ndidates must sit for
admission test at a time once in a year afler few months of
publication of the results of HSC & cquivalont examinations and
only the successful students should be compeient o be admitted in
their chosen medical/dental college subje t to availability of
vacancy in the said college. Likewise, the BiiC should arrange for
the admission tests for the aspirant candidates once in a year,
preferably after a month of publication of acinission results in the
public universities. The intending students wi » wish 1o be admitted

in the private universities would sit in the «xamination and alter
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their successful passing in the admission fest, they would be
allowed to take admission in their chosen private university.

No private university shall be permitti d (o admit more than
100 (one hundred) students in a calendar yea:. Also, the BBC itsell
shall monitor the admission process of the 1.I.B (Hons) course in
the private universities and also oversce the students’ subscquent
academic improvements by maintaining the Registry for the first
year, 2™ year, third ycar and final year L1.B(Ilons) students
studying in the private universitics in order te ensure that no pseudo
student obtain LB (Hons) certificate merely by paying yearly fees,
without passing midterms/periodical/ycarly examinations. In a
public university it is not possible to show : student to be a LB
(Hons) student without passing in the admission test and thereafter
a student may be able to get a LLB (1lons) certificate after at least
four years, only ‘through passing in all tic subscquent  years’
examinations.

The BMDC does not impose any professional exam afier
passing the MBBS course, because of maintaining a [iltering
process at the time of admission in the MBBS course. Likewise, the
BBC should consider this admission test to be more important than
the Advocateship/enrolment test, for, when tac private universities
would not have any chance to admit irregiilar students, like the

public universities, the Advocateship/enroiment examination would
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then be taken only for the purposc ol finding out a limited number
of the best among the lot, to cnrol thein as Advocates, For
introducing this system, the BBC does not nzed to install any new
system, because the students may be invited 10 apply and sit [or the
test applying the same system which is already in place for the
MCQ test of the Bar enrolment exanimation. All that the BBC
requires to do is that they have 1o Noat the advertisement in the
newspapers and the '1'V, that from this year the students who wish
to pursue their LLB (Hons) course in the private universities must
sit and pass in the admission test (o be arrang:d by the BBC.
No private university shall commence the LILB (Hons)
course without [irst obtaining ‘Clearance Certificate’ from the
BBC. 1t is a statutory requirment under the PO 42 that the Students
after passing LLB (I lons) shall pass the MCQ and written tests in
order to be enrolled as Advocates and accordingly the BBC has
oot repf{?‘;‘ﬁm lixed some law-subjects to be the syllabus for the said MCQ and
of 1 ® written tests. Therefore, the BRC needs Lo be satisled that a private
afﬁm%’: ‘\t::\

Md.Mofﬁc‘\G‘\ f:%\&def\“ . e . r . T ; 5 .
pssistet 0o o, university is offering those subjects and there are full-time regular

s - Aeioly
S“\_?‘:ﬂgomt s
e y .
competent teachers to teach the students Ina conducive

environment. It is worthwhile 1o note heie that although LLB
(Hons) course is primarily designed for and aimed at preparing the
students for entrance examinations for the bar and judicial service,

however, for becoming a Law Officer in any corporate body or for
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teaching in the Law Decpartments, a handful law-graduates arc
required. Therefore, while every private university shall prepare
their curriculum and syllabus keeping the core subjects of the law
in their syllubus, they shall also be at liberty to incorporate some
other rarely-used laws. There are thousands of statutes/legislations
in our country and it is simply impossible for a university to teach
all the laws in the LLB (ITons) coursc. ‘The Law Departments of all
the universities, be it private or public, play a role of coaching
centres for entrance examination of bar & bench as well as for
preparing the students [or other jobs. In orcer to obtain clearance
from the BBC, private universities must apply with a payment of
Taka ten lacs to the Bar Council as a deposit so that il a private
university does not follow the above procedire in future, the BBC
can forfeit the said money on top of blacklisting the said university
whose students shall not be permitted to sit for the enrollment
examination. The BBC, upon receiving application for a private
university, shall send two Hon"ble Judges of the Supreme Court to
visit the applicant-university’s class rooms, meet the law teachers,
cxamine the syllabus of the LLB (Ilons) course and scc the other
environments. Upon receiving a satisfactory report from the
Ilon’ble Judges, the BBC would then issuc a ‘Clearance
Certificate’ for the intending private university. It is expected that

the private universities with good reputation, both locally as well as
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internationally, such as North South University, Independent
University, Brac University and a fecw more private universities,
would be happy with the introduction ol this system by the BBC.
However, il appropriate suggestions are put forward by them, the
same may be discussed in the [orum of I.egal Education Committee
of the BBC. The Legal Education Committee shall always be
headed by an Hon’ble Judge of the Supreme Court of Bangladesh
in addition to having two other llon’ble Judges of the Supreme
Court as the members of the said Committee. Because of non-
obtaining this prior clearance from the Bangladesh Bar Council, the
writ petitioners of writ petition no. 10398 ol 2013 suffered loss by
being declined by the Bangladesh Bar Council to issue Admit
Cards for their long-cherished Advocateship examination.

There is yet another aspect of legal education prevailing in
our country. In other disciplines, such as medical, engincering and
chartered accountancy, there is no short-cut route to get entry in the
relevant profession resorting to a two-year course. I'ven for a Phd
degree-holder in a dillerent subject of science, there is no short
course to become an MBBS doctor or BSC cngincer. Like-wise,
there should not be any 2-ycar LLB course t¢ become an Advocate.
No public university offers a two-ycar LLB course, except the
National University. While the UGC must direct all the private

universities to convert the two-year course into LLB (Hons) course
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immediately, the National University must ask the Law-colleges to
introduce 4 (four) years LLB (Ilons) course itom 2020 giving them
4 (four) years time so as to prepare themselves for running the [LI.B
(Hons) course. In the sub-continent, during British regime,
provision was made to enable the graduatcs of any discipline to
become an Advocate by completing a two-ycar course through law-
colleges run and controlled by public universitics of great fame and
name, such as University of Calcutta, University o Dhaka and
during post-British regime, in our part, in I>haka University only.
Alter our country became independent, onlv University of Dhaka
and Chittagong University used to run and control the L.ILB two-
year course and no question has ever riscn about the standard of the
LLB two-year course till the period the said public universitics
were running the course. The Law Colleges used to have been run
by eminent professors, jurists and lawyers, and most ol our eminent
lawyers and judges were the products of the said l.aw Colleges
under the University of Dhaka and Chittagong University.
However, since the time of taking over the control of the I.I.B3 two-
year course by the National University, the quality of the course has
been seriously fallen down and the products are too poor to be
cligible as an Advocate, let alone pass in the competitive exams
held for appointments of judges in the lower judiciary, or finding a

job in any university as a law-teacher. Therc was a justification, in



the past, to introduce the two-year LL.B (pass) course, for, the
graduates of any discipline of British cra, Pakistan epoch and of the
post-independence period were so qualified that had they been
allowed to start practice in the legal profession, with the passage of
time following acquiring experience by being attached with a
lawyer, they would have been able to demonstrate an impressive
performance. This is not the case of the gracuates of these days, as
most of them cannot write English or Bengali correctly, not to
speak of drafting a petition or moving a case before the Courts
articulately. Advocates are addressed by the commoners as the
‘learned’ and the reason behind it is that the members ol this
profession not only possess sound knowledge on law, but they also
cqually hold knowledge on llistory, Philosophy and Literature.
Morcover, from the British period to the middle of 1990, only a few
public universities were cquipped with full-time competent teachers
to run the [.LLB (Hons) course, but presently most of the public
universities are running the LLL.B (Hons) course and, therefore, there
is no more justification of retaining the two-vear 1.1.3 (pass) course
in our country.

After laying down the above interpretations and guidelines
on the Law-degree (degree in law), as cnshrined in article 27

(1)(c)(i) of the PO 42, this Court requires to reason [or carrying out



the above exercise and also it becomes obligatory for this Court to
cite the authority and competency to lay down the guidelines.

In writ petition no. 10398 of 2013, in which the LI.B (Hons)
certificate-holders from the DI University hive been denied by the
BBC to issue admit cards [or Advocatesi.ip exam. the learned
Advocate for the BBC has presented before this Court the
vulnerable condition of the prospective siud:nts who have pursued
two-year LLB (Pass) course and plight of the LLB (llons)
certificate-holders from the private universities and requested this
Court to pass necessary orders upon the UGC and National
University to close down the two-years [.1.IB (Pass) ccurse and also
prayed for empowering the Bangladesh Bar Council to oversee the
standard of LLB (ITons) course in the private universitics.
Previously, a number of writ petitions were filed in this Court

challenging the refusal of the BBC o adm't the LL.B certificate-

ot holders from private universities in which cases the students did not
ued ‘ep‘:':d‘“a\

co i;‘;‘:/ get recognition of LLLB degree holders and the Rules were
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Of them, recently the Appellate Division upheld the verdict of the
High Court Division passed in writ petition no. 10065 of 2010 and

writ petition no. 613 of 2013.
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To maintain the quality of the legal profession as well as
uphold the standard of the judges, this Court is sctting out some
essential directions as a part of its Constitutional obligation. It is to
be known to all, if not already known, that when this Court sits in
Constitutional jurisdiction and a Constitutional issue is brought to
the notice of this Court in course of cxaniining the other issues
raised in a writ petition, it becomes this Court’s bounden duty to
make pertinent observations, albeit by way of obiter dicta, towards
assisting the Legislature in considering as to whether any law
requires to be legislated for the interest «f the nation and also
guiding the executives 1o the right path. In course of cxamining the
issues raised in writ petition no. 10398 ol 2013, whercin the (ormer
LLB students of the Darul lhsan University sought for a direction
upon the Bangladesh Bar Council to allow them to sit for admission
test for the Advocateship enrollment, this Court takes in its judicial
notice that the LLLLB courses in this country are being run in awful
manner which should not be allowed to continue by this Court, for,
the LLB graduates ultimately culminate into the part of the
judiciary, cither as a Judicial Officer or as an Advocate. 1.LB as an
academic subject, thus, is directly linked up with the judiciary.

Independence of the judiciary is onc of the pillars of our
Constitution and the judiciary shall never be in a position to work

independently if it is not manned by brilliant and competent people.



Therefore, it becomes a Constitutional duty of this Court, on top of
upholding the image and prestige of the jud:ciary, to safeguard the
independence of the judiciary through maintaining the quality of
the *degree in law’, an expression employed in article 27(1)(c)(i) of
the PO 42 of 1972. Accordingly, this Court was constrained to
make the above obscrvations and lay down thic pertinent directions.
We may now turn to sce the fate of the four contending
groups of the DI University and the conscquences they are to face.
This Court has purposcfully opted to refrain from making
any observation as to the legitimacy of the Board of Trustees of the
DI Trust claimed by the Savar group, the Dhanmondi group, the
Abul Hossain group and the Akbaruddin group, for, the issue has
been left for adjudication by the civil Court. [However, while the
Dhanmondi group and Savar group have cndeavoured their best to
show some papers and documents in support of their purported
claim and counter-claim on the ownership ol the DI University, the
Abul Hossain group and the Akbar Uddin group utterly failed to
show a single piece of paper as to the claim of having their
connection with the deed no. 14285 dated 15.12.1986 by which the
DI Trust was created. They do not own and posess the required
quantam of landed property and they do not maintain a reserved
fund of Taka 5 (Five) crore. Mr. Iida M. Kamal, the learned

Advocate for the Dhanmondi group, and Mr. Md. Faizul Kabir, the
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lcarned Advocate for the Savar group, in course of making their
submissions, have alleged that Abul llossain group and Akbar
Uddin group are f[raudsters and this Court also finds that their
manner and style ol conducting the cascs liled belore this Court
speak a lot and amply suggest that they have not come with clean
hands in this Court. Since all the four contending groups have been
running their respective universities illegally without obtaining
permission from the Government, they must make good the damage
to the students who have received certificates from them.

By the papers and documents submitted before us in relation
to the claim and counter-claim on the owncership or control of the
certificate no. S$-5542 dated 02.04.2006 issued by the RISC in
favour of Professor Syed Ali Naki, this Court though is able to
adjudicate upon the issuc as to whether the inclusion of the Abul
Hossain group in the Professor Naki’s DI ‘T'rust through subscquent
amendment ol the Board of Trustees of the said trust was lawful,
however, the said registration in favour of Professor Syed Ali Naki
itsell having been challenged by the Dhanmondi group vide
institution of a civil Suit, which is still awaiting final verdict by the
lower appellate Court, we retrain from making any observation on
the Abul Hossaion group’s claim as to whether they had been co-
opted in a lawful manner and whether thev have any connection

with the DI Trust under the said registered document. However, it
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deems to this Court to be of worth to note that if the civil Court
finds that the Abul Ilossain group’s registration has been given
unfairly, the Registrar of the RJSC must be {ined by the civil Court
following the adjudication of the said Suit and the said (ine should
be paid to the Government Fxchequer from the pocket ol the
Registrar of the RISC who was serving therein at that relevant point
in time.

Akbar Uddin group, after making thei submissions at length,
came back in their scnse and started to realize that it would simply
be wasting the time of this Court 10 procecd with their meritless
case and that it is highly likely that on top o [ imposing usual costs,
compensatory costs might be slapped by this Court. Thus, they
eventually decided to non-prosceute their writ petition no. 8647 of
2001 and, that is how, by pulling themsclves out from contesting
this Rule, they not only managed to save themselves from being
burdened with heavy costs, but also escaped from being vilified by
this Court.

Although the learned Advocale Mr. Shahin Ahmed,
appearing on behalf of the Abul L lossain group in writ petition no.
9519 of 2011, was struggling to satisty this Court as 10 whether the
Abul Hossain group has any standing for filing the above writ
petition and thereby whether the wril petitioner-Abul Hossain can

challenge the memo no. SHIMO/SHA: 17/complaint 3/2004 (part-
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2)/505 dated 25" October, 2011 issued by respondent no. 2 and the
Notification being Mcmo no. UGC /Ba: Bi/268 (investigation
commission)/2011/8906 dated 31" October, 2011 and the letter
being Memo  No. UGC/Ba: 13i /268  (investigation
commission)/volume-2/201 1/9067 dated 13" November, 2011
issucd by respondent no. 6 appointing investigation commission,
however, he could not non-prosccute the case duc to the Abul
[lossain group’s instruction to receive a detailed judgment from this
Court. In the casc of Kazi Md. Salamtullah & others Vs Bagladesh
2016 (1) LNJ 218, it was held that:
[t is within the competency ol an Advocate to non-
prosecute a Rule or not 1o press an application, be it a
writ petition or other applicatior, whenever it becomes
known to him that facts have been suppressed by the
petitioner or if an indication is made by the Court that
there is no merit in the case after being afforded the
opportunity of presenting  his case at length. The
source of this power of an Advocate is his

Vokalatnama, wherein all the litigants confer upon an
Advocate the power of liling the case in tandem with

c,‘\).;,\'\t'."‘ the power to do the needful in connection with the said

ot (e{)‘zg\“a\ case which necessarily includes the power of taking a
‘of‘\“eo decision to non-prosecute a petition (not to press a
wad petition) and non-prosecule the Rule. However, 1o be

on safer side, the filing Advocate may seek a written
instruction from his client for an untainted and
bonafide case where the writ petition/application is
immune from the blame of suppression of facts or
adopting any other unfair means.

Although the learmned Advocate for the petitioner in writ
petition no. 9519 of 2011, Mr. Shahin Ahmed, was competent 10

non-prosecute the Rule when this Cour! expressed ils view
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verbally, after he was allowed to make his submissions for his
desired length of time, we do not take his stance negatively, for, it
is the discretion of an Advocate to procced wvith the Rule and non-
prosecute the Rule. However, on the strength of the vokalatnama,
while an Advocate is always at liberty not-io-press an application
(not-press), which is being donc every day in the Motion Ilearings,
or not-to-proceced with the Rule (non-prosccution of a Rule), it
becomes a professional duty for an Advocate to press an
application or proceed with the Rule where the client instructs to
receive an order or judgment, even at the cxpense of costs to be
imposed upon the petitioner. Hence, as an Acvocate ol this Court, it
was the learned Advocate’s duty to elaborately argue his case and,
then, convey the view of the Court to the petitioner that the Rule
appears to be a meritless once and descerves to be discharged. [laving
done Mr. Shahin’s part, it is the petitioner wio appears to be happy
to receive a detailed judgment [rom this Court with order of costs
and other observations on the style ol handling the case, no matter
how fatal the consequence might be. lowever. the learned
Advocate Mr. SK Baharul Islam and Mr. Abdullah-Al-Mahbub,
who are the learncd Advocates for other writ petitions of Abul
Hossain group, namely writ petition nos. 1443 of 2011 and 8144 of

2011, deserve deprecation in the strongest term [rom this Court for



their conduct. In the above-cited case at para 29, it was obscrved
that:
This Court is well empowered to oversee the
professional performance and also to regulate the
Court-conduct of the learned Advocates and, in an
appropriate case, impose costs upon a learned

Advocate for [inding his conduct to be unbelitting with
the norms and etiquettes ol the legal profession.

They dared to continue with the Rules arising out of the
above writ petitions filed by the Abul Ifossain group by adopting
the tactic of disappearance afier attending this Court only for once.
While this Court was repeatedly asking the learned Advocates [or
other writ petitions of Abul Hossain group, namely writ petition
nos. 1443 of 2011 and 8144 of 2011 to appcar before this Court, the
cngaged lawyers of these writ petitions did not show the civility to
make their submissions by appearing before this Court. After
making their submissions, the fair and best course of action for
them was to non-prosecute the Rules when this Court had verbally
informed them that the Rules are without any substance. The
conduct of Abul Hossain group led us 1o take a view that the Abul
[Mossain group wanted to dissipate further time in their desparate
attempt to continue with their illegal academic activities and,
therefore, they wittingly abstained from assisting this Court in
disposing of these Rules.

Before parting with this judgment, this Court considers it to

be pertinent to record some observations on the assets and



properties of the DI ‘Trust and the DI University founded by late
Professor Syed Ali Ashraf who is known. both at home and abroad,
as an Islamic scholar of high altitude.

It is to be remembered by the valid i3oard of Trustees of the
DI Trust that because of the tireless offorts of the [fabled
oducationist Professor Syed Ali Ashral, tac idea of sctting up
private universities in this country found a place in the
Government-policy. Following Professor Syed Al Ashraf’s
determination in cstablishing  the Darul thsan University, the
Government, the UGC and many other international organizations,
such as The Muslim World League of Makkah, Iqra Trust, King
Abdul Aziz University and many more ‘ndividuals had come
forward to help the legendary Professor in the establishment of the
DI University, which was supposed o be o thriving institution of
high intellectual and moral standard of the Muslim nations. The
Board of Trustees must bear in mind that establishment of an
[slamic University in private sector was a dream of Professor Syed
Ali Ashral which is evident from the personal notes ol Professor
Syed Ashraf that though the DI University was established in 1989
by the Darul lIhsan Trust, however, the process of sctting up of this
university was in fact started by him at a conference on Muslim
education in Makkah in 1977, and therealier it was followed by

subsequent conferences on diflerent aspects of Muslim education in



Islamabad in 1980, in Dhaka in 1981, in Jakarta in 1982 and in
Cairo in 1987, which had the approval of Muslim Governments.
The Makkah Declaration by the heads of Muslim States in 1981
made positive theoretical commitment to Isiamic education where
Professor Syed Ali Ashral was involved and linally he himself tried
to implement, what he had been thinking about for the decades, by
donating his 8.63 acres of land at Savar.

Therefore, after forming a valid Board of ‘T'rustees of the DI
Trust, through the civil Court or through amicable settlements
among the contending parties, the said valid Board of Trustees
should consider to rename the university as ‘Syed Ali Ashraf
Islamic University’ in the backdrop of im posing prohibition by this
Court to use the name of “Darul Ihsan University” for the reasons
cnunciated hereinbefore. In these days of world-wide moral
degradation and struggle between extremists of all sorts, the
proposed private Islamic University may be established under the
Private University Act, 2010 which would aim at the balanced
growth of the total personality of students.

If the Savar group and the Dhanmondi group fail to merge
into one group towards formation of a single “Darul lhsan Trust’ or
if the valid Board of ‘Irustees of the DI ‘I'rust is not determined by
the civil Court, then the Government shall take over the asset and

property of the ‘Darul Thsan Trust” under the relavant Jaws. namely
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Socicties Registration Act, 1860, the ‘Trust Act, 1882, the Waqfs
Ordinance, 1962 and any other law. The Savar group and the
Dhanmondi group, both of them, have claimed belore this Court
that they have more than 1 (one) crore Taka cach in their respective
Bank Accounts and furthermore there is 8.36 acres of land at
Ganakbari near Savar Cantonment. Thus, il the Government takes
over the cash and the landed property in their control, the
management of the proposed ‘Syed Ali Ashraf Islamic University’
should confer upon the Savar Cantonment Board making the GOC
of the said Cantonment to be the chairman o! the Darul] Thsan Trust.
Upon taking over the asset and properties ol the DI Trust and the
DI University, if the management of the proposed university is
handed over to the Savar Cantonment, i is expected that by
receiving education in the proposed university, students will grow
up as full-fledged citizens of a modern democratic State and apply
eternal norm of values to all aspects of human life. This proposed
university would not impose any ideology on students; rather it
shall guide them to study dispassionalcly different concepts of
knowledge and compare them with the Islamic concept and make
the choice themselves. The proposed univers:ty should be a creative
alternative to modern sccular education.

Following the examination of the papers submitted by the

contending groups of the DI University, having perused the writ
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petitions and affidavits-in-opposition and innexures thereto, on
hearing the submissions advanced by the learned Advocates for all
the contending groups, the learned Advocaic for the UGC and also
the learned Attorney General with the learned Deputy Attorney
General and upon considering the laws & decisions, this Court
makes the following declarations, orders and directions:

Declarations/Orders of this Court as to the affairs of the DI
University:

(i) It is declared that the Darul lhsan ! niversity (which have

been relerred to as the DI University althrough this
Judgment) is not a university in the eyc of law.

(i)  Notwithstanding the above finding about the Darul Thsan
University, this Court, in this Judgment, is not making any
declaration on the Certificates issucd by the Darul lhsan
University as to whether those are valid or invalid. It is up to
the authorities of the relevant profession and the employers
of the different sectors, be it the private or public sector
employer, either to accept the Cert ficates issued by the
Darul Thsan University or to dishonour those certificates.

(iii) If any student claims to have sufiered any loss or have been
victimized in any form because of pursuing any course in the
Darul lhsan University, s/he sha!l be entitled to a
compensation of Taka 5 lacs. The Students, for the said

purpose, shall have 1o approuch  the  concerned
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person/campus from which he or she has received his/her

certificate.

Declarations/Orders of this Court on the |.aw degree:

()

(i1)

It is declared that ‘a degree in law’. which is a statutory
requirement for becoming an Advocate under article
27(1)(c)(1) of the PO 42 of 1972, mecans (a) LLB (llons)
course run by any public university ol Bangladesh, (b) LLB
(IHons) course run by the private universitics who obtained
‘Clearance Certificate’ from the Bangladesh Bar Council, (¢)
[.LI.B (Hons) course of a foreign university recognized by the
Bangladesh Bar Council, (d) 1.1.B (pass) course, which is
being currently run by the National University and would
remain as a vaild “degree in law” only upto the year 2020
and (c) a foreign LLB course or any other forcign course on
law required'to be completed towards hecoming a Barrister.

A two-year LLLLB (Pass) course [rom a private university is

not ‘a degree in law’.

Directions upon the Government:

(1)

(ii)

It is ordered that the Government shall close down all the
activitics of the Darul lhsan University immediately.

Ilenceforth, there shall not be any outer campus of any
private university in any place of Bangladesh and the

Government shall close down all the outer campuses of all



(ii1)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)
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the private universities, including all the outer campuses of
the Darul Thsan University.

The Government shall circulate, through electronic and print
media, that the Darul Thsan Universi'y has been shut down
by the Government. It shall, before 01.08.2016, arrange to
put the above circulation on TV scrolls of at least 5 (five) TV
channels, including the BTV, for 7 (scven) consecutive days.
There must not be any university in the name and style of the
Darul IThsan University in this country. No new permission
shall be given by the Governemnt (o run any university,
titling the ‘Darul Ihsan University’.

It is, however, up to the Government whether or not they
would issue any ‘temporary permissicn letter’ (GTfie sigafs
?@) and the ‘license” (37) if the 1Dorul lhsan Trust, upon
formation of the valid Board of ‘I'rustces by the civil Court or
upon merging all the groups they theniselves form one single
Darul Thsan Trust, applies [or ‘temporary permission letter’

(ufass wfs #@) and the ‘license’ (21++) in a different name.

If the Savar group and the Dhanmondi group fail to merge
into one group towards formation ol a single ‘Darul lhsan
Trust’ or if the valid Board of Trustees of the DI Trust is not
determined by the civil Court, then the Government shall

take over the asset and property of the ‘Darul Thsan Trust’



under the relavant legal provision: of the country and
thereafter the Government may conicr the management of
the proposed ‘Syed Ali Ashral Islami: University’ upon the
Savar Cantonment Board making the GOC of the said
Cantonment to be the chairman of the arul Ihsan Trust.

(vii) The Sccretary, Ministry of Education is directed to file
affidavit-in-compliance upon compiving with the above
direction nos. i, ii & iii on or betore 01.08.2016.

Directions upon the University Grant Con mission (UGC):

(i) The UGC shall not accord permission to any private
university to open LLB (Hons) cours.: without having prior
approval, to be known as ‘Clearance: Certificate’, [rom the
Bangladesh Bar Council.

(i)  Within 3 (three) days from the date «f receipt of this order,
the UGC shall issuc notice to all the private universitics of
Bangladesh to obtain ‘Clearance <lertificate’ from the

Bangladesh Bar Council to run the [.1.13 (Hons) course.

(ili) The UGC is directed to inform ‘his Court about the
compliance of the above directions by way of filing affidavit-
in-compliance on or before 01.08.201¢,

Directions upon the Bangladesh Bar Cour il (BBC):




)

(ii)

(iii)
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The BBC shall prepare a list of the private universitics who
have been issued with the *Clearance Certificate” and place
the said list in the website ol the BBC

Upon receiving an application [rom : private university 10
obtain a ‘Clearance Certificate’ t-gether with a non-
refundable security deposit of Taka ten lacs in the Bank
Account of the BBC and an undertaking that the university
shall admit its LLB (llons) students oaly from the list of the
successful candidates of the BBC’s / dmission test for LLB
(Hons) course, the BBC shall issue the ‘Clearance
Certificate’ within 3 (three) months ivom the date ol receipt
of the above application.

Before issuance of the ‘Clearance Certificate’ to any private
university, the BBC shall request twe 1on’ble Judges of the
Supreme Court to inspect the aspirai i private university to
see whether there is at least (ive stand:rd size class rooms for
exclusive use of the law students, wi:ether at least 10 (ten)
full-time qualified  teachers hav. been recruited on
permanent basis and whether the overall environment of the
Law Department is conducive to produce law-graduates and
if the Hon’ble judges submit a positiv: report, the BBC shall
issue the ‘Clearance Certilicate’ cor aining that ‘this is to

certify that the LLB (Hons) course rin by the North South
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(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)
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University/Independent University/I31:AC  University is a
recognized course by the Bangladesh “ar Council’.

The BBC shall arrange for the admission test ol the LILB
(Hons) students in the private universiiies in the last week of
the September of each year.

‘The BBC shall float advertisement in “he widely-circulated 2
(two) daily national newspapers inviting the prospective
students to apply in the prescribed forin for admission in the
LLB (Hons) course in the private universitics with payment
of the prescribed [ees and submissic 0 of two photographs
and the SSC & HSC certificates.

The BBC may conduct the admission test applying the same
procedure which is in place for the M( Q and written tests for
Advocateship examination.

The BBC, however, shall be at liberty ‘o enter into a contract
either with University of Dhaka or w th the reputed private
universities, such as North South University, Independent
University and Brac University t¢ conduct the whole
admission process.

Only the students with GPAS, sciuaring 70% marks in
English in the 11SC or cquivalent pas: ed within the last two
preceding years, shall be eligible to @ sply for the admission

test and the ‘A level’ certificate-hold:rs of English medium
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background with B grade result shall be cligible to apply for
LLB (Ilons) admission test. The st 'ents with below 70%
marks in English in the HSC shall be cligible to apply subject
to obtaining 6+ in the IELTS certilicate from the British

Council.

Directions upon the National Univeristy:

(i)

(ii)

(iv)

The National University is directeri 1o make necessary
aggangements for installing 4(four)-ycar LLB (Hons) course
by abandoning the current two-year 1 {.B (pass) course from
the academic year 2020-2021.

The National University shall cnsurc that at least 10 (ten)
[ull-time permanent teachers have bec: employed in the Law
Colleges, which are running the two-ycar LLB (pass) course,
by asking the permament teachers (o <:nd their CVs with the
academic ccr’iii‘icatcs.

The National University shall introduce online admission
system and no Law College shall be «llowed to admit more
than one hundred students in a caleniar year. The National
University shall prepare a gradation list of the aspirant
students as per the SSC & HSC o equivalent academic
results of the students.

The National University shall circula:e the above dircctions

to all the Law Colleges under it within one month of the



receipt of this order and then file an affidavit-in-compliance
before this Court on or before 31.08.2016.

Dircctions upon the Private Universities:

(i)  No private university shall admit I.L.B (Hons) students whose
names do not appear in the ‘Pass List” of the Admission Test
for the LLB (1lons) course held by the BBC and it shall not
take more than 100 LLB (Hons) students in a calendar year
and also shall not run a two-year LLB degree level course.

(ii)  All the private universities, that arc running the LLB (llons)
course and any private university which desires to open up
the L.I.B (Hons) course, shall apply to the BBC within
01.09.2016 for obtaining the ‘Clearance Certificate’ with a
payment of ‘T'aka 10,00,000/— (ten lacs) as security deposit in
the Bank Account of the BBC and the CVs of the ten
permancnt teachers with their academic certificates.

(iii) After completing the admission process ol the students, the

ction private university shall send the list of the First Year LLILB
correct tep:?;:a\

of the © (Hons) students of the I.aw Department and, thereafier, their
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further developments shall be supplied to the BBC on or
before 30™ October of the cach year.
(iv) Ilowever, the private universities shall not be required to
41?“‘1/) comply with the above directions to run the ‘Bachelor inok

Iixecutive law’ course (BIL) incorporating any

laws/statutes in its syllabus as per their need and choice, [or
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the students who do not wish to be judicial officer or
Advocate. But they must not use the word ‘LLB’ in their
certificate.

Direction _upon Ms. Asma Tamkin, Joint Scereatry to the

Ministry of LGRD who was serving as the Scnior Assistant
Secreatry on 31.12.2001:

In view of the observations made hereinbefore in this
Judgment on the purported letter dated 31.12.2001 signed by
Ms. Asma Tamkin who was serving as the Senior Assistant
Sccretary in the Ministry of Education at that relevant point
of time in 2001, she is directed to pay a compensation of
Taka 5 (five) lacs to the Government Exchequer within
01.08.2016 and file an alfidavit-in-compliance before this
Court on or before 01.08.2016.

Direction upon Mr. Md. Khaled, the Secretary of the UGC:

For the manner and style of dealing with the issue of the
Darul lhsan University by Md. Khaled, the then Director and
. presently serving as the Secretary of the UGC, as surfaced
hereinbefore in this judgment in course of scrutinizing the
performance of the UGC, Mr. Md Khaled is directed 1o pay a
compensation of Taka 5 (five) lacs to the Government
Exchequer within 01.08.2016 and file an affidavit-in-
compliance before this Court on or before 01.08.2016.
Out of the above 13 writ petitions, writ petition nos.

10242/06, 3189/08, 1500/11, 6799/11 and 9529/12 have been filed
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by the Savar group and among them the writ petition no. 6799 of
2011 will not be adjudicated upon by us, for, after concluding the

hearing, we were informed that the case has been allocated by the

_ Hon’ble Chief Justice to a Division Bench presided over by his

I,brdship Justice Moyeenul Islam Chowdhury. Writ Petition no.
94I06f10 has been filed by the Dhanmondi group and eventually
they have decided to non-prosccute the-Rule on 12.01.2015 and on
the same day the Rule was discharged for non-prosecution, which
came to our notice during hearing of the case. Ilowever, since the
matter was brought to the list by the UGC in a bundle/group, we
opted 1o keep the said case in the bundle in an expectation lo be
benefited in any manner by the averments and its annexed papers
and, accordingly, the matter was appearing in the Causc List till the
date of pronouncement of the judgment, albeit informing the partics
that there would be no order of further disposal of the Rule. Writ
Petition nos. 1443/11, 9519/11 and 8144/11 have been [iled by the
Abul Hossain group, writ petition no. 8647/01 has been filed by
Akbar Uddin group, writ petition no. 5248/10 has been filed by the
Co-ordinator, Darul lhsan University, Panchagar Campus, writ
petition no. 10005/13 has been filed by a former student of the DI
University and writ petition no. 10398/13 has been filed by a few
former law students of the DI University.

Since writ petition nos. 10005 of 2013 and 8647 of 2011

have been non-prosecuted by the petitioners, we are inclined to



discharge the Rule without slapping any costs upon the petitioners
and writ petition no. 10398 of 2013 also descrves to be discharged
without any order as to costs, as this writ petition have been filed
by the students who have been declined by the Bangladesh Bar
Council to sit for the Advocateship enrollment examination and, in
fact, arc the victims of the misdeeds of the corrupt persons of the
Darul Thsan University, the UGC and the Government.

And rest of the Rules issued in the writ petitions being nos.
10242 of 2006, 3189 of 2008, 5248 of 2010, 1443 of 2011, 1500 of
2011, 8144 of 2011, 9519 0 2011, 9529 of 2012 & 10398 of 2013
are liable to be discharged with exemplary costs, which should not
be less than Taka 10 lacs for each of the writ petitions.

In the result, the Rules issued in writ petition being nos.
10242 of 2006, 3189 of 2008, 5248 of 2010, 1443 of 2011, 1500 of
2011, 8144 of 2011, 9519 of 2011, 9529 of 2012 & 10398 of 2013
._a_fs,.glj?charged with costs of Taka 10,00,000/- (Ten lacs) for each of
the writ petitions and the Rules issued in writ petition nos. 10005 of
2013, 8647 ol 2011 and 10398 of 2013 are discharged without any
" order as to costs, "The costs are to be paid to the National Exchequer
from the pocket of the claimed trustees of the respective group of
the l:)l Trust, not from the fund of the DI Trust or DI University, by
way of submitting Treasury Challan within 30 (thirty) days from

the date of receipt of this judgment and the writ petitioners ol the
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above writ petitions shall file affidavit-in-ccimpliance on or before
01.08.2016.

The interim-orders passed in these Ru-cs by this Court at the
time of issuance of these Rules are hereby va ated.

Iet the file of the writ petition no. 679 of 2011 be placed, il
not already sent, before the Division Bencit presided over by his
Lordship Mr. Moycenul Islam Chowdhury «s per the order of the
Hon’ble Chicef Justice for its disposl. Also, the file of writ petition
no. 9406 of 2010 shall be sent to the record room, as the same has
already been discharged on 12.01.2015.

et these matters appear in the Daily Cause List on
01.08.2016 so as to enable this Court to sec whether the directions
passed by this Court have been complied /ith by the concerned
State-functionaries, statutory bodies and the jersons.

Office is directed to open a scparate file containing fresh
order-sheets and a copy of this judgment i order to conveniently
place these matters before this Court on 0 .08.2016 keeping the
bundles of these files in the record-room.

Let a copy of this judgment be sen. to the (i) Chairman,
Judicial Service Commission, (ii) Sccretary. Zabinet Division, (iii)
Chairman, University Grants Commiss on, (iv) Chairman,
Bangladesh Bar Council, (v) Secretary, Ministry of Education, (vi)

Vice-Chencellor, National University, iazipur, (vii) Vice
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Chancellors of all the Private Universities of Bangladesh, (viii)
GOC, Savar Cantonment, Savar, Dhaka, (ix) Ms. Asma Tamkin,
Joint Secretary, Ministry of LGRD and (x) Mr. Md. Khaled,
Secretary of the UGC at once for their information and necessary
actions.

M.K.A. Sarkar.

MD. REZAUL HAQUE, J:

I agree.

Md. Rezaul Haque.

Copy forwarded to, (Not according to seniority).
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Chairman, Judicial Service Commission, 15 Col lege Road, Dhaka.

Principal Secretary, Prime Minister’s Office, Tejgaon, P.S. Tejgaon, District: Dhaka.
Secretary, Cabinet Division, Bangladesh Secretariat, Ramna, Dhaka

Chairman, University Grants Commission, University Grants Commission of
Bangladesh, Agargaon, Police Station — Tejgaon, Dhaka.

Chairman, Bangladesh Bar Council, P.S: Ramna, Dhaka.

Secretary, Ministry of Education, Bangladesh Secretariat, Ramna, Dhaka.
Vice-Chancellor, National University, Gazipur.

Vice Chancellor, Ahsanullah University of Science and Technology, Plot No. 141-
142, Tejgaon I/A, Dhaka — 1215.

Vice Chancellor, American International University Bangladesh, 83/B Kemal Ataturk
Avenue, Road-4, Banani, Dhaka — 1213, Bangladesh.

Vice Chancellor, Army University of Engineering and Technology (BAUET),
Qadirabad, P.O. — Dayarampur, Upazila — Bagatipara, District: Natore-6431.

Vice Chancellor, Army University of Science and Technology (BAUST), Saidpur.
Saidpur Cantonment, Saidpur, Nilphamari.

Vice Chancellor, ASA University Bangladesh, ASA Tower, 23/3, Bir Uttam A.N.M.
Nuruzzaman Sarak, Shayamoli, Mohammadpur, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, Asian University of Bangladesh, House-25, Road-5, Sector 7, Uttara
Model Town, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, Atish Dipankar University of Science & Technology, House # 83,
Road # 4, Block-B, Banani, Dhaka — 1213.

Vice Chancellor, Bangladesh Army International University of Science &
Technology, Comilla Cantonment, Comilla.

Vice Chancellor, Bangladesh Islami University, Gazaria Tower, 89/12. R.K. Mission
Road, Gopibag, Bishwa Road, Dhaka — 1203.

Vice Chancellor, Bangladesh University, 15/1, Igbal Road, Mohammadpur, Dhaka-
1207.

Vice Chancellor, Bangladesh University of Business & Technology (BUBT).
Rupnagar, Mirpur-2, Dhaka-1216.

Vice Chancellor, Bangladesh University of Health Sciences, 125/1. Darus Salam,
Mirpur-1, Dhaka — 1216, Bangladesh.
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Vice Chancellor, BGC Trust University Bangladesh, Chittagong, BGC Biddyanagar,
Chandanaish, Chittagong.

Vice Chancellor, BGMEA University of Fashion & Technology, S.R. Tower, 105,
Uttara Model Town, Dhaka — 1230.

Vice Chancellor, BRAC University, 6,6 Mohakhali, Dhaka 1212 (Approval Address
During).

Vice Chancellor, Britannia University, Padua Bazar, Biswaroad. Comilla.

Vice Chancellor, Canadian University of Bangladesh, AWR NIB Tower, House-99,
Road-11, Block-C. Banani, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, CCN University of Science & Technology, Chowdhury Estate, CCN
Road, Kotbari, P.O.: Elahipur, Comilla Sadar South, Comilla.

Vice Chancellor, Central University of Science and Technology, Plot No. A/5. Block:
D, Mirpur-14, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, Central Women'’s University, 1, RK Mission Road, Dhaka 1203.
Vice Chancellor, Chittagong Independent University (CIU), Minhaj Complex, 12
Jamal Khan Road, PS: kotwali, Chittagong-4000.

Vice Chancellor, City University, Khagan, Birulia, Savar, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, Cox Bazar International University, Dynamic Cox Kingdom.
Kolatoli Circle, Cox’s bazar.

Vice Chancellor, Daffodil International, Datta Para, Chou Baria, Ashulia Model
Town, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, Darul Ihsan University, House-21, Road 9/A, Dhanmondi R/A.
Dhaka — 1209.

Vice Chancellor, Dhaka International University, House # 04, Road # 01. Block # F,
Banani, Dhaka - 1213.

Vice Chancellor, East Delta University, 1267/A, Rumana Haq Tower Goshaildanga.
Agrabad, Chittagong.

Vice Chancellor, East West University, A/2 Jahurul Islam Avenue Jahurul Islam City.
Aftabnagar, Dhaka — 1212.

Vice Chancellor, Eastern University, House No. 15/2, Road 3. Dhanmondi, Dhaka —
1205.

Vice Chancellor, European University of Bangladesh, Janata Housing. Plot # 211 &
212, Shah Alibag, Mirpur-2, Dhaka - 1216.

Vice Chancellor, Exim Bank Agricultural University, Bangladesh, 69-69/1 Sagar
Tower, Boro Indara Moor, Chapainawabgonj 6300.

Vice Chancellor, Fareast International University, R.S.R. Tower, House # 50. Road #
11, Block-C Banani, Dhaka — 1213, Bangladesh.

Vice Chancellor, Feni University, Barahipur, Plot No. 1845, Trunk Road, Feni 3900,
Vice Chancellor, First Capital University of Bangladesh Shahnaz Mansion, Poura
Collegepara, Chuadanga.

Vice Chancellor, German University Bangladesh, Telepara, T & T Road, P.O.
Chandna, Chowrasta 38, Gazipur Sadar, Gazipur-1702, Bangladesh.

Vice Chancellor, Global University Bangladesh, BN Tower, Sher-E-Bangla Sarak,
Central Bus Terminal, Barisal.

Vice Chancellor, Gono Bishwabidyalay, Nolam, Post — Mirzanagar, Savar. Dhaka —
1344,

Vice Chancellor, Green University of Bangladesh, 220/D West Kafrul, Begum
Rokeya Sarani, Dhaka — 1207, Bangladesh.

Vice Chancellor, Hamdard University Bangladesh, New Town, Meghnaghat,
Sonargaon, Narayangonj.

Vice Chancellor, IBAIS University, House-21/A, Road — 16 (Old 27), Dhanmondi,
Dhaka — 1209.

Vice Chancellor, Independent University, Bangladesh, Plot-16, Aftabuddin Ahmed
Road, Block-b, Bashundra R/A, Dhaka — 1229,

Vice Chancellor, International Islamic University, Chittagong, 154/A College Road.
Chittagong-4203.

Vice Chancellor, International University of Business Agriculture & Technology. 4,
Embankment Drive Road, Sector-10, Uttara Model Town, Dhaka - 1230,
Bangladesh.
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Vice Chancellor, Ishakha International University, 461, Nilganj Road, Sholakia,
Kishoreganj.

Vice Chancellor, Khwaja Yunus Ali University, Vill: Enayetpur, P.S: Enayetpur,
District: Sirajgonj.

Vice Chancellor, Leading University, Sylhet, Surma Tower VIP Road. Taltola,
Sylhet-3100.

Vice Chancellor, Manarat International University, Plot # CEN 16, Road # 106.
Gulshan, Dhaka — 1212,

Vice Chancellor, Metropolitan University, Sylhet, Al-hamra (7" Floor), Zindha Bazar,
Sylhet-3100.

Vice Chancellor, N.P.I. University of Bangladesh, 173/3, Narangai, Manikgan;j.

Vice Chancellor, North Bengal International University, 42, Khonika, Binodpur
Bazar, Motihar, Rajshahi-6206.

Vice Chancellor, North East University Bangladesh, Telihaor, Sheikghat. Sylhet.
Bangladesh.

Vice Chancellor, North South University. Plot # 15. Block-B. Bashundhara.
Baridhara, Dhaka — 1229,

Vice Chancellor, North Western University, Khulna, A. Mannan Tower. 236 M.A.
Bari Road, Sonadanga, Khulna.

Vice Chancellor, Northern University of Bangladesh, Sher Tower, Holding # 13,
Road # 17, Banani, Dhaka — 1213.

Vice Chancellor, Northern University of Business & Technology, Khulna, Akunzi
Tower. 41-42 Mozid Sarani, Shibbari Junction, Khulna-9100.

Vice Chancellor, Notre Dame University Bangladesh, 2, Arambagh, Motijheel, PO
Box 7, Dhaka — 1000, Bangladesh.

Vice Chancellor, Port City International University, 7-14, Nikunja Housing Society.
South Khulshi, Chittagong.

Vice Chancellor, Premier University, Chittagong, 1/A, O.R. Nizam Road. Panchlaish.
Chittagong

Vice Chancellor, Presidency University, Plot # 11/A, Road # 92, Gulshan-2, Dhaka —
1212.

Vice Chancellor, Prime University, 2A/1, North East of Darussalam Road, Mirpur-1,
Dhaka — 1216.

Vice Chancellor, Primeasia University, Star Tower, 12 Kemal Ataturk Avenue,
Banani, C/A, Dhaka — 1213.

Vice Chancellor, Pundro University of Science & Technology, Rangpur Road, Gokul,
Bogra.

Vice Chancellor, Queens University, House 43/E, Road 17/A, Banani, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, Rabindra Moitri University, Kushtia, D-92, Housing Estate, Kushtia,
Vice Chancellor, Rajshahi Science & Technology University (RSTU), Natore. VIP
Tower, Holding # 112 Dhaka Road, Bara Harishpur, Natore Sadar Natore 6400.

Vice Chancellor, Ranada Prasad Shaha University, 25, Sultan Giasuddin Road,
Sitalakhya, Naryanganj-1400.

Vice Chancellor, Royal University of Dhaka, House-2, Road — 10, Block-E. Banani,
Dhaka — 1213.

Vice Chancellor, Shanto Mariam University of Creative Technology, House-01, Road
— 4, Sector-13, Uttara, Dhaka — 1230.

Vice Chancellor, Sheikh Fazilatunnesa Mujib Univesity, Nayapara, Pantch Raster
Moor, Jamalpur-2000.

Vice Chancellor, Sonargaon University, 29/1, Kawran Bazar, Dhaka — 1215.

Vice Chancellor, Southeast University, AR Tower, 24, Kemal Ataturk Avenue.
Banani, Dhaka — 1213,

Vice Chancellor, Southern University Bangladesh, Chittagong, 739/A, Mehedibag
Road, Chittagong.

Vice Chancellor, Stamford University, Bangladesh, 44(Old-744), Sat Mosjid Road.,
Dhanmondi, Dhaka.

Vice Chancellor, State University of Bangladesh, 77 Satmasjid Road, Dhanmondi,
Dhaka — 1205.
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Vice Chancellor, Sylhet International University, Sylhet, Shamimabad, Bagbari,
Sylhet.
Vice Chancellor, The International University of Scholars, F/15. Pragati Sarani,
Badda, Gulshan, Dhaka.
Vice Chancellor, The Millennium University, Momenbag, P.O.: Shantinagar,
Motijhil, Dhaka.
Vice Chancellor, The Peoples University of Bangladesh, 3/2, Asad Avenue.
Mohammadpur, Dhaka — 1207.
Vice Chancellor, The University of Asia Pacific, House # 73, Road # 5/A.
Dhanmondi R/A, Dhaka — 1209,
Vice Chancellor, Times University Bangladesh, 651-652, West Khabashpur,
Faridpur-7800.
Vice Chancellor, United International University, House — 80, Road-8/A (Old-15),
Mirza Golam Hafiz Road, Dhanmondi, Dhaka — 1209.
Vice Chancellor, University of Creative Technology, Chittagong, House # 34, Road #
02, Block # B, Chandgaon Residential Area, Chittagong.
Vice Chancellor, University of Development Alternative, House-301. Road — 14/A
(New), Dhanmondi, R/A, Dhaka — 1209.
Vice Chancellor, University of Information Technology & Sciences, jamalpur twin
tower (tower-2) GA-3/1, Progoti Sarani, Baridhara J-Block, Dhaka — 1212.
Vice Chancellor, University of Liberal Arts Bangladesh, House # 56, Road # 4/A.
Satmosjid Road, Dhanmondi R/A, Dhaka — 1209.
Vice Chancellor, University of Science & Technology, Chittagong, Foy's Lake.
Khulshi, Chittagong-4202.
Vice Chancellor, University of South Asia, House # 76 & 78, Road # 14, Block B,
Banani, Dhaka — 1213.
Vice Chancellor, Uttara University, House # 04, Road # 15, Sector # 06, Uttara,
Dhaka — 1230.
Vice Chancellor, Varendra University, House # 529/1, Kazla, Motihar. Rajshahi-
6204, Bangladesh.
Vice Chancellor, Victoria University of Bangladesh, Barek Mansion, 58/11/A
Panthapath, Dhaka — 1205.
Vice Chancellor, World University of Bangladesh, House # 3/A, Road # 4.
Dhanmondi, Dhaka 1205, Bangladesh House — 151/8. Green Road Dhanmondi.
Dhaka — 1205.
Vice Chancellor, Z.H. Sikder University of Science & Technology, Vill. Madhupur,
Post. Karticpur, P/S — Bhedergong, District Shariatpur.
GOC, Savar Cantonment, Savar, Dhaka.
Ms. Asma Tamkin, Joint Secretary, Ministry of LGRD.

. Md. Khaled, Secretary of the UGC, University Grants Commission of
Bangladesh, Agargaon, Police Station — Tej gaon, Dhaka.
Deputy Secretary (University), Government of Bangladesh Ministry of Education,
Bangladesh Secretariat, P.S. Paltan, District: Dhaka.
Professor Monirul Huq C/O. Dr. Naimur Rahman 5 Circuit House Road. Shantinagar,
P.S. Ramna, District: Dhaka.
Professor Akbar Uddin Ahmed Son of late Jalaluddin Ahmed, House No. 43 Road
No. 05, Dhanmondi R/A, Dhaka.
Director, University Grants Commission of Bangladesh, (Private University
Division), Agargaon, Police Station — Tej gaon, Dhaka,
Deputy Secretary (General) University Grants Commission of Bangladesh (Private
University Division), Agargaon, Police Station — Tejgaon, Dhaka.
Deputy Secretary (University-1) Ministry of Education, Secretariat, Ramna, Dhaka.
Secretary, Ministry of Home, Bangladesh Secretariat, Dhaka.
Inspector General, Police Headquarter, Dhaka.
Deputy Commissioner, Panchagarh.
Registrar Joint Stock Companies and Firms, Dhaka, TCB Building, 6" Floor. 1.
Kawran Bazar, Dhaka.
Prof. Saiful Islam, Darul Thsan Campus, Ganak Bari, Post Office Dhamsuna. Ashulia.
Dhaka — 1209.
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Associate Prof. Helal Ahmed, Son of Moulvi Kabir Ahmed, Darul Thsan Campus,
Ganak Bari, Post Office Dhamsuna, Ashulia, Dhaka — 1209.

Prof. Rahmat-e-Khuda, Son of Johadar Rahman 66, New Circular Road Property
Crest, Flat No. D-13, Malibagh, Dhaka — 1217.

116. Md. Akbaruddin Ahmed, Son of Late Jalaluddin Ahmed, BDBP Bhaban, 6 Floor. 12
Kawran Bazaar, Dhaka.

117. Md. Abul Hossain, BNS Centre, 13" floor, Plot No. 87, Dhaka Mymensingh Road,
Sector-7, Uttara, Dhaka — 1230.

118. A.A. Bazle Rabbi Son of Late A.A. Abdul Ali, Capital Tower 5" Floor, Dar-us-Salam
Road, Mirpur-1, Dhaka — 1216.

119. Mr. Md. Shamsul Alam, Director-in-charge, Private University Division, Bangladesh
University Grants Commission, Agargaon, Sher-E-Bangla Nagar, Dhaka — 1207.

120. Secretary, Ministry of Commerce, Government of the People’s Republic of
Bangladesh, Bangladesh Secretary, Ramna, Dhaka.

121. Assistant Registrar, Taher Ahmed, Office of the Registrar, Joint Stock Companies and
Firms, T.C.B. Bhaban, Karwan Bazar, Dhaka.

122. Abul Hossain, Son of (not known) B.N.S. Center, Plot No. 87. Section No. 07 3"
Floor), Dhaka — Mymensingh Road, Uttara, Dhaka-1230.

123. Darul Thsan University, represented by the Registrar (in-charge) Md. Zahangir Alam.
House No. 21, Road No. 9/A, Dhanmondi Residential Area, Dhaka, 1209.

124. Darul lhsan University, represented by its Registrar, Mirpur-6, Ka, 1/21, Mirpur-10,
Dhaka — 1216.

125. S.M. Sabbir Hassan, the Secretary Darul Thsan Trust and Treasurer of Darul Thsan
University, B.N.S. Center, Plot No. 87 (13" floor), Dhaka — Mymensingh Road,
Sector-7, Uttara Dhaka — 1230.

126. Md. Shamsul Alam, Secretary, Darul Ihsan University Enquiry Commission,
Bangladesh University Grants Commission Bhaban, Agargaon, Sher-e-Bangla Nagar,
Dhaka-1207.

127. Bangladesh Bar Council, P.S: Ramna, District: Dhaka represented by it’s Secretary.

128. Chairman, Enrollment Committee Bangladesh Bar Council, P.S: Ramna, District:
Dhaka.

129. Chairman, Department of Law, Darul Thsan University, House No. 21 Road No. 9/A.
Dhanmondi, District: Dhaka.

For information and necessary action.
By order.

ﬁ@! P Sugerintendent Assistant Registrar.
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