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THROUGH SPECIAL MESSENGER

C.P.N0.3039 of 2019-(SC) AD
Appellate Division,
Supreme Court of Bangladesh

Dated 2020
From: The Assistant Registrar -1,

Appellate Division,
Supreme Court of Bangladesh.

To:  The Deputy Registrar-(attached to S.C.A. Section)
High Court Division,
Supreme Court of Bangladesh.

Subject: Civil Petition for Leave to Appeal No.3039 of 2018.

Nishat Jute Mills Limited, represented by its authorized person, Mr. Abul
Kalam Azad, of factory address-Nishat Nagar, Tongi, Gazipur, Bangladesh,
Head Office-387 (South), Tejgaon I/A, Dhaka-1208  ............. Petitioner
-Versus- :

Human Rights and Peace for Bangladesh (HRPB), represented by its
Secretary, Advocate Asaduzzaman Siddique, Hall No.02, Supreme Court
Bar Association Bhaban, Dhaka, Bangladesh and others

......Respondents

On appeal from the judgment and order dated 30.01.2019 and 03.02.2019
passed by the High Court Division in Writ Petition No. 13989 of 2016.

I am directed to enclose herewith a certified copy of the order dated
17.02.2020 passed by the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of
Bangladesh in the above cited petition.

Sd/-
(Md. Abu Taher Bhuiyan) -
Assistant Registrar
Tel: 02-9561881
Enclo: Judgment
Copy forwarded for information and taking necessary action to:- (not as per
seniority)

1. The Secretary, Ministry of Shipping, Building No.06 (8% Floor), Bangladesh
Secretariat, Dhaka-1000. _

2. The Chairman, Bangladesh Inland Water Transport Authority (BIWTA)
BIWTA Bhaban 141-143, Motijheel Commercial Area, Dhaka-1000.

3. The Chairman, Rajdhani Unnayan Kartripakha (RAJUK), Rajuk Bhaban,
Rajuk Avenue, Motijheel, Dhaka-1000.

4. The Director General, Bangladesh Water Dévelopment Board, WAPDA
Bhaban, (224 Floor), Motijheel,C/A, Dhaka-1000.

5. The Director General, Department of Environment, Paribesh Bhahan,
E/ 16, Agargaon, Shere-e-Bangla Nagar, Dhaka-1207.

6. The Deputy Commissioner, Gazipur, Office of the Deputy Commissioner,
Joydebpur 17000, Gazipur.

7. The Superintendent of Police, Gazipur, P.S.-Gazipur Sadar,District-
Gazipur.

8. The Officer in Charge (0.C), Police Station-Tongi, District- Gazipur.

9. The Officer in Charge (0.C), Police Station-Turag, Disgrict-Dhaka.

10. Mr. Asaduzzaman, the Secretary, Human  Rights and Peace for
Bangladesh (HRPB), Hall No.02, Supreme Court Bar Association Bhaban,
Dhaka.

35 Mr. Rokanuddin Mahmud, learned Senior Advocate, Supreme Court

of gladesh.
1 Mr. Manzill Murshid, learned Advocate, Supreme Court of
Bangladesh.

13, Mr. Abul Kalam Azad, the Director, Nishat Jute Mills Limited, Head
Office-387 (South), Tejgaon I/A, Dhaka-1208. cyGVo

(Md. Abu Taher Bhuiyan)
Assistant Registrar
Parvez %}. M




IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BANGLADESH
APPELLATE DIVISION

PRESENT
Justice Syed Mahmud Hossain, Chief Justice
Justice Hasan Foez Siddique
Justice Zinat Ara
Justice Md. Nuruzzaman

%
R 5 R

CIVIL PETITION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL NO.303% OF 2019

(From the judgment and order dated 30.01.2019 and
03.02.2019 passed by the High Court Division in
Writ Petition No. 13989 of 2016)

Nishat Jute Mills Limited

represented by Abul Kalam Azad
..Petitioner

-Versus-

Human Rights and Peace
for Bangladesh (HRPB) and others
. Respondents

For the petitianer :Mr. Rokanuddin Mahmud,
Senior Advocate with
Mr. Md. Asaduzzaman,
Advocate
instructed by
Mr. Syed Mahbubar
Rahmar
Advocate-on-Record.

For the respondent No, 1 :Mr. Manzill Murshid,
Advocate
instructed by
Mr. Nurul Islam
Chowdhury
Advocate—-on-Record.

For the respondent No.3 :Mr. Md. Abdul Hye
Bhuiyan
Advocate—-on-Record.

For the respondent

Nos. 2 & 4-21 :No one appears

Date of Hearing & Judgment: The 17" February, 2020

JUDGMENT

Zinat Ara, J. This Civil Petition for Leave to
Appeal No. 3039 of 2019 is directed against the

judgment and order dated 30.01.20192 and 03.02.2019
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passed by the High Court Division in Writ Petition
No. 13989 of 2016 making the rule absolute with
certain declarations and directions.

Writ Petitioner- HRPB- Respondent No.l’s Case

ert Petitioner- Human Rights and Peace for
Bangladesh (shortly, HRPB) filed Writ Petition No.
13989 of 2016 against Bangladesh represented by the
Secretary, Ministry _ of Shipping; Chairman,
Bangladesh Inland Water Transport Authority (BIWTA);
Director General, Department of Environment; Deputy
Commissioner, Gazipur and others contending, inter
alia, that HRPB 1is a non-profitable registered
organization. The objects of this organization are
to uphold the human rights of the citizen, to work
for the poor people, to give legal support to the
helpless people, etc. HRPB also works to protect

the environment as well as health and hygiene of

‘the citizen. HRPB filed the writ petition under

article 102 of the Constitutioh as a Public
Interest Litigation in order to take necessary
steps to stop earth filling and encroachment within
the territory of Turag river. On 06.11.2016, a
report was published in "“The Daily Star” on Turag
river with the caption/title: “Time to declare
Turag dead: River grabbers appear mightier than

Government, Judiciary; all steps go in vain.” Along
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with the report, “The Daily Star” published dozens
of satellite images/photographs taken between the
years 2013 to 2016 relating to encroachments of
Turag ri.}rar by earth filling, making constructions,
etc.. The report also contained some highlights of
river grabbing and encroachments and earth filling
at Kamarpara Bridge at Tongi, Birulia near Mirpur
embankment, Dhour Bridge in Bhadam Mouza, etc.
According to the report, grabbers occupied Turag
river and its foreshore following the incorrectly
placed demarcation pillars by the authorities
concerned. The newspaper report also revealed that
Turag river at the north of Birulia Bridge is now
merely 100 feet in width. All the grabbing and
encroachment by earth filling, etc. of river Turag
are being held before thé local administration and
concerned authorities, but proper steps are not
being taken for saving Turag. A river is a source
of water, fishes, river communication and a good
harvest as well. Turag has influenced and
contributed to the livelihood of the citizens of
Dhaka and Gazipur for many years. Now it has become
practically a dead river due to grabbing of the
river with its foreshore lands by earth filling and
illegal encroachment at different places. Due to

continuous encroachment and earth filling of the
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river day by day, ik is losing its
width/navigability affecting the life of the
citizens at large. Such encroachment has a serious
negativ%/environmental impact on the nearby areas
and areas beside Turag affecting adversely the
livelihood and health and hygiene of the citizens.
The illegal encroachment has been increasing day by
day by establishing illegal projects, factories and
homestead within Turag river territory. The main
cause of environmental degradation is unauthorized
filling up of the river around the country. Such
encroachment by earth filling, establishing
factories and other projects are violative of the
provisions of several laws of the land. Previously
in order to protect the rivers, namely, Buriganga,
Turag, Balu, Shitalakshya, etc. HRPB had filed a
writ petition. In the said case of HRPB and others
Vs. Bangladesh and others reported in 14 BLC
(HCD) (2009) 759, the Supreme Court of Bangladesh
has delineated detailed measures to recover the
ailing rivers from the river/land grabbers and save
the rivers from pollution. But the river and land
grabbers are violating the verdict of the Court as
well as the laws of the land in collusion of some
officials of the concerned authorities, who are

responsible for protecting the river.
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/ In the backdrop of aforesaid facts and
circumstances, HRPB filed the writ petition for
direction upon the respondents to remove all earth
filling/ﬁnd structures from Turag river territory
at -fﬁe cost of the encroachers, to direct
respondent No. 6 to submit a report within 3(three)
weeks mentioning the names and addresses of the
persons and companies making <construction Dby
encroaching upon Turag river, Gazipur and also to
direct respondent Nos. 2, 4 and 9 to take steps to

stop all kinds of earth filling, encroachments and

construction within Turag river territory and to
submit compliance report and obtained the rule.

On 09.11.2016, the respondents were directed by
the High Ccurt Division to comply with the
direction given by the Court in Writ Petition No.
3503 of 2009, so far as it relates to eviction of
unauthorized encroachers of Turag river. Thereafter,
BIWTA after eviction of some encroachers submitted
a report on 05.01.2017. During hearing, it was
found that some of the unauthorized occupants were
not evicted from their illegal occupation by
demolishing the illegal structures. Therefore,
actual scenario relating to the encroachment . of
Turag river with the names of encroachers and

structures therecn were necessary. In such
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situation, the High Court Division passed order in
Writ Petition No. 13989 of 2016 on 05.01.2017 to
ascertain the actual position of Turag through
judicial/inquiry.
o

Mr. Mohammad Asshams Joglul Hossain, Judicial
Inquiry Officer as well as Chief Judicial
Magistrate, Gazipur made a thorough
investigation/inquiry relating to illegal
encroachment of Turag river at Gazipur and
submitted a detailed report on 11.10.2017 with some
recommendations. On 02.12.2017, he also asked the
Deputy Commissioner, Gazipur, Superintendent of
Police, Gazipur, BIWTA and all other concerned
authorities to assist the Chief Judicial Magistrate
for eviction of the unauthorized occupants from the
territory of Turag river.

Affidavits-in~Opposition

Respondent Nos. 10-23, unauthorized occupants
of Turag river as per judicial inquiry report, were
added as respondents in the writ petition and the
said respondents as well as some other respondents
contested the rule by submitting separate
Affidavits-in-Opposition.

Respondent No. 10 Dhaka Central Internatiocnal
Medical College Hospital (CIMCH) in its Affidavit-

in-Opposition contended that it has purchased the

:




land as mentioned in the judicial inquiry report in
the year 2012-2013 and also mutated its name; that
pillars were. correctly setup by the concerned
author;ties as per direction in Writ Petition No.
3503/5f 2009; that its property is outside the said
boundary pillar and not within the boundary of the
river and its offshore lands; that the Chief
Judicial Magistrate during his inquiry did not
allow him to place his case; that CIMCH has been

evicted from the river land as per direction of the

Court.

Added respondent No. 12 Nishat Jute Mills
Limited (hereinafter mentioned as Nishat)
represented by Abul Kalam Azad, in its Affidavit-
in-Opposition denied the averments made in the writ
petition contending, inter alia, that Nishat Jute
Mills Limited was purchased by the present
management from Bangladesh Jute Mills Corporation
through tender notice. Nishat Jute Mills was a Mill
under Bangladesh Jute Mills Corporation. After sale,
the Government handed over possession of the said
22.90 acres of land in favour of the purchaser
after due survey. According to the report of the
Deputy Commissioner, Gazipur, the land shown to
have been encroached upon by thé purchaser of

Nishat in the judicial inquiry report is the land
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of Nishat. Writ Petition No. 13989 of 2016 is not
maintainable as the writ-petitioner previously
filed Writ Petition No. 3503 of 2009 over the same
subject,/The purchaser of Nishat Jute Mills Limited
filed/; written objection against judicial inquiry
report and claimed that the judicial inquiry report
was done beyond the knowledge of Nishat and, as
such, it was deprived of fair justice.

Respondent Nos. 13-21 in their Affidavits-in-
Opposition stated that they have not constructed
any structure within the boundary of Turag river.
Rather, they by purchase of their respective lands
from C.S, S.A and R.$ recorded owners/their heirs
became the owners of the said land and have been in
possession thereof by constructing houses on the
said lands. At the time of demarcation of the river
in compliance with the direction of the High Court
Division in Writ Petition No. 3503 of 2009, pillars
were correctly setup and after the pillars,
walkway/pavement was constructed and trees were
planted by the concerned authorities. In the said
judgment, BIWTA was directed to take possession
from high water mark of the river. But the high
water mark was relating to Port area only and not
the entire river. The rest of the area was

according to the C.S survey. The Chief Judicial
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Magistrate without any reason decided 50 feet area
as offshore land of Turag, although their
construction did not cross the C.S boundary of
Turag. P4

-

All the contesting respondents claimed that the
report of the Chief Judicial Magistrate is
hypothetical, erroneocus and the impugned judgment
and order passed by the High Court Division on the
basis of the said investigation/inquiry report is
erronecus, unlawful and thus, liable to be set
aside.

Decision of the High Court Division

The High Court Division wupcn hearing the

arguments of the contending parties made the Rule

absolute and the Court decided, -
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(Underlined by us)

[vide page 59 of the judgment]
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The High Court Division also passed the
judgment and order with the following declarations

and directions:
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Arguments for the contending parties
Nishat-Leave Petitioner

Mr. Rokanuddin Mahmud, the learned Advocate for
the respondent No. 12, purchaser of Nishat Jute
Mills Limited, leave petitioner herein, takes us
through the judgment and order passed by the High
Court Division, the documents of purchase of Nishat
Jute Mills Limited by the present management i.e.
“That’s IT Knit Limited” (shortly, IT Knit) from

Bangladesh Jute Mills Corporation/ Government of

3




Bangladesh, connected materials on record and
advanced the following arguments before us.
1. Nishat Jute Mills Limited with 1its
3 properties comprising an area of 22.90
acres of land was purchased by the leave
petitioner, purchaser of Nishat. The
Deputy Commissioner, Gazipur, upon
survey, handed over possession of the
same in favour of the present management.
2. From the C.S5 map, it is clear that the
C.S_Plots purchased by ‘IT Knit’ is not
within the surrounding area of the river
Tufag.
3. ‘IT Knit’ (previous Nishat) is situated
on the land purchased from the
Government. Therefore, there is no

reason to evict the said company from

possession of the land which was

ol
i

delivered by the Government.

Judicial inquiry report dated 11.10.2017
does not speak that the entire land
measuring an area of 22.90 acres 1is
within the land of Turag river. Rather,
it is relating to some part of the said

land only. The leave petitioner has paid




rent to the Government after purchase
thereof.

5. There were several Jjoint survey by the

o Government departments and C.S pillars
were also setup by the concerned
authority following the direction passed
in Writ Petition No. 3503 of 2009. Thus,
there was/is no scope to make fresh
judicial inquiry/investigation upon
survey of the land in question and
directing the leave petitioner and
others for their eviction following the
judicial inquiry/investigation report.

€. It is true that the jetty of purchaser
of Nishat is within the bdundary of
river Turag but it is being used by
Nishat for a long time. Therefore, it
cannot be removed from the river as per
direction of the Court.

7. The judicial inquiry report is erroneous,

imaginary and it was not conducted in

j their presence and, as such, acceptance

? cf the saiqd report by the High Court
Division and passing judgment on the
basis of the said report is unlawful and

liable to be set aside.
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8. While passing the Jjudgment and order,
the High Court Division without any
reason whatsoever made some extraneous

/ remarks and included some papers having

g no nexus in deciding the merit of the
rule and those ought to be
expunged/deleted from the impugned
judgment.

9. The writ-petitioner has not prayed for

any declaration that the lease deed
executed between the Government and the
leave petitioner dated 27.10.2003 1is
void, unlawful, etc., but the High Court
Division travelled beyond the scope of
the rule and declared the entire lease
document of leave petitioner void,
unlawful, etc. although the survey
report does not show that 22.90 acres of

land owned by the leave petitioner are

within the boundary/territory of river

Turag.

10. In the above facts and circumstances,

i

the judgment and order passed by the

wlhe

High Court Division 1is erroneous and
liable to be set aside.

HRPB-Writ Petitioner-Respondent No. 1

(grf\/




Mr. Manzill Murshid, the learned Advocate for
the writ-petitioner, leave respondent No. 1 herein,
takes us through the impugned judgment and order
passed py the High Court Division, the connected
materf;ls on record, the relevant provisions of law
and by inviting our attention to the C.S map and
the land purchase agreement between ‘IT Knit’ and
the Government of Bangladesh submits as under:

I. After disposal of previous writ petition
filed by the writ-petitioner being Writ
Petition No. 3503 of 2009, the
petitioner received many complaints
about not demarcating Turag river as per
direction of the previous writ petition,
the concerned authorities although
demolished some structures and evicted
some persons as mentioned in the
previous writ petition, but some other
structures were neither demolished nor
the illegal encroachers of Turag river
were evicted from the said encroached
land,

II. In some cases, BIWTA built its walkway
within the poundary of the river to
allow certain persons to remain within

the boundary of the river area and that
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certain pillars were not erected by
following the actual C.S map. The report
of the Daily Star also revealed the said
scenario clearly with photographs.

In such situation, the writ-petitioner
was compelled to file the writ petition
once again to protect the river from the
river grabbers.

The writ-petitioner only sought for
eviction of the unlawful encroachers,
grabbers from the territory of river
Turag including its foreshore. The writ-
petitioner did not make any prayer for
eviction of any person outside the river
area or demarcate the same and, as such,
there is no reason for anyone to be
aggrieved by the impugned judgment and
order.

In the Jjudicial investigation/inguiry,
the learned Chief Judicial Magistrate
with the help of other persons concerned
conducted a survey with the most modern
technique and machineries. The inquiry
was held for a continuous period of
6(six) months and then a correct and

true picture of the river encroachment

&
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has been submitted by the judicial
inquiry officer. The report is genuine
and correct.

VI./ The judgment and direction, so far as it
relates to eviction of the persons, who
according to the concerned judicial
inquiry report are encroachers of Turag
river, is lawful and calls for no
interference by this Division.

However, Mr. Manzill Murshid, frankly concedes
that no prayer was made for eviction of any person
beyond the area as demarcated in the Jjudicial
inquiry report. He also concedes that no prayer Wwas
made by the writ-petitioner for declaring the
document of purchase of Nishat Jute Mills Limited
by the present management i.e. 'IT Knit’ to be
illegal and void in its entirety. However, he adds
that the land encroached upon by anyone within the
river boundary as per the judicial inquiry report
must be recovered by evicting the unlawful
occupiers therefrom and accordingly, the leave
petition may be disposed of.

Examination of records, etc.

We have examined the Writ Petition, the

Affidavits—-in-Opposition, C.S maps, the agreement

of sale of Nishat Jute Mills Limited in favour of

3
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present management, various survey reports relating
to demarcation of the river boundaries of Turag
situated at Gazipur Zilla specially the judicial
inquiry/Znvestigation report, the impugned judgment
and ogéer dated 03.02.2019 passed by the High Court
Division and the connected materials on record.
Deliberation of Court

It is admitted that previously writ-petitioner
HRPB filed another writ petition ©being Writ
Petition No. 3503 of 2009 as a Public Interest
Litigation and that as per direction in the said
writ petition, the concerned authorities evicted
some persons from their unlawful encroachment of
river Turag and some other rivers (Buriganga, Balu,
Shitalakshya) by demarcating the rivers. However,
according to HRPB some persons filed complaints
against demarcation of Turag river by evicting some
persons but allowing some big and influencial
encroacher companies and others although thosé
companies and others were also river grabbers. The
concerned authority in collusion with those big
companies and some private persons allowed those
companies/persons to continue their illegal
occupation within the boundaries of river Turag

including its foreshore. Moreover, there was a

report in “The Daily Star” about encroachment of
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the river at certain places. In such compelling
situation, HRPB had to file Writ Petition No. 13989
of 2016 once again for eviction of all unauthorized
persons s In the aforesaid scenario, it cannot be
said /that the instant writ petition was not
maintainable, inasmuch as, due to collusive and
unfair demarcation of Turag by the concerned
authorities, the writ-petitioner filed the instant
writ petition for proper demarcation of the river
boundary and eviction of the unauthorized occupant
therefrom.

“The Daily Star” report dated 06.11.2016 under
the heading V“Time to declare Turag dead: River
grabbers appear mightier than Government, Judiciary;’
all steps go in wvain.” along with several

photographs . attached to this report, clearly gives

a picture of the illegal encroachment scenario of

=
3
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3

Turag in the years 2013, 2014, 2015 and onwards by
filling earth, etc. by the land/river grabbers.
This detailed report also contains the places of
encroachments of Turag river by the river/land

grabbers. This report in fact prompted HRPB to file

+leasaibiibs A AR

another writ petition and Rule was issued by the

High Court Division.

In this writ petition being Writ Petition No.

13989 of 2016, as per direction of the High Court

b
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Division, a judicial ingquiry was held headed by Mr.
Mohammad Asshams Joglul Hossain, Chief Judicial
Magistrate, Gazipur. Mr. Shahidul Islam, Senior
Judicial/ Magistrate, Gazipur assisted this
inquig;/investigation with others. This judicial
inquiry report 1is 105 pages with detail about
ascertaining the river boundary and the places of
illegal encroachment of the river by filling with
earth and sand along with the names of
encroachers/grabbers. This report also shows that
previously some authorities without fully complying
with the direction of the Court passed in the
previous Writ Petition No. 3503 of 2009 demarcated
the boundaries of river incorrectly. Some of the
concerned authorities have gone into such level so
as to construct pathway within the water boundary
of river Turag and allowed the grabbers to encroach
upon foreshore areas of the river. Some pillars
were constructed/erected by certain persons
illegally in the river territory not being the
concerned/Government authorities to create
confusion in order to avoid legal eviction.

From the C€.S map of Masimpur Mouza, it
transpires that part of Turag river bank is on C.S
Plot Nos. 24, 25, 26, 82, 81, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87,

g8, 122, 123, 136, 135, 134, 133, 132, 131, 130,

$
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129. 128, 127, 126, 168, 169, etc. Therefore, 1in
all the aforesaid C.S Plots, there is offshore land
on the bank of Turag river. It transpires that the
judicial/;inquiry report pointed out the places
which gere encroached upon by various encroachers,
including Ha-Meem Group Limited, its sister concern
Shajid Washing and others.

It further transpires from the report that the
inquiry officer considered the report prepared by
the Bangladesh Inland Water Transport Authority
relating to Turag river and its foreshore land
measurement and the map thereof prepared after the
judgment and order passed by the High Court
Division in Writ Petition No. 3503 of 2009. The
inquiry officer also recorded the statements of
Executive Engineer, Power Development Board,
Narsingdi; Assistant Commissioner (Land), Toangi;

Gazipur; Additional Deputy Commissioner (Revenue),

Gazipur; Executive Engineer, Public Works
Department; Deputy Director, Department of
Environment and others. Assistant Commissioner

(Land) Mr., Sankar Kumar Biswas, in his statement
clearly stated that the demarcation of boundaries
of Turag river and the map prepared jointly by the
office of the Deputy Commissioner and BIWTA are not

correct. Sub-Divisional Engineer, BIWTA stated that

G
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BIWTA neither took over possession of the pillars
nor submitted any written objection against the
demarcation. From the report it also appears that

at the E;me of inquiry and demarcating the boundary,

i
Abdus Sattar, Surveyor of the District

Administration, Gazipur; Md. Aminul Haque Chowdhury,
Sub-Assistant Engineer, BIWTA; Assistant Director

and Sub-Assistant Engineer and other officers were

present.

On careful scrutiny of the report, 1t 1s
evident that the judicial inquiry report was
conducted thoroughly through survey of the river

territory in presence of representatives of other

concerned authorities.
For better understanding of the report only

part of the detail judicial inquiry report 1is

quoted below:

wyoz Jrer TEr-sfsw oe zre s 32 R (W )
A5y g ofs ‘g7 BF 97 Redre s Ja S s $Hre T
swror ey i s fRAfen Mizw @re «fmfes s Twe AnF A,
e R T AR @ et [ e 7 I @ g e L ks
e 87 B TS Reede Sty gem Wi F oR ¢ R

==i® faaet camt TR T A
«¥7 Jro anema T Aot oW cerd e sy A g

Tore =1 R sedn Afs omar-onf 5 P ot 3w >x Pl Zs
%@m-sazquﬁ'ﬁmm&o@@mﬁaﬁmﬂﬁﬂﬁmm
wfR @ Prmm 7P TAw FLew AR TS WEE v € vo To

N wemm ffld T TR BIWTA FEF SN 4, A3 W00 9
wmmewm.wmmm,uﬁw

&




27

= O vem IR ‘T B w@rw it s 7T ¢ 3 g
et BRFs wam ovm Rl q#R @ qft P geivR Soe wof
A =

8bd WOR AWEEm T Blew aEmw EPLew ffee

/Northing 0° ¢ 9u.b" @ Easting »0° ¥ 8.8"(error+3)!

7 gemm O B AW TR O few e we B e q0 6

afs e M ofiw om Mam &P Bfde Northing 20° @S
©q.¢" 992 East ing »o® {5 ©8.3"(error+3)!

AR BIWTA I¢ors GRS wHm @, €81 Jrem
Teg-4fon R MY ‘9T OF IR YT I T QU
BIWTA 39T 36w a3 Juy/swelt fFftt @ 7o St
AT wTE| 9N G @ Jrer 3t TSl Ffe w0 T W TR
“Fox fiten 2aR ¥& T WA TR TSRS B3 rew 5w o few

21 BTt TATH FoIE I T4

4w S ofiw o A zre S $fY e FAPR @ doq ¥T A
5T (T &% e T6) ©, TR Bfew @7 eife Ryt 4% At
sfifln SaveR At o3 T 9 O g ReyRvrmfba e
7ara ww-afeee wan Wt e Refien o Fws P den e
« PR T IR TR FER

sréirern SRl wemER o s i o FLest e
e AT A AT AT FAR O BRTS vo, o @ vo Ty P w=fEe
s s S BT ISt IS (ErSAeE G FH Wi
@I e 3¢s wayeny P @ b wdr T g o Im) oo
7 e T T O o Mt ve W P e ¢ T T e
(Tem) Rge) @ g SR gfim o T f&.#L.93 R Northing 20°

@$ 8a.o" UL Easting »o® 2% ob.d"|

e affs el zrs o e 3R#-24 aleR .93 o
WA A os wAnifie Fem Fmwm @ P aert g s@n
5N A wafEs| P wae BLas @R gem T e P
R wefle .93 mirn .97 ¥ Northing 29° ¢ 84.¢"

@3 Easting »o° 38 2.y

; i




4
g
2 |
?

28

@ Fra B i T W .97 127 v wefie 3ffe Fiam g
Bz firr we T6 ofe Rye) S efim oy A e [k
Northing 2¢° @§ 89y ¥ Easting »o° ¥ .6"|

¢ ges e S ot Waeiry 21wt w1l = R

J4a8 (88 M) PR 2 300 T o fars @R 29
cltera 31,99 538 WITR AWR Heod Remt g 8¢ Aanfis 6 Prem
wafgs| Premafa swger &.54.95% R Northing 20° ¢9’ 8b . v
Q¥ Easting »0° 3’ y.0” (error + 2)I @ Per®
At .97 MEF @ s

@ FIw St g ATt A9 8% .93 #1139 S AR s ve I
g ige| udle e PR R Sk o vr Faw grm T w0 SR
it oy Tt v S BT ve IO wERR e TR TR SF gfw o
A f&.PL.«e% Ak Northing 9° ¢o’ 8».)” @R Easting
50° R’ . 9|

Q Y@ T P kT e T e wdie T3 weRE se ¥5
aqe i, @71 7R e Tomaw firs 7@ S ofiw o 36 wdie $7 g oy
Mt zre Six B @ wAbE @b ¢o IB ATt PBRR T 3¢ T @
<1fer ot SRS BA T TACE

g g SR ofim At wAw B FrLasw @137 e T e
(Bor fie) ¢¢ 3B e s Sk $fim o9 Fam fEmM.an R
Northing 9° @9’¢d.»” 9R Easting »0° R’ 8Y.»"
(error + 4)) = ofim «¥ ciw Fwws Rwew GRmd
(B) i ==t =)

@ Y TR B9 AR TS T TR 8o Fo ALE WA
w211, et Prema g3 sindtem Bl sfioeR 8 Tt o=t <2t 3@
re Ffiet = at zER) @ e TR B g, RN we O i@ ArAfE ae
BT TOe WY AR wge W W Swlt @ Fhwe et et
a1 TrE) SR 9 g TN O wiw oty At s S o @ TPw
s »e B WY AT wiCR) TS SABFS By BF, Ay adw
sidiem B e o6 stysT RAfife 7wt e

o




29

e e WS vy Hewfre P s s8¢ 6 Wi
o5 ot caffaent S RBIRA @7 Wit e Ml - e MR
wifew eufr @7 Bag s M abt o3 9938 I gEe AR
ARy 79w Low water mark @z A R B == @«

oy fafren. Rt Northing 0° @of83.37 4
< Easting »o° 9/ »».8”| Br@, 9¥MA @ Mo Remt gire
et e wAfefivs = )

a g O ofiw A 77 8F Low water mark &3 3m
e K fw (B Fie) vo T ool e TR ow
M f&.FLa%. Rfee Northing 0° ¢9’83.0” 4R Easting
»0% 39’ 0., 0"

q Y 1S vo 5 e S R (wRRr GIBRT WS oG
TR ¥ R AT T I Rt 07 W e S
gfirs fRufie st

T e cafimt WP @3 ARM enfr g3 woedt g
Afmer AfRmd 9¥s @M (8w IS Low water mark),
I & PLgn. RS Northing 9° @¢9’8).%” 4R Easting
30° 30’ 3».8" e A o FrE dov ¥ « P e wfEg®
g PemB e Rem @ BIWTA 3% gPe
q Prmfr ffLan. B Northing 29° @o’80.d" @R
Easting »o° 39’ R0.9”| 4 Prem 77 Fr.aw e s=ige

g ¥ B B A e e e, s e (Perl =)
o e (@R fe) e T ook e W ogfm om
fam R frasw. ARk Northing 29° o’ 8.9 &R
Easting »0°9’3>.3"| @i SR $7 o e iR ve
= S 3AFfe 7 gim o A zre (fF1L.ew. ®fé Northing
30° @9’ BY.0” €I Easting »0° W' Ro.0” TE) WA doo
g5 & fire > s Rfa = =M 9% scrbin & fLas. fifee
Northing 9° ¢e®’'83.¢” @R Easting »0° 0 .o

o 4¥e &fLew @eRT® Northing 0° ¢o’8x.e”
g3 Easting »°® 0’ 3.0” mwe fafax @ efREh

Northing 9° @o’8),9” @ Easting »0° 9’ .d»"

%




P

30

o1 fagge S7 gfire wtayeia @-Mw oFeer M owfie Gfs Jearem
et o At sw

oo 2 Prem (& 1. @37 @efeTt Northing 29°
@9’ 8o.5” &R Easting »0° 9/ 20.97)TS D T
A firs wftm enfR R wfesfer @mem A eweE
sRGf Pl e Gaw w3R @ wfe @2
iR f& 99 R Northing 20° ¢o’os.8” 4R Easting
»0° Q07 DR | |

a = O o Aw FAz fLew aXm we wde
wra.frfr P ([@.FLas & Northing 0° ¢o'od8” G
Easting »0° 0’3.3”) T *F firs (Boma Wre) doe B
+fs Rgel O ofim o M ffLas R Northing 9°
¢o’ 80.0” @3¢ Easting »o® 9" Qx|

q = e B Shim oW AW TS Yo T AR
== f&.5.9% ff¥e Northing 9° @o’8)9” &R Easting
»0° 207 33,57 | TE O Thw @ s a3 o ST RNISTI T
7 q-fw apreta A fem enifr wd Raemer gl 1w
FR o e FTaTe)

Bry 1, W PO NI ol BAORT F.aw by, by,
vo @ b8 T AT G F-Tw e MR e et AR B

b8, brE, b 8 bra T WL SRS

@) T-fw e e e ear wdw Al e
Tt e 74w+ R W 5LRL P w7t B, MR
wafee| q Pretafba @ P Rfte «rdR 3Ffe Tote, I Northing
30° o’ 5,87 A Easting »o° 39/ 3.7 | 4% AHT IS doo
35 o e a3 Prerm R @ Freraf i SR oeres aa A
s{iEira Bea-fow @ wPes) afbz frfrea RSt Northing 20°

@o! wdb” AL Easting »o° 0 W7

q == O fim A W Fas a3ee B P s
of faa (Bonam fee) we 35 e |y

() g e Premr oo Yoo B wiww T a3 MeAnfis
a3 P wafes| « Prarba &.FLax ff Northing 0° ¢’

G




31

o 97 @3t Basting »0° 9’ 339”1 @ Premf T .95 72A

=TS v B TomR fire wdie o iz ~=2fre)
@ =it S ofim s 7 .0 ez s o Fes (Borm )
>eeqﬁﬂmaﬁWW|wﬂkﬁmmﬁW&1iﬁmzﬂwiNW‘irﬁ=nﬂmnGh

3w ooy et e B RA e TP TERA TR T WA

g (Bold, emphasized)

Thus, it appears that Shajid Washing Factory
owned by Ha-Meem Groups, 7erina Textile Mills and
others encroached upon the river and 1its foreshore
by constructing factories, etc. within Turag
territory.

Mr. Mahmud, the learned Advocate for the leave
petitioner, failed to show us that the judicial
inguiry report is not correct. There were serious
allegations that some authorities collusively did
not demarcate river Turag as per direction of the
High Court Division in the previous writ petition.
Therefore, further inquiry/survey Dby independent
person was necessary Lo ascertain if the concerned
authorities in collusion with some big companies
and individual did not demarcate Turag river
boundary correctly and did not evict them from
their illegal occupation within the boundary of
Turag. It was also necessary to ascertain river

encroachment by different river grabbers.
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The leave petitioner claims that it is the
owner of some land by purchase from the Government
through an agreement dated 27.10.2003.

From/ this document, it appears that the

.
agreement is between the Government of Bangladesh

and “That’s It Knit Limited”, a private limited
company represented by A. K. Azad, Managing
Director, who is also representating the leave
petitioner. By this agreement, “That’s It Knit
Limited” purchased some landed properties of Nishat

Jute Mills Limited.

The schedule of land as described in this

agreement is quoted below:

“Summary of Schecule
1. Land (as per Joint Inventory):
22.90 Acres (As per Master Layout)
J.L. No. 129, Khatian No. 44/KAT,
Dag No. 69 And 107, Mouija,
Masimpur, P.S.Tongi, Gazipur
2. Building and other Construction (as
per Joint Inventory):
a. : Pucca Building 81356 sq.feet
b. : Semi Pucca Construction
347470 sq. feet
c. : Tin Shed 5834 sq. feet
3. Plant, Machinery and Equpments (as per
Joint Inventory)
4, Vehicles: 8 (eight) as per Joint

Inventory

i
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5. Furniture and Fixture: as per Joint

Inventory”

Thus, it appears that by this document, the
property of Nishat Jute Mills as described in the
schedqlé/was purchased by ‘It Knit’, a company.

According to Mr. Mahmud, the plot numbers as
mentioned in this deed are C.S plots. However, in
this schedule, it 1is not mentioned whether the
khatian No. 44/KAT, Dag Nos. 69 and 107 of Mouza
Masimpur are C.S khatian/plots. Anyway, the other
side i.e. HRPB admits it to be C.S plots. From this
document, it appears that some land and properties
measuring an area of 22.90 acres of C.S8. Plot Noas.
60 and 107 were sold by the Government. But on
careful scrutiny of the C.S map, 1t transpires that
neither C.S Plot No. 69 nor C.S Plot No. 107 .is
situated beside the main river Turag.

From the argument of Mr. Mahmud, it appears
that though C.S Plot Nos. 83 or 81 has not been
sold by the Government, but the present management
has been using the jetty constructed within the
territory of the river in C.S Plot No. 83. Thexre 1is
no scope to construct any jetty within the
territory of the river by anyone. Therefore, the
leave petitioner not being the owner of this jetty
has no legal right to oppose eviction of the

unauthorized jetty or eviction some other unlawful

5.
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structures of Ha-Meem Group and Shajid Washing
Factory (Managing Director being A. K. Azad of both)
which fall within the boundary of Turag river. It
be mentjoned that those companies Ha-Meem and
Shajid/are situated on Plot Nos. 84, 85, 86, 87,

etc. beside river Turag by encroaching upon part of
river boundary as per judicial inquiry. report. We
are also of the view that respondent Nos. 10-23 who
have encroached Turag river including its foreshore

should remove all earth/sand filling/ other

constructions, etc. from their unlawful

encroachment areas of Turag river. If the concerned

persons fail to do so, BIWTA and the Deputy

Commissioner, Gazipur are to remove such
unauthorized occcupation by filling earth/sand/other

constrctions, etc. following the Jjudicial inquiry

report dated 11.10.2017.

Mr. Manzill Murshid informed us that all the
unauthorized encroachers were evicted from the

relevant part of river Turag except respondent Nos.

10-23.

Thus, direction No. & about removal of the
structures, earth/sand fillings, etc. from the
river boundary by the High Court Divisiocn upon
respondent Nos. 10-23 appears to be absolutely

lawful and, as such, no interference is necessary.

§
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However, it be mentioned that the High Court
Division decided 6q 2 SRR TS o Are AP SEhE AR &
orefers BiE i et wweeR e wdfe A B wifen W W eywm G o
SIS A3, CTET TR TG 33 7 AfEAN ¥ 4wg AR GiE FE (Public

~
Trust Property) Zara wfo 3t Are afoe 43 gt wfee wdie wlmiba 782 zwre
oi12fers 5 wearaa AfReEena st HefReE ARfen v @A ey «f @m
wwTeR Afen o WEE O void ab initiol (1 WA wwrel difen AR o
@ﬂﬁﬁ;ﬂﬁﬂ&ﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁ%‘ﬁmmm)

On careful scrutiny of schedule of the
agreement of sale of Nishat dJute Mills Limited in
favour of the leave petitioner now, in fact,
“That’s It Knit Limited”, as quoted hereinbefore,
we do not find that the Government has executed the
said agreement including Turag river land. Rather,
it is evident that C.S Plot Nos. 81 or/and 83
has/have not been sold to anyone. Therefore, the
decision that the document dated 27.10.2003
executed between the Government of Bangladesh and
“That’s It Knit Limited” is “urres ATes ¥ WeE B9 void ab
initio” is not tenable in law and the said decision

is hereby set aside.

Now about direction No. 4 of the High Court
Division G‘HFTI‘T sferaes A (The Precautionary Principle) 3
el o werge ewew A (Polluter’s Pay Principle) SHa (TR
wiEE wet Rea e s w7, We are of the view that there

is no scope for declaring by the Court to treat the

%
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Precautionary Principle, Polluter’s Pay Principle
as part of the law of this land as directed by the
High Court Division in its direction No. 4. It 1is

absoluteLy within the domain of the Parliament.

d
According to our Constitution, the State
comprises 3 (three) organs-the Legislature, the

Judiciary and the Executive. All the organs have
separate, well-demarcated functions.

It is absolutely within the domain of the
Parliament to enact/amend a law following the
constitutional provisions. However, under article
26 of the Constitution, the State shall not make
any law inconsistent with any provision of Part III
of the Constitution, and any law so made shall, to
the extent of such inconsistency, be void.

The High Court Division may on an application
under article 102 read with article 44 of the
Constitution struck down any provision of law made
by the Parliament which is violative of fundamental
rights of the citizens as provided in part III of
the Constitution. Similarly, it the
executive/administrative authority of the
Government or any statutory body takes any action
beyond the 1law or arbitrarily or malafide, the
court may also declare such action illegal and pass

necessary directions. The High Court Division may

3
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also pass necessary directions to the concerned
authorities to protect the biodiversity, ecological
palance and environment of Bangladesh. But the High
Court inision cannot direct the Parliament to
enact/;r amend a law or declare any principle to be
a part of our law.

However, Mr. Manzill Murshid submits that the
above Precautionary Principle and Polluter’s Pay
Principle have been recognized 1in our law without
specifying such law. If there is such law, the
relevant law has to be followed by all concerned
and direction No. 4 is redundant.

Similarly, we are of the view that the Court
may express its opinion only for necessary
amendment of a law, for placing the matter to the
Parliament as well following necessary procedures
by the authority concerned. But it is entirely upon
the Parliament to decide as to whether it would
amend a law including “wisy =% 7= Iem WM3F, wde” for
ol I qqe A RS TR STy ) ITA 97 FE A 3R TG A
wfmt Rdme #=Ss”. Therefore, direction No¥* 7 “is
modified accordingly.

Mr. Manzill Murshid failed to show us any law
for directing Bangladesh Bank to issue circular, -
‘\m@%gﬁmaaa@mmmmﬁ?mMmmm

w@vaﬁmmﬁmﬁ@rﬁmmmwmwmmm Without

‘&




38

packing of any such law, the Court cannot direct
for declaring any person ineligible for obtaining
pank loan, if there is any allegation of river
grabbing /or pollution. However, an opinion or
-

suggestion may be given by the court in case of
proved encroachment of river to take such measure
for public interest. Therefore, direction No. 14 is
decided accordingly.

Similarly, direction No. 15 upon the Election
Commission, - “OTRg B% i wearem @3 R Reme wfeys ufe
AT e RBRER, e, cfamel, e o g% el Aom e o
WAt RO SREE 302 SR ¢ WO W w@ ReE T AR G
SR AR T Fdss S ot eFig I @7 cannot be said to
be lawful inasmuch.as it is the Election Commission
to decide the matter in accordance with law.
However, the court may give such suggestion/opinion
in such matter for public interest.

Direction No. 17 is passed by the High Court
Division directing- “¥, 23R @3¢ faew o fiffe ot Roer
Wﬁwmmmdﬁﬁmaﬁwsﬂmmﬁmmw
yefanTErR A G- Rrde s w3 or qETghe T, #Ffe W AT
Borz R wez wws s B 3 T9 «FE TETTHIA iR ASTRR TR e (Rl B
SeeE ot oW I mAM”. Therefore, the purpose of
awareness would be sufficiently served by direction
o 7. 'THES,; oOther directions (10, 11, 12, 13 and

16) relating to public awareness are redundant.

4
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Before parting with the judgment, we would like
to politely point out that the High Court Division,
while passing an unnecessary lengthy judgment, has
discusseg/ many extraneous matters having no nexus
in deé&ding the merit of the rule. It has also
declared a document executed by the Government to
be void ab initio without even examining whether by
this document the Government has sold any part
within the boundary/territory of the river.
Moreover, it has also exceeded its Jjurisdiction
relating to some directions as discussed.

Further, we would like to note that during
pendency of this leave petition, an attempt has
peen taken by the leave petitioner to change the
schedule land/schedule property, as described 1in
its document of purchase dated 27.10.2003. The
Government must be very cautious about deciding the
matter and the Government shall not under any
circumstances lease or sale any land within the
boundary of river Turag ® inekuding foveshore, areas,
or for that matter, any other river of Bangladesh
to protect the hiodiversity, ecological balance and
environment of Bangladesh.

The Government/concerned authorities must bear

in mind that at the time of survey. it shall always

e




Since, we have heard both the parties at length,
we do nq}’{hink it necessary to grant any leave in
this matter which would unnecessarily delay the
matter further and thereby allow the unauthorized
land/river grabbers to continue with their unlawful
possession, further encroachment of the river and
thus, destroy the environment of our beloved
country, Bangladesh.

In view of the above, the rule is disposed of
with the observations and directions made 1in the

body of the judgment.
¢dl- 9. M. e ssain, e. .
¢3]- Haoun Tz ¢:ddiqu e,
) ?:ina{ Arveds
¢dl. Mad. Nyrwz?®
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