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MOYEENUL ISLAM CHOWDHURY, J:   
 

 

On an application under Article 102 of the Constitution of the People’s 

Republic of Bangladesh filed by the petitioner, a Rule Nisi was issued calling 

upon the respondents to show cause as to why the impugned website 

publication dated 10.05.2017 (Annexure- ‘G’ to the Writ Petition) and the 

impugned letter dated 03.06.2017 (Annexure- ‘J’ to the Writ Petition) should 

not be declared to be without lawful authority and of no legal effect and why 

the respondent no. 1-Accord Foundation should not be directed to monitor 

and support the petitioner being an Accord-covered/listed factory in its 

Corrective Action Plan (CAP) development and safety remediation process 

and/or such other or further order or orders passed as to this Court may seem 

fit and proper. 

The case of the petitioner, as set out in the Writ Petition, in short, is as 

follows:  

 The petitioner is a limited company duly incorporated under the 

Companies Act, 1994 and is engaged in textile business. The factory of the 

petitioner with 3(three) buildings were established in 2001. A total of 5000 

garment workers used to work in those 3(three) buildings and were directly 

dependent on the petitioner for their livelihood. The petitioner earned Tk. 200 
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crore by way of export of Ready Made Garments (RMGs) to European and 

American buyers up to 2013. The petitioner supplied to various brands, 

namely, Tesco, Primark, Debenhams, Target, K-mart and other top-notch 

international retail stores. The respondent no. 1 is a Dutch Foundation 

registered in Netherlands which was created to administer and organize the 

“Accord on fire and building safety in Bangladesh” (hereinafter referred to as 

Accord). It represents all the signatories to the Accord Agreement comprising 

over 150 apparel corporations, two global trade unions, numerous 

Bangladeshi unions and the International Labour Organization (ILO). The 

respondent no. 2 is the Secretary of the Ministry of Labour and Employment 

(MOLE), Bangladesh Secretariat, Ramna, Dhaka. The respondent no. 3 is the 

Inspector General, Department of Inspection for Factories and Establishments 

(DIFE) who inspects the factories of Bangladesh on compliance and safety 

issues and has the power to officially close down a non-compliant factory 

under the Labour Act, 2006. However, on 24.04.2013, the infamous “Rana 

Plaza Disaster” prompted a chain of cautionary initiatives and the 

Government of Bangladesh through the MOLE formed a National Tripartite 

Committee (NTC) with the owners of garment factories and all Bangladeshi 

labour organizations and adopted the National Tripartite Plan of Action 

(NTPA). The whole purpose of the NTPA was to take every possible measure 

to ensure fire and building safety in the garment sector of Bangladesh. The 

committee in its joint statement prescribed and adopted that it would provide 

entry points to any stakeholders (buyers/brands, international development 

organizations, donors etc.) that would wish to help improve the fire and 
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building safety condition in the garment factories of Bangladesh. Accordingly 

the American buyers formed “Alliance” and the Europe-based apparel 

corporations signed a legally binding agreement named “Accord on fire and 

building safety in Bangladesh”. The sole purpose of this agreement is to 

conduct independent safety inspections by appointing the best inspection 

companies in the world whose inspection reports will be acceptable to all 

Accord members as well as the rest of the world. It is now settled that the 

inspection reports of Accord or Alliance are acceptable to each other. The fate 

of Bangladeshi factories will be decided by such reports as the Accord or 

Alliance, as the case may be, can stop their business by reporting publicly the 

results of these inspections. If a negative report is published in the Accord or 

Alliance website, the whole world will stop giving business to the company 

concerned. Both the Accord and Alliance initiatives have been adopted to 

assist the NTC in ensuring fire and building safety. As the NTPA envisaged 

that it would take help from any willing stakeholders, Accord came as a 

collective help from Europe-based buyers to make the building and fire safety 

up to the international standard. The signatories to the Accord agreement 

established the Bangladesh Accord Foundation to administer the operations of 

the Accord agreement. The agreement itself adhered that the signatories 

would work in sync with the NTPA enforced by the NTC established under 

the MOLE. The Accord came into effect on 23.05.2013. The functions of the 

respondent no. 1-Accord are to inspect each supplier’s factory, to prescribe a 

Corrective Action Plan (CAP) and to carry out follow-up inspections to make 

sure that the remediation work (where needed) is being done. Once a factory 
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is inspected by Accord and if it is found that retrofitting/remediation work is 

needed, such factory is asked to prepare a “Detailed Engineering Assessment 

(DEA)” which will then be sent to the respondent no. 1-Accord for approval. 

If the DEA is approved by Accord, the supplier Bangladeshi factory will start 

the work of remediation/retrofitting and Accord will continue follow-up 

inspections to ensure compliance and upgradation. 

In the case of the petitioner, Accord did not inspect its factory at all; but 

Accord unlawfully and arbitrarily relied on a defective report prepared by 

Tesco, a buyer of the petitioner. Tesco prepared this erroneous inspection 

report through its appointed inspection firm, namely, Medway Consulting 

Services (MCS). Accord is bound by its own terms of engagement and Clause 

10 of the Accord Agreement. Anyway, when the respondent no. 1 (Accord) 

refused to inspect the petitioner’s factory as per its own commitment, the 

petitioner filed Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 in the High Court Division. 

That Writ Petition (Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015) was disposed of by the 

judgment and order dated 06.09.2016 and the High Court Division in that 

judgment directed the respondent no. 1 (Accord) to immediately arrange 

inspection of the petitioner’s factory as per Clause 10 of the Accord 

Agreement and other necessary protocols and to publish its inspection report 

in its website and circulate it among its members all over the world. 

Eventually after much reluctance and dilly-dallying, Accord inspected the 

petitioner’s factory on 22.03.2017 and 23.03.2017 and provided the petitioner 

with a copy of the inspection report. It transpires from the inspection report of 

Accord that the building no. 2 and the washing plant of the petitioner’s 
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factory were classified in ‘red’ category claiming the same to be unsafe. 

Accord in its forwarding letter dated 25.04.2017 claimed whimsically that the 

petitioner is a factory under the National Plan of Action Programme (NPOA) 

and Accord would not monitor and support the petitioner in its CAP 

development and safety remediation process. However, as per the inspection 

report of Accord, it recommended closure and evacuation of the building no. 

2 and the washing plant of the petitioner’s factory on the ground of their 

classification in ‘red’ category. After receiving the inspection report from 

Accord, the petitioner wrote to Accord on 02.05.2017 that the petitioner did 

not agree to its findings as to the building no. 2 and the washing plant; rather 

the petitioner contended that it was awaiting constitution of a Review Panel as 

per the decision of the Government for a conclusive analysis about the safety 

status of those 2(two) buildings. Be that as it may, on 10.05.2017 Accord 

published in its website that the petitioner is a factory under the NPOA and 

that Accord will not monitor and support the petitioner in its CAP 

development and safety remediation process. On 22.05.2017, the respondent 

no. 3 specifically stated by a letter that the petitioner was exporting garments 

for Accord signatory brands and it is Accord which inspected the petitioner’s 

factory and that being so, it is Accord and only Accord which will monitor 

and supervise the remediation process and there is no scope to make an 

exception in the case of the petitioner. In reply to the letter dated 22.05.2017, 

Accord wrote on 03.06.2017 refuting the lawful claim of the Inspector 

General, DIFE. 
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 In the Supplementary Affidavit dated 29.01.2018, the petitioner has 

stated that Accord was formed on 13.05.2013 and Tesco was a founder-

member of Accord. Tesco agreed in the Accord Agreement that Accord 

would do all inspections for European buyers; but violating its own 

agreement, Tesco appointed MCS to carry out an independent inspection of 

the petitioner’s factory. MCS, on behalf of Tesco, carried out a visual 

inspection of the petitioner’s factory. It is in the report of MCS that there are 

serious structural weaknesses in the building no. 2 of the factory which Tesco 

in its earlier report dated 28.06.2012 found to be absolutely safe. The report 

of MCS did not even suggest what corrections were needed to be made. 

Anyway, the petitioner felt the urgency to verify the report of MCS 

immediately and accordingly the petitioner first requested the Bangladesh 

Garment Manufacturers and Exporters Association (BGMEA) to inspect the 

said building of the factory. The engineers of BGMEA certified the said 

building of the factory to be safe vide their letter dated 10.06.2013; but on 

11.06.2013, Tesco forcibly closed down the factory. Thereafter the petitioner 

engaged the Bangladesh University of Engineering and Technology (BUET) 

and the BUET by its letter dated 29.06.2013 certified that the said building 

might be used with caution. In the judgment dated 06.09.2016 passed in 

earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015, it was decided that the petitioner has 

a right to enforce its fundamental rights guaranteed under Articles 27 and 40 

of the Constitution and that Accord is a de facto public functionary. This 

judgment of the High Court Division dated 06.09.2016 rendered in earlier 

Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 was not challenged by Accord before the 
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Appellate Division. However, Accord preferred Civil Petition For Leave To 

Appeal No. 3014 of 2017 against the interim order dated 18.06.2017 passed in 

the instant Writ Petition (Writ Petition No. 8716 of 2017) and ultimately the 

Appellate Division directed the High Court Division to dispose of the Rule 

Nisi on merit by 31.01.2018. The doctrine of res judicata is pro tanto 

applicable to writ proceedings. As the issue of maintainability of any Writ 

Petition against Accord was settled in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 

2015, hence Accord is estopped from raising the plea of non-maintainability 

of the present Writ Petition before the High Court Division. 

In the Supplementary Affidavit dated 14.02.2018 filed by the 

petitioner, it has been stated that on 02.11.2017, the Review Panel 

recommended that within 7(seven) days, a DEA must be initiated and be 

completed in 6(six) weeks, that is to say, 42(forty-two) days from 02.11.2017. 

Within this stipulated time, the DEA was completed by Human Properties 

Limited, an engineering firm. Human Properties Limited submitted a very 

thorough DEA on 13.12.2017. But Accord is not accepting and approving the 

DEA contending the oft-repeated claim that the petitioner is not an Accord-

covered/listed factory. Accord further claims that since the Review Panel 

recommended that all remediation activities should be monitored by an 

Inspector of the DIFE for strict compliance, Accord is out of the picture. This 

claim of Accord is misleading and mala fide inasmuch as various factories 

such as Tusuka, Gous and Annesha having the same recommendation of the 

Review Panel are now in the Accord-listed factories published by Accord 

itself on 01.02.2018. Before inspection of the petitioner’s factory by Accord 
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under the Accord Agreement, the procedure of de-listing/terminating under 

Clause 21 can not be invoked. It is only after inspection of the petitioner’s 

factory by Accord in late March, 2017 that the petitioner may be lawfully de-

listed/terminated provided the petitioner fails or refuses to do the remediation 

work as per Accord’s requirement.     

The respondent no. 1 (Accord) has contested the Rule by filing an 

Affidavit-in-Opposition. The case of Accord, as set out therein, in brief, is as 

under: 

 The agreement for establishing Accord on fire and building safety in 

Bangladesh was signed in May, 2013 by global apparel companies and 

retailers and two global trade unions with eight of their Bangladeshi RMG 

trade union federations. The agreement is designed to make RMG factories in 

Bangladesh safe and sustainable. Stitching Bangladesh Accord Foundation 

(Accord) was established as a foundation in the Netherlands in October, 2013. 

That Foundation established its Liaison Office in Bangladesh on 17.02.2014 

with the permission of the Bangladesh Investment Development Authority 

(BIDA) to implement the commitments of the signatory companies towards 

making their supplier RMG factories in Bangladesh safe. Accord signatory 

companies have committed and are spending more than 50 million US dollars 

over five years of their agreement to fund factory inspections, technical 

remediation support, Accord operations, support for Occupational Health and 

Safety (OHS) Committee at the factory level and an extensive database of 

information on the progress made to improve safety and health at supplier 

factories. The Accord Agreement was signed in response to the Rana Plaza 
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incident in 2013 which shook the entire world and held Bangladesh as an 

unsafe place to source RMGs from. Instead of stopping sourcing from 

Bangladesh, the idea was to make Bangladeshi factories safe so that the RMG 

sector in Bangladesh is not destroyed. Through Accord, the signatory clothing 

brands, clothing retailers and labour unions are working in unison to translate 

that aim into reality. Accord carries out inspections of garment factories 

which supply to the signatory clothing brands and companies of Accord on a 

regular basis, first to find out if there are structural, electrical and/or fire 

safety hazards, then to require the factories and Accord signatory brands to 

complete the required remediation to remove the safety hazards within a fixed 

timeline. The inspection reports of Accord are shared with the factory-owners 

and the relevant signatory companies of Accord and signatory unions. After 

inspection, the factory-owners and the signatory companies develop a CAP 

that details what remedial actions will be taken with clear timelines and a 

financial plan agreed to by each party. In order to induce factories to comply 

with upgradation and remediation requirements of Accord programme, 

signatory companies negotiate commercial terms with their supplier factories 

which ensure that it is financially feasible for the factories to maintain safe 

workplaces and comply with the remediation requirements and sometimes the 

signatory companies also contribute towards remediation work. The main 

purpose of the respondent no. 1 is to inspect all the factories that are Accord-

listed and such list appears in its website. Carried out by highly efficient and 

professional engineers of the respondent no. 1, inspections are done to mainly 

ascertain the structural, fire and electrical safety of the factory buildings of the 
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Accord-listed suppliers. The factory buildings are categorized as red, yellow 

or green and such colour categorization applies to structural inspection reports 

only and serves as an internal aid to Accord for prioritizing remediation work 

and planning while the fire and electric inspection reports are not colour-

categorized. Where remediation is required, CAPs are developed for the 

factories, giving clear directives and timelines within which the remediation 

work shall have to be completed. The factories are also sometimes required to 

have DEAs done when there are apparently serious structural problems in the 

buildings where additional analysis and testing are performed in-depth to 

determine the full extent of required structural remediation. Based on the 

DEAs together with the CAPs, the remediation processes are started by the 

factories and the respondent no. 1 periodically conducts follow-up inspections 

to support the remediation processes and verify whether CAP items have been 

correctly completed. After completion of the remediation, the respondent no. 

1 conducts verification inspections and reports on the Accord website whether 

the factories concerned have completed the remediation. A factory recognized 

as having completed remediation from the Accord initial inspection is 

considered to have attained an acceptable level of safety based on the minimal 

life safety standard. The list of Accord-covered factories appears on the 

website of Accord and the petitioner is not in the said list. Therefore the 

petitioner is not listed or covered by Accord. However, the petitioner is a 

factory under the ILO-led NPOA and it is listed on the website of the DIFE 

under the heading ‘Assessed By National Initiative’. The ILO-appointed TUV 

SUD (Inspection Company) inspected the petitioner’s factory on the 
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recommendation of the BGMEA which also proves that the petitioner is a 

factory under the NPOA. Thus as a factory under the NPOA, the petitioner 

will be monitored and supported in the CAP development and remediation of 

the safety findings by the NPOA and the Inspector General of the DIFE. 

Above all, in view of the recommendation of the Review Panel dated 

02.11.2017, all the activities of the petitioner’s factory should be monitored 

by an Inspector of the DIFE. 

Although the petitioner’s factory is under the NPOA and not covered 

by Accord, yet the respondent no. 1 complied with the judgment and order 

dated 06.09.2016 rendered in Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 by 

immediately arranging inspection of the petitioner’s factory and publishing 

the inspection report in its website and circulating the same among the 

members all over the world. After compliance with the judgment and order 

dated 06.09.2016 passed in Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015, the respondent 

no. 1 sent a letter dated 03.06.2017 to the Inspector General of the DIFE to 

take necessary steps with the petitioner and current occupants to ensure that 

the required remediation of the factory is performed in no time. The 

petitioner, in the above scenario, can carry out all necessary remediation work 

with the support of the respondent no. 3. The respondent no. 3 will monitor 

and support the petitioner’s factory in the CAP development and remediation 

of the safety findings in view of the order dated 13.12.2017 made by the 

Appellate Division disposing of the Civil Petition For Leave To Appeal No. 

3014 of 2017. The respondent no. 1 is not at all a delegated authority of the 

respondent no. 3. It is not the duty of the respondent no. 1 to arrange 
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constitution of any Review Panel. Rather the MOLE is the appropriate 

authority to constitute any Review Panel by virtue of the revised Notification 

No. 40.00.0000.022.10.009.2013-115 dated 11.05.2014. However, in Civil 

Petition For Leave To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017, the Inspector General of the 

DIFE was directed to constitute a Review Panel by the Appellate Division 

and the said Review Panel submitted its report dated 02.11.2017 in the 

Appellate Division. The report of the Review Panel dated 02.11.2017 has 

virtually substantiated the defects of the petitioner’s factory as found by 

Accord. Annexures- ‘G’ and ‘J’ can not be challenged in the Writ jurisdiction 

of the High Court Division inasmuch as those Annexures were issued by the 

respondent no. 1 which is registered in the Netherlands and is only 

functioning in Bangladesh through its Liaison Office. As such the Writ 

Petition is not at all maintainable. 

 In the Supplementary Affidavit-in-Opposition dated 28.01.2018 filed 

by the respondent no.1, it has been stated that the petitioner as plaintiff 

instituted Money Suit No. 47 of 2016 in the 2
nd

 Court of Joint District Judge, 

Dhaka praying for a decree of Tk. 412,41,42,816/- against Tesco, Primark, 

MCS and Accord impleading them as principal defendants for publishing 

wrong reports on the structures of its factory buildings. But the petitioner 

(plaintiff) withdrew that Money Suit on 16.04.2017. 

In the Supplementary Affidavit-in-Opposition dated 30.01.2018 filed 

by the respondent no.1,  it has been averred that the brands of Accord de-

listed the petitioner’s factory on 30.04.2014 and by that reason, it is not an 

Accord-listed factory, though Accord inspected the factory as per the 
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judgment and order of the High Court Division passed in earlier Writ Petition 

No.10929 of 2015. 

The drift of the Affidavit-in-Compliance dated 30.01.2018 filed by the 

respondent no. 3 is as follows: 

 The respondent no.1 preferred Civil Petition For Leave To Appeal No. 

3014 of 2017 before the Appellate Division and in course of hearing, the 

Appellate Division by its order dated 23.08.2017 directed the respondent no. 

3 to constitute a Review Panel for reviewing the inspection report of the 

respondent no.1 and to submit its report and subsequently the Review Panel 

submitted its report in the Appellate Division on 13.12.2017. On that date 

(13.12.2017), the Appellate Division disposed of the Civil Petition For Leave 

To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017 directing the High Court Division to hear and 

dispose of the Writ Petition on merit and further directing the respondent no. 

3 to put in the original report in the High Court Division by filing an affidavit 

and accordingly the respondent no. 3 has filed the original report by swearing 

this Affidavit-in-Compliance. 

At the outset, Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam, learned Advocate appearing on 

behalf of the petitioner, submits that the petitioner is an Accord-covered/ 

listed factory and pursuant to Clause 10 of the Accord Agreement, Accord is 

under a legal obligation to inspect the petitioner’s factory for the purpose of 

detection of structural weaknesses, if any, therein and to see that no safety and 

fire hazards of the factory are discernible and accordingly Accord can not 

skirt round its responsibility of monitoring, inspecting and supervising all the 

Accord-listed factories including the petitioner’s factory. 
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Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam also submits that in spite of repeated requests 

made to Accord to inspect the petitioner’s factory, Accord was found 

reluctant to do so and under compelling circumstances, the petitioner had to 

file Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 before the High Court Division for a 

direction upon Accord to inspect the petitioner’s factory and eventually 

Accord complied with the directive of the High Court Division articulated in 

its judgment dated 06.09.2016 in Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 and 

according to the inspection report of Accord, the building no. 2 and the 

washing plant of the factory were classified in ‘red’ category and Accord 

uploaded its inspection report in its website to the grave prejudice of the 

petitioner. 

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam next submits that on 18.06.2017 at the time of 

issuance of the Rule in the present Writ Petition (Writ Petition No. 8716 of 

2017), the petitioner obtained an interim order from the High Court Division 

directing the respondents to immediately arrange constitution of a Review 

Panel, visit the factory of the petitioner and review the findings of the 

respondent no. 1 recommending evacuation and closure of the building no. 2 

and the washing plant of the factory within 7(seven) days of the date of 

receipt of the order and the legality of this interim order was challenged by 

the respondent no. 1 before the Appellate Division by way of filing Civil 

Petition For Leave To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017 and in course of its hearing, 

the Appellate Division directed the respondent no. 3 to constitute a Review 

Panel and accordingly a Review Panel was constituted with the Inspector 

General of the DIFE as its convener and the Review Panel submitted its report 
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in the Appellate Division by reviewing the findings of the respondent no. 1 

arrived at in its inspection report. 

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam further submits that the Appellate Division 

disposed of the Civil Petition For Leave To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017 by its 

order dated 13.12.2017 directing the High Court Division to hear and dispose 

of the Writ Petition on merit in accordance with law keeping in view the 

report submitted by the Inspector General of the DIFE and this is why, this 

Court is now adjudicating upon the instant Rule as directed by the Appellate 

Division. 

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam also submits that the de-listing of a factory, or 

for that matter, the termination of business relationship with a factory can 

only be effected in accordance with the provisions of Clause 21 of the Accord 

Agreement dated 13.05.2013 and as per that Clause 21 of the Agreement, 

each signatory company shall require that its suppliers in Bangladesh 

participate fully in the inspection, remediation, health and safety and, where 

applicable, training activities, as described in the Agreement and if a supplier 

fails to do so, the signatory will promptly implement a notice and warning 

process leading to termination of the business relationship if these efforts do 

not succeed and keeping Clause 21 of the Accord Agreement in view, the 

termination of the business relationship with the petitioner’s factory, or for 

that matter, the de-listing of the same can only be carried into effect if the 

petitioner fails to respond to the report of Accord on the remediation, health 

and safety aspects of the factory and as admittedly the findings of the 

respondent no. 1’s inspection of the petitioner’s factory in late March, 2017 
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are subject to review of the Review Panel of the DIFE, the question of de-

listing of the factory from the Accord list is fully and wholly irrelevant and 

unacceptable. 

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam next submits that Accord is, no doubt, a 

private body of European buyers; but nevertheless it should be borne in mind 

that Accord operates in the public domain and there is a public element in its 

functions vis-à-vis the Accord-covered factories and Accord performs the 

functions in connection with the affairs of the Republic with the approval of 

the Government and as the petitioner has invoked Articles 27 and 40 of the 

Constitution for enforcement of its fundamental rights guaranteed under Part 

III of the Constitution, the petitioner’s Writ Petition is very much competent 

under Article 102(1) of the Constitution and the judgment dated 06.09.2016 

passed by the High Court Division in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 

has already clinched the matter and that being so, no question can be raised as 

to the maintainability of the instant Writ Petition by the respondent no. 1.  

To buttress up the above submission, Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam adverts 

to the cases of Moulana Md. Abdul Hakim alias Md. Abdul 

Hakim…Vs…Government of Bangladesh and others, 34 BLD (HCD) 129; 

Rokeya Akhter Begum…Vs…Bangladesh and others which was disposed of 

by the judgment and order dated 08.06.2010 (an unreported decision of the 

High Court Division); R…Vs…Panel on Take-overs and Mergers, ex-parte 

Datafin plc and another (Norton Opax plc and another intervening), (1987) 1 

All England Reports 564; Shri Anadi Mukta Sadguru Shree Muktajee 

Vandasjiswami Suvarna Jayanti Mahotsav Smarak Trust and others…Vs…V. 
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R. Rudani and others, AIR 1989 SC 1607; Chairman, Rajdhani Unnayan 

Kartipakkha (RAJUK)…Vs…A. Rouf Chowdhury and others, 61 DLR (AD) 

28; Board of Control for Cricket in India and others…Vs…Cricket 

Association of Bihar and others and Indian Olympic 

Association…Vs…Veeresh Malik and others which were respectively 

decided by the Supreme Court of India on 22.01.2015 and 07.01.2010 and 

downloaded from the website of Manupatra. 

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam also submits that it is the admitted position 

that the Review Panel submitted its report on 02.11.2017 after reviewing the 

findings of the respondent no. 1 arrived at in its inspection report and one of 

the recommendations of the Review Panel is that the DEA must be initiated 

within 7(seven) days and completed within 6(six) weeks under the 

supervision of qualified structural engineers and as per that recommendation, 

the DEA was completed within the stipulated time by the petitioner; but 

Accord is not according its approval to the DEA on the ground that the 

petitioner’s factory is not an Accord-listed factory, though it is the duty of 

Accord to approve or to suggest corrections, if any, in the DEA for the 

purpose of necessary remediation work of the petitioner’s factory in order to 

make it a compliant one which will be acceptable to all European brands and 

the reluctance of Accord to that effect is due to the recommendation of the 

Review Panel that all activities of the factory should be monitored by an 

Inspector of the DIFE for strict compliance. 

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam further submits that it is the claim on behalf of 

the respondent no. 1 that it has nothing to do with the monitoring and 
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supervision of the petitioner’s factory especially after submission of the report 

by the Review Panel and this claim is not entertainable because of the fact 

that various factories like Tusuka, Gous and Annesha were recommended the 

same condition of monitoring by the DIFE in the reports of the Review Panel; 

but none the less, they are all Accord-covered/listed factories and in the case 

of the petitioner’s factory, the respondent no. 1 is trying to make an exception 

by asserting that it is not an Accord-covered/listed factory.  

Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam next submits that the claim of the respondent 

no. 1 that after submission of the report by the Review Panel, the DIFE will 

only monitor, supervise and support the remediation work of the petitioner’s 

factory stands negatived in the facts and circumstances of the case. 

 Per contra, Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed, learned Advocate appearing 

on behalf of the respondent no. 1 (Accord), submits that initially one of the 

brands of Accord, namely, Tesco inspected the petitioner’s factory and as 

such Accord did not think it expedient to inspect the same once again, though 

it was an Accord-covered/listed factory prior to its de-listing on 30.04.2014 

and as the petitioner’s factory is a de-listed factory at the moment, it can not 

approve the DEA submitted by the petitioner in response to the relevant 

recommendation made by the Review Panel in its report as evidenced by 

Annexure- ‘2’ to the Affidavit-in-Opposition filed by the respondent no. 1. 

Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed next submits that in view of the directive 

given by the High Court Division in its judgment dated 06.09.2016 rendered 

in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015, the respondent no. 1 inspected the 

petitioner’s factory on 22.03.2017 and 23.03.2017 and found the building no. 
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2 and the washing plant of the factory to be risky and as such those two 

structures were classified in ‘red’ category and immediate evacuation of the 

building no. 2 and the washing plant was ordered by Accord according to the 

inspection report published in its website on 10.05.2017 (Annexure-‘G’) and 

by the letter dated 03.06.2017 (Annexure-‘J’), Accord reiterated that the 

petitioner’s factory is not an Accord-listed factory and on that score, Accord 

would refrain from performing its any remediation work and being adversely 

affected by issuance of Annexures- ‘G’ and ‘J’ to the Writ Petition, the 

petitioner has come up with the present Writ Petition invoking Article 102(1) 

of the Constitution.  

Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed further submits that although Accord 

complied with the judgment dated 06.09.2016 passed by the High Court 

Division in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 by inspecting the 

petitioner’s factory and publishing its report in its website, yet the 

recommendation of the Review Panel that now all activities should be 

monitored by an Inspector of the DIFE for strict compliance can not be 

shrugged off at all and considered from this standpoint, Accord is absolutely 

unconnected and unconcerned with the approval of the DEA and the 

consequential remediation work of the petitioner’s factory at present. 

Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed also submits that the present Writ 

Petition is not maintainable on the ground that this has been filed against 

Accord, a private body of European buyers and it has no legal entity 

whatsoever and this being the position, the Writ Petition is misconceived in 

law and on that count, the petitioner should be shown the door. In support of 
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this submission, Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed draws our attention to the 

decision in the case of Noor-e-Alam Jahangir (Md), English Teacher, Rifles 

Public School and College…Vs…Government of Bangladesh represented by 

the Secretary, Ministry of Education and others, 60 DLR (AD) 12. 

Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed next submits that although the earlier 

Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 was found to be maintainable by the High 

Court Division by its judgment dated 06.09.2016, yet that judgment is a 

judgment per incuriam and since it is a judgment per incuriam, it has no 

validity and legal force and as such the present Writ Petition should be thrown 

out on the ground of non-maintainability. In this connection, Mr. K. S. Salah 

Uddin Ahmed relies on the decision in the case of Most. Sufia 

Khatoon…Vs…Mrs. Mahabuba Rahman and others, 30 BLD (AD) 41. 

Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed lastly submits that in view of the facts 

and circumstances of the case and especially in view of the report of the 

Review Panel dated 02.11.2017, Accord has nothing to do with the 

remediation work of the petitioner’s factory and in consequence, the Rule is 

liable to be discharged with costs. 

Mr. Md. Motaher Hossain (Sazu), learned Deputy Attorney-General 

appearing on behalf of the respondent no. 3, submits that he has filed the 

original report of the Review Panel in this Court as directed by the Appellate 

Division by its order dated 13.12.2017 disposing of the Civil Petition For 

Leave To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017. 

We have heard the submissions of the learned Advocate for the 

petitioner Mr. Imtiaz Moinul Islam and the counter-submissions of the 
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learned Advocate for the respondent no. 1 Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed and 

perused the Writ Petition, Supplementary Affidavits, Affidavit-in-Opposition, 

Supplementary Affidavits-in-Opposition, Affidavit-in-Compliance and 

relevant Annexures annexed thereto. 

 To begin with, a short narration about the background of the formation 

of Accord by the European buyers of Bangladeshi suppliers of RMGs is 

necessary. Following the fire of November 24, 2012 at Tazreen Fashions 

Limited in which 112 workers lost their lives and many others were injured, 

the Tripartite Partners adopted a Joint Statement of Commitment during a 

meeting organized jointly by the MOLE and the ILO on January 15, 2013. 

Through the Joint Statement, the Tripartite Partners committed to work 

together to develop a NTPA on Fire Safety by the end of February, 2013 with 

a view to taking comprehensive actions aimed at preventing any further loss 

of lives, limbs and properties due to work place fires and fire-related 

accidents and incidents. A further factory fire on January 26, 2013 at Smart 

Export Garments in which 8 workers lost their lives and others were injured 

underlined the need for urgent tripartite action in this respect. To ensure the 

timely development of a NTPA, the MOLE established a Tripartite 

Committee, which met four times with the assistance of the ILO. The NTPA 

was endorsed by the MOLE on March 24, 2013. 

 On 24 April, 2013, the Rana Plaza building collapsed leaving 1,129 

dead and almost 2,000 injured, many of whom will remain permanently 

disabled. Most of the victims were garment sector workers given that the 

building housed 5 RMG factories. The ILO subsequently dispatched a High-
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Level Mission led by the Deputy Director General for Field Operations and 

Partnerships, Mr. Gilbert Houngbo, to Bangladesh from 1-4 May to convey 

the solidarity of the ILO with those affected by these tragic events, the 

partners from Government, labour, and industry, and to the nation as a whole. 

The Mission engaged with the tripartite partners and other stakeholders to 

identify what needed to be done to prevent any such future tragedies. Within 

the framework of the mission, the tripartite partners issued a Joint Statement 

in which they committed to the development of an action plan focusing on six 

short and medium-term steps aimed at improving the structural integrity of 

RMG factories and other measures to prevent further tragedies from 

recurrence. 

 The current Tripartite Plan of Action is a merger of the NTPA on fire 

safety and the Tripartite Joint Statement so as to provide an integrated 

platform for actions. 

 Anyway, at this juncture, we would like to discuss the issue of 

maintainability of the Writ Petition in hand. The petitioner in the Writ Petition 

has alleged contravention of its fundamental rights as guaranteed by Articles 

27 and 40 of the Constitution. By the way, Articles 27 and 40 of the 

Constitution are quoted below verbatim: 

“27. All citizens are equal before law and 

are entitled to equal protection of law.” 

   AND 

“40. Subject to any restrictions imposed by 

law, every citizen possessing such 
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qualifications, if any, as may be prescribed 

by law in relation to his profession, 

occupation, trade or business shall have the 

right to enter upon any lawful profession or 

occupation, and to conduct any lawful trade 

or business.” 

Indisputably those two Articles are in Part III of the Constitution.  

 Article 102(1) of the Constitution provides that the High Court 

Division, on the application of any person aggrieved, may give such 

directions or orders to any person or authority, including any person 

performing any function in connection with the affairs of the Republic, as 

may be appropriate for the enforcement of any of the fundamental rights 

conferred by Part III of this Constitution. In other words, when it comes to the 

question of enforcement of any of the fundamental rights as guaranteed by 

Part III, an aggrieved person can invoke Article 102(1) of the Constitution. 

From a plain reading of Article 102 (1) of the Constitution, we find that its 

ambit is very wide. In this context, we feel tempted to refer to the decision in 

the case of Moulana Md. Abdul Hakim alias Md. Abdul 

Hakim…Vs…Government of Bangladesh and others, 34 BLD (HCD) 129. 

Paragraph 12 of that decision is to the following effect: 

“12. Article 102(1) sets itself apart from 

Article 102(2) (a) (ii) by bringing within its 

purview a wider group of individuals and 

authority on whom the Court may on 
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judicial review hold sway. When issues of 

fundamental rights are raised, the sanction 

of redress under Article 102(1) is clearly of 

availability against ‘anyone’, or ‘any 

authority’, inclusive of ‘any person 

performing any function in connection with 

the affairs of the Republic’. The reference 

to Government functionaries must, 

accordingly, be seen as an appendage made 

to the broader category of ‘anyone’ or ‘any 

authority’ by way of abundant caution.” 

 Tracing such jurisprudential development in this jurisdiction through 

cases like Zakir Hossain Munshi…Vs…Government of the People’s Republic 

of Bangladesh, 55 DLR (HCD) 130; Farzana Moazzem…Vs…Securities and 

Exchange Commission and others, 54 DLR (HCD) 66 and Conforce Limited, 

a Limited Liability Company…Vs…Titas Gas Transmission and Distribution 

Company Limited, a Public Limited Liability Company and another, 42 DLR 

(HCD) 33, it is now well-settled that the functional test approach enables a 

judicial review of an ostensibly private body, but which nevertheless performs 

a public function that aims at benefiting the public at large.  

 As a matter of fact, under our Constitutional scheme, an aggrieved 

person, in order to agitate his claim/case in judicial review, can do so by 

invoking Article 102(1) and/or Article 102(2) depending on the nature of the 

grievance and status of the perpetrator.  
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 Article 102(1) comes into play in relation to the infringement of any of 

the fundamental rights guaranteed under Part III of the Constitution. Article 

102(2) presupposes the availability of various writs that may be resorted to 

for review of actions and operations in the public domain, such actions and 

operations being otherwise the preserve of the Executive organ of the State 

affecting the citizenry in their contacts and dealings with the Executive and its 

functionaries. 

 There is no gainsaying the fact that the respondent no. 1 is basically a 

private body set up by the European buyers and this respondent no. 1 has been 

operating in Bangladesh with the approval of the Government of Bangladesh. 

Precisely speaking, there is a public element in the functions that are being 

discharged by the respondent no. 1 (Accord). Needless to say, some of the 

public functions of the DIFE are being discharged by Accord on being 

recognized by the Government and its instrumentalities and agencies. 

 However, in the decision reported in 34 BLD (HCD) 129 (supra), it has 

been spelt out in paragraph 25: 

“25…What can, however, be asserted with 

certainty is that the question whether an 

activity has sufficient public element in it 

is quite properly a matter of fact and 

degree ascertainable from a consideration 

of each given case on its merit. But it is 

nevertheless indisputably well-established 

by now and as held by the Privy Council in 
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Jeewan Mohit…Vs…The Director of 

Public Prosecutions of Mauritius reported 

in (2006) UKPC 20 that the principle 

enunciated in Datafin is invariably the 

effective law, or rather the ‘invariable rule’ 

entrenched in judicial psyche.” 

 Indubitably it is a principle of law that by virtue of Article 152 of the 

Constitution, the General Clauses Act, 1897 is applicable to the interpretation 

of the Constitution. It has been settled in various judicial pronouncements of 

both the Divisions of the Supreme Court of Bangladesh that the word ‘person’ 

in the Constitution shall include the ‘person’ as defined in Section 3(39) of 

the General Clauses Act which contemplates that a person shall include any 

company or association or body of individuals, whether incorporated or not. 

In view of this definition provided in Section 3(39) of the General Clauses 

Act, the respondent no. 1 (Accord) is, no doubt, a person within the meaning 

of Article 102(1) of the Constitution.  

 The language of Article 102(1) of the Constitution, however, clearly 

states that a person must be aggrieved by the action or order of ‘any person’ 

including a person acting in connection with the affairs of the Republic. Thus 

it is not necessary for the impugned act or order to be done or made by a 

public functionary or a statutory body or a local authority so as to attract 

Article 102(1) of the Constitution. When any fundamental right of a person is 

violated, the remedy provided by Article 102(1) is available to the aggrieved 
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person irrespective of whether the violator is in the service of the Republic or 

in any local authority or statutory body or even in a private capacity. 

 Under our Constitution, the High Court Division has power under 

Article 102(1) to pass necessary orders to enforce fundamental rights and 

under Article 44(1) the right to move the High Court Division under Article 

102(1) is itself a fundamental right. The position of the High Court Division 

in respect of enforcement of fundamental rights is the same as that of the 

Indian Supreme Court with the difference that its decision is not final and is 

subject to appeal under Article 103. Thus it is not discretionary with the High 

Court Division to grant the relief sought for under Article 102(1). Once the 

High Court Division finds that any fundamental right of a citizen has been 

violated, it is under a constitutional obligation to grant the necessary relief. 

 In the case of the Chairman, Rajdhani Unnayan Kartipakkha 

(RAJUK)…Vs…A. Rouf Chowdhury and others, 61 DLR (AD) 28, the 

Appellate Division has clearly held that when any violation of any 

fundamental right enumerated in the Constitution is alleged as the only 

ground and no violation of any legal right or law has been alleged 

whatsoever, only then resort may be had to the fundamental right(s) 

guaranteed by Part III of the Constitution for protection by the High Court 

Division. So it is ex-facie clear that when violation of any fundamental right 

guaranteed by Part III of the Constitution is alleged by any citizen and if he 

can prove to the satisfaction of the Court that such fundamental right has been 

infringed, in that event, the Court must pass necessary orders or give 
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directions to the person or authority concerned for enforcement of his 

fundamental right. There can not be any deviation whatsoever therefrom. 

 In an unreported decision dated 08.06.2010 passed by the High Court 

Division in Writ Petition No. 2499 of 2010 in the case of Rokeya Akhter 

Begum…Vs…Bangladesh and others, it has been held that as far as Article 

102(1) is concerned, that is to say, when fundamental rights are relied on, the 

question of status of the impugned person or authority loses its relevance 

because the phrase ‘any person or authority’ therein necessarily refers to a 

person or any authority, irrespective of his/its status. Any decision by such a 

person or authority, whether he/it is a public functionary or a private one, is 

reviewable provided, however, that infringement of one of the fundamental 

rights embodied in Part III of the Constitution is in question.  

 Since private bodies now-a-days are increasingly performing public 

functions, the Courts are intervening and passing appropriate directions and 

orders reviewing the actions, inactions and functions of those private bodies. 

The Courts regulate their discretion by looking at the nature of the functions 

exercised by the private bodies and by scrutinizing whether those bodies are 

acting in the public domain and whether the aggrieved person has any other 

alternative efficacious remedy. This view has been underpinned in the case of 

the Board of Control for Cricket in India and others…Vs…Cricket 

Association of Bihar and others, AIR 2015 SC 3194.  

 In the landmark English Case of R…Vs…Panel on Take-overs and 

Mergers, ex-parte Datafin plc and another (Norton Opax plc and another 

intervening) reported in (1987) 1 All England Reports 564 (popularly known 
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as Datafin Case), the Court of Appeal has held that where a public duty is 

imposed on a body, expressly or by implication or where a body exercises a 

public function, the Court will have jurisdiction to entertain an application for 

judicial review of that body’s decision. There is not a single test, however, as 

to the nature of public function. The source of the body’s power is a 

significant factor; if it is by an Act of Parliament or by any subordinate 

legislation, then the body’s action will be subject to judicial review. On the 

other hand, if the decision of the body is derived solely from any contract, its 

decision will not be amenable to judicial review. In such a case, the Court will 

try to decide whether the impugned action has been taken in the public 

domain wherein the Court is likely to infer that the decision has been taken in 

connection with the affairs of the Republic. A public element may also appear 

where the Governmental functions are carried out by private bodies. By 

contrast, when the nature of the function is such that it does not generate any 

interest of the Government, then the body’s action will not be subject to 

judicial review. Thus not only the source of the power of the body but also the 

nature of the actions exercised by it will determine the availability of judicial 

review. It also seems that when a private sector body steps into the shoes of a 

public body, in that case, its action will be amenable to judicial review.  

 In Shri Anadi Mukta Sadguru Shree Muktajee Vandasjiswami Suvarna 

Jayanti Mahotsav Smarak Trust and others…Vs…V. R. Rudani and others, 

AIR 1989 SC 1607, it has been held: 

“The judicial control over the fast 

expanding maze of bodies affecting the 
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rights of the people should not be put into 

water-tight compartment. It should remain 

flexible to meet the requirements of 

variable circumstances. Mandamus is a 

very wide remedy which must be easily 

available ‘to reach injustice wherever it is 

found’. Technicalities should not come in 

the way of granting that relief under Article 

226.” 

 In the case of Consumer Education and Research Centre and 

others…Vs…Union of India and others, AIR 1995 (SC) 922, the Supreme 

Court of India has observed that in an appropriate case, the Court would give 

appropriate directions to the employer, be it the State or any private employer, 

to make the right to life meaningful; to prevent pollution of work place; to 

preserve free and unpolluted water for the safety and health of the people and 

for protection of the environment and health of the workmen. The authorities 

or even private persons or industries are bound by the directions issued by this 

Court under Articles 32 and 142 of the Indian Constitution. In the aforesaid 

case, the Supreme Court of India has issued a writ of Mandamus upon a 

private industry for the enforcement of the petitioner’s fundamental rights.  

 In Bangladesh, the responsibility for inspecting factories and their 

safety vests in the DIFE. This vesting is clearly discernible in Sections 61 and 

62 of the Bangladesh Labour Act, 2006. The work of checking and inspecting 

the safety conditions of all RMG factories in the country within a short time 
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after the Rana Plaza tragedy was not possible for the Government. The 

Government, therefore, welcomed the assistance of other stakeholders like 

Accord and Alliance through the NTC and the NTPA in this respect. The 

Accord Agreement states that all Bangladeshi factories supplying RMGs to its 

members would be inspected at least once by an independent safety inspector 

appointed by the respondent no. 1. The commitment of the respondent no. 1 

to inspect fire and safety facilities of the RMG factories in Bangladesh at their 

own expense is, no doubt, a welcome step for the improvement and 

development of the infrastructures of those factories. In the process, Accord is 

assisting the DIFE in ensuring fire and building safety measures of RMG 

factories in Bangladesh. Accord has accordingly inspected over 1500 garment 

factories in the country and found some of them to be non-compliant and 

lacking in adequate facilities on fire and building safety. Thus it is palpably 

clear that Accord has been acting with the consent of the DIFE and assisting it 

in inspecting and ensuring the safety of the garment factories in the country 

and therefore performing de facto functions in connection with the affairs of 

the Republic. This being the scenario, we are led to hold that the present Writ 

Petition is quite maintainable under Article 102(1) of the Constitution for 

contravention of the petitioner’s fundamental rights guaranteed under Articles 

27 and 40 of the Constitution. 

 In the decision in the case of Noor-e-Alam Jahangir (Md), English 

Teacher, Rifles Public School and College…Vs…Government of Bangladesh 

represented by the Secretary, Ministry of Education and others, 60 DLR (AD) 
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12 relied upon by Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed, it has been held, amongst 

others, in paragraph 2: 

“2. The High Court Division, after hearing, 

discharged the Rule holding that the 

impugned order has been passed by the 

respondent no. 7, the Principal of Rifles 

Public School and College, who is not a 

Government servant and further, the above 

Rifles Public School and College is also 

not a ‘statutory body’ or a ‘local authority’, 

inasmuch as to be a ‘statutory body’, it 

must be created by a statute and the 

institution must owe its existence to a 

particular statute but the above Rifles 

Public School and College, having not 

been created by any statute, is not a 

‘statutory body’ and further, a body or 

institution can claim to be a ‘local 

authority’ if only it is established by the 

Government under any law; but the 

petitioner could not refer to any law under 

which the aforesaid Rifles Public School 

and College has been established and 

accordingly, like other Non-Government 
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secondary schools and colleges, the above 

Rifles Public School and College is also 

not a statutory body or a local authority; 

further, in the case of Mofizul 

Haque…Vs…Mofizur Rahman and others 

reported in 48 DLR (AD) 121, this position 

has been made clear by holding that a 

distinction must be made between a body 

or institution which is created by or under a 

statute and a body or institution which is 

not so created but is governed by the 

provisions of the Intermediate and 

Secondary Education Ordinance, 1961 and 

various other regulations made thereunder 

and if the institution is simply governed by 

an Ordinance, it does not necessarily 

follow that the said institution is a creature 

of the said Ordinance and that Rifles Public 

School and College, being regulated and 

managed in accordance with the provisions 

of the Board of Intermediate and 

Secondary Education, Dhaka (Managing 

Committee of the Recognized Non-

Government Secondary Schools) 



 35

Regulations, 1977 and other provisions and 

regulations, is not a statutory body or a 

local authority and the impugned order has 

not been passed by any statutory body or 

local authority and further, admittedly the 

Principal of the above Rifles Public School 

and College is also not in the service of the 

Republic and accordingly, the Writ Petition 

is not maintainable.” 

 Reverting to the case in hand, where admittedly the petitioner has 

alleged the contravention of its fundamental rights guaranteed under Articles 

27 and 40 of the Constitution, the above observations made by the Appellate 

Division in the decision reported in 60 DLR (AD) 12 do not appear to be of 

any avail to Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed. 

  Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed, while dwelling upon his submission 

that the earlier decision rendered in Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 is a 

judgment per incuriam, has particularly drawn our attention to paragraph 28 

of the decision in the case of Most. Sufia Khatoon…Vs…Mrs. Mahbuba 

Rahman and others, 30 BLD (AD) 41 which is reproduced below: 

“28. Moreover, the High Court Division 

has rightly termed the judgment passed in 

Writ Petition No. 835 of 1977 as not 

binding being a judgment ‘per incuriam’ 

and it is a settled principle that a judgment 
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‘per incuriam’ or a judgment sub silentio 

does not constitute a precedent. 

Furthermore, those cases are past and 

closed transactions and will not be affected 

by the present judgment as we are adopting 

the doctrine of prospective overruling to 

restrict our decision to the present case and 

to the future cases.”  

 ‘Per incuriam’, literally translated as “through lack of care”, refers to a 

judgment of a Court which has been decided without reference to a statutory 

provision or earlier judgment which would have been relevant. Sir John 

Salmond in his ‘Treatise on Jurisprudence’ has aptly stated the circumstances 

under which a precedent can be treated as ‘per incuriam’. It is stated that a 

precedent is not binding if it was rendered in ignorance of a statute or a rule 

having the force of statute or delegated legislation. 

 The significance of a judgment having been decided per incuriam is 

that it does not then have to be followed as a precedent by a lower Court. 

Ordinarily, in the common law, the rationes of a judgment must be followed 

thereafter by lower Courts while hearing similar cases. A lower Court is free, 

however, to depart from an earlier judgment of a superior Court where that 

earlier judgment was decided per incuriam.  

 However, in view of the discussions made above and particularly when 

Accord did not admittedly challenge the findings of the High Court Division 

recorded in its decision in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 before the 
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Appellate Division wherein Accord was also the respondent no. 1, it does not 

lie in the mouth of Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed to say that the decision 

rendered in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 is a decision per 

incuriam. Given this panorama, it does not stand to reason and logic as to 

why Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed has come up with the plea that the 

decision rendered in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 is a decision per 

incuriam. As the question of maintainability of this type of Writ Petition was 

earlier settled in Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 and as there was no 

challenge to the judgment passed therein before the Appellate Division on 

behalf of Accord, Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed, according to us, can not 

reopen this question and say that the instant Writ Petition is not maintainable.  

In such a posture of things, Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed is now estopped 

from challenging the maintainability of the present Writ Petition before this 

Court. Consequently, we have no hesitation in holding that the earlier 

judgment passed in Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 by the High Court 

Division is not a judgment per incuriam.  

 It is the definite claim of Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed that previously 

the petitioner’s factory was an Accord-covered/listed factory and the brands 

de-listed it on 30.04.2014 and by that reason, Accord has no duty whatsoever 

to inspect and suggest any remediation work of the petitioner’s factory from 

30.04.2014 onwards. But this claim of Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed is not 

acceptable to us for the simple reason that if it is so, then Accord ought to 

have challenged the legality of the judgment of the High Court Division 

passed in earlier Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 before the Appellate 
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Division prior to its compliance with the directive of the inspection of the 

petitioner’s factory pursuant to the judgment passed therein. In such a 

situation, Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed can not turn round and say at this 

stage that the petitioner’s factory is a de-listed factory. The stance of Accord 

in this regard, we feel constrained to opine, is self-contradictory, self-

defeating and paradoxical. This Court can never countenance such a stance.  

 Be that as it may, for proper adjudication of the Rule, Clause 21 of the 

Accord Agreement is quoted below: 

“21. Each signatory company shall require 

that its suppliers in Bangladesh participate 

fully in the inspection, remediation, health 

and safety and, where applicable, training 

activities, as described in the Agreement. If 

a supplier fails to do so, the signatory will 

promptly implement a notice and warning 

process leading to termination of the 

business relationship if these efforts do not 

succeed.” 

 It is the admitted position that prior to late March, 2017, Accord did 

never inspect the petitioner’s factory at any point of time; rather one of the 

brands of Accord, namely, Tesco inspected the same. Since Tesco found 

some structural weaknesses in the factory building, presumably Accord 

refrained from inspecting it. But the inspection of the petitioner’s factory by 

Accord is a contractual obligation under Clause 10 of the Accord Agreement. 
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Had Accord inspected the petitioner’s factory earlier and suggested any 

remediation work and had the petitioner failed to carry out the remediation 

work as suggested by Accord in its inspection report, only in that event, the 

question of termination of the business relationship or de-listing of the 

petitioner’s factory from the Accord list would have arisen in accordance with 

the provisions of Clause 21 of the Accord Agreement. Since no occasion 

arose to invoke Clause 21 of the Accord Agreement, the question of de-listing 

of the petitioner’s factory from the Accord list from 30.04.2014 as argued by 

Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed is simply out of the question. 

 Over and above, as already observed, Accord complied with the 

directive given by the High Court Division in its decision in earlier Writ 

Petition No. 10929 of 2015 and inspected the petitioner’s factory on 

22.03.2017 and 23.03.2017 without challenging the legality of that decision 

before the Appellate Division. So the findings arrived at in the decision 

rendered in that Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015 are binding upon Accord in 

absolute terms. In this perspective, the contention of Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin 

Ahmed that the petitioner’s factory is not an Accord-covered/listed factory is 

rejected out of hand. In the result, we opine that the petitioner’s factory is still 

an Accord-covered/listed factory and Accord has an obligation under the 

Accord Agreement (which is still in force) to inspect the petitioner’s factory 

and suggest remediation work, if any, to be completed within a stipulated 

period. 

 The petitioner obtained the Rule-issuing order in this Writ Petition on 

18.06.2017 and at the time of issuance of the Rule, the High Court Division 
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passed an interim order directing the respondents to immediately arrange the 

constitution of a Review Panel, visit the factory of the petitioner and review 

the findings of the respondent no. 1 (Accord) recommending evacuation and 

closure of the building no. 2 and the washing plant of the factory within 

7(seven) days of the date of receipt of the order. In this connection, it may be 

recalled that as per the directive of the High Court Division given in earlier 

Writ Petition No. 10929 of 2015, Accord inspected the petitioner’s factory in 

late March, 2017 and found the building no. 2 and the washing plant of the 

factory in ‘red’ category. This is why, at the time of issuance of the Rule, the 

petitioner sought an interim order for constitution of a Review Panel in order 

to review the findings arrived at in the inspection report of Accord by 

inspecting the petitioner’s factory. That interim order dated 18.06.2017 was 

challenged before the Appellate Division by Accord in Civil Petition For 

Leave To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017. It is manifestly clear from the order 

dated 13.12.2017 passed therein by the Appellate Division that the Appellate 

Division on 23.08.2017 made an interim order directing the writ-respondent 

no. 3 (Inspector General of the DIFE) to constitute a Review Panel for 

reviewing the report of Accord within 1(one) month from the date of receipt 

of the order. Accordingly, a Review Panel was constituted pursuant to the 

interim order dated 23.08.2017 which was made in partial modification of the 

earlier interim order of the High Court Division dated 18.06.2017. Ultimately 

the Convener of the Review Panel, namely, Inspector General, DIFE 

submitted his report in the Appellate Division and the Appellate Division by 

the order dated 13.12.2017 directed the High Court Division to hear and 



 41

dispose of the Writ Petition on merit in accordance with law keeping in view 

the report submitted by the Inspector General, DIFE.  

 According to the directive of the Appellate Division dated 13.12.2017 

disposing of the Civil Petition For Leave To Appeal No. 3014 of 2017, we 

have heard the parties concerned on the merit of the Rule and are delivering 

this judgment in accordance with law keeping in view the report put in by the 

Inspector General, DIFE. 

 It is the emphatic submission of Mr. K. S. Salah Uddin Ahmed that the 

findings of Accord after inspection of the petitioner’s factory have been 

virtually endorsed by the report of the Review Panel dated 02.11.2017 and 

one of the specific recommendations of the Review Panel is that all activities 

of the petitioner-company should be monitored by an Inspector of the DIFE 

for strict compliance. It is his further contention that assuming for the sake of 

argument that the petitioner’s factory is an Accord-covered/listed factory, 

even then at this stage Accord has nothing to do with the remediation work in 

view of the above-mentioned recommendation given by the Review Panel in 

its report dated 02.11.2017. On the other hand, it is the argument of Mr. 

Imtiaz Moinul Islam that the findings arrived at in the inspection report of the 

petitioner’s factory carried out by Accord have not been endorsed by the 

report of the Review Panel dated 02.11.2017 and the Review Panel has made 

some recommendations one of which is that the DEA must be initiated within 

7(seven) days and completed within six weeks from that date under the 

supervision of qualified structural engineers. 
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 On perusal of the inspection reports of the respondent no. 1 (Accord) 

and the Review Panel, we find that both the reports are not one and the same. 

There may be some similarities between the two reports; but it can not be 

argued at all that the inspection report of Accord has been endorsed by the 

Review Panel for all practical purposes. The report of the Review Panel dated 

02.11.2017 does not classify the building no. 2 and the washing plant of the 

petitioner’s factory in ‘red’ category. But, of course, it has suggested some 

remediation work of the factory which is obviously and contractually to be 

monitored, supervised and supported by Accord in addition to the monitoring 

and supervision by the Governmental Agency, that is to say, DIFE. 

 However, we feel tempted to reproduce the recommendations of the 

Review Panel below as evidenced by Annexure- ‘2’ to the Affidavit-in-

Opposition filed by the respondent no. 1-Accord: 

“Detailed Engineering 

Assessment (DEA) must be 

initiated within 7 days and 

completed within six weeks from 

today under the supervision of 

qualified structural engineers. 

During performing DEA live load 

for 1
st
 and 2

nd
 floors must not 

exceed 20 psf. 

Based on the recommendation of 

the approved DEA, permanent 
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remedial measures must be 

undertaken within 4 (four) 

months of obtaining approval of 

DEA. 

If the factory management fails to 

maintain the above schedule for 

commencement and completion 

of DEA, operation of the factory 

may be suspended. 

All activities should be monitored 

by an inspector of DIFE for strict 

compliance.” 

 According to the materials on record, the petitioner has already 

completed the DEA for necessary remediation work of its factory and 

submitted the same to Accord for necessary approval for the purpose; but the 

request of the petitioner has gone unheeded so far. In a word, Accord has 

been sitting over the DEA submitted by the petitioner for necessary 

remediation work on the sole pretext that all activities of the petitioner’s 

factory should be monitored by an Inspector of the DIFE for strict 

compliance. 

 In this context, Annexure-‘I’ dated 22.05.2017 to the Writ Petition 

issued by the DIFE may be gone into. It explicates that Accord on Fire and 

Building Safety in Bangladesh conducts safety assessments and supervises 

remediation progress of the RMG factories that produce for their signatory 
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apparel retailers and global unions. Liberty Fashion Wears Limited 

(petitioner) used to produce for some of the signatory retailers such as 

TESCO, DEBENHAMS, PRIMARK etc. until it was closed down and the 

safety assessment was completed by Accord. So Accord will monitor and 

supervise the remediation process like what Accord has been doing for other 

Accord-listed factories. There is no scope to make an exception in the case of 

Liberty Fashion Wears Limited. Accordingly as per Annexure-‘I’ dated 

22.05.2017, there is no scope on the part of the respondent no. 1 (Accord) to 

refuse to monitor and supervise the remediation process of the petitioner’s 

factory. The recommendation of the Review Panel that all activities should be 

monitored by an Inspector of the DIFE for strict compliance will not, as we 

see it, ipso facto exonerate Accord from the general liability of monitoring 

and supervision of the petitioner’s factory. This recommendation as to 

monitoring by the DIFE is presumably in addition to the duty of the 

respondent no. 1 (Accord) relating to the factory of the petitioner.  

 Undeniably the petitioner has sublet its factory for its survival and now 

the factory is being used for RMG production by one Sinha Knit and Denim 

Limited. This subletting in favour of Sinha Knit and Denim Limited by the 

petitioner will not stand as a bar to retrofitting and remediation work of the 

petitioner’s factory.  

 It is in the Supplementary Affidavit dated 14.02.2018 submitted on 

behalf of the petitioner that some factories like Tusuka, Gous and Annesha 

were recommended the same condition of monitoring by the DIFE in the 

reports of the Review Panel; but they are all Accord-listed factories vide 
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Annexure- ‘S-1’ dated 01.02.2018. What we are driving at boils down to this: 

in spite of the recommendation as to monitoring of the petitioner’s factory by 

the DIFE, the respondent no. 1(Accord) can not shirk its responsibilities in 

the matter of monitoring, supervising and supporting the necessary 

remediation work of the petitioner’s factory. 

 After the submission of the inspection report of the Review Panel, the 

earlier inspection report furnished by the respondent no. 1 (Accord) stood 

superseded. So it is the duty and obligation of Accord to see that the 

recommendations of the Review Panel given in its report dated 02.11.2017 

are implemented in toto within the given time-frame. 

 Since we have found that the petitioner’s factory is an Accord-

covered/listed factory, the question of its monitoring and supporting by the 

NPOA in the CAP does not arise at all. 

 From the foregoing discussions and having regard to the facts and 

circumstances of the case, we find merit in the Rule. The Rule, therefore, 

succeeds. 

 Accordingly, the Rule is made absolute without any order as to costs. It 

is hereby declared that Annexure-‘G’ dated 10.05.2017 to the Writ Petition, 

so far as it relates to “LFWL, as a factory under the NPOA, will be monitored 

and supported in the Corrective Action Plan development and the remediation 

of the safety findings by the NPOA” and the impugned letter dated 

03.06.2017 as evidenced by Annexure- ‘J’ to the Writ Petition are without 

lawful authority and of no legal effect. 
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 The respondent no. 1 (Accord Foundation) is directed to monitor and 

support the petitioner’s factory being an Accord-covered/listed factory in its 

CAP development and safety remediation process and the listing of the 

petitioner’s factory as an Accord-covered factory must be published in its 

website immediately. The respondent no. 1 is further directed to take 

necessary steps for retrofitting and remediation of the petitioner’s factory in 

the light of the inspection report of the Review Panel dated 02.11.2017.   

   

MD. ASHRAFUL KAMAL, J:    

B¢j j¡ee£u ®SÉù ¢hQ¡lf¢a Se¡h jCe¤m Cpm¡j ®Q±d¤l£ j−q¡c−ul l¡u¢V öem¡jz Aœ l¦m¢V 

Q¥s¡¿¹ L−l ¢a¢e ®k l¡u J B−cn fËc¡e L−l−Re, ay¡l p¡−b B¢j HLja ®f¡oZ Ll¢Rz  

¢hNa Cw−lS£ 10C ®j, 2017 a¡¢l−M HLXÑ La«ÑL a¡l ¢eSü J−uh p¡C−V clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ 

¢mh¡¢VÑ gÉ¡ne Ju¡l ¢mx pw¢nÔøa¡u fËL¡¢na fË¢a−hce (pwk¤¢š²-¢S)Hhw 3ew fË¢af−rl hl¡h−l 

¢m¢Ma 1ew fË¢af−rl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 03.06.2017 a¡¢l−Ml fœ (pwk¤¢š²-−S) ‘BCe pwNa La«ÑaÄ 

hÉ¢a−l−L Ll¡ q−u−R’  Hhw Eš² fË¢a−hc−el Hhw f−œl ‘®L¡e BCeNa L¡kÑL¡l£a¡ e¡C’  j−jÑ 

®Le ®O¡oZ¡ Ll¡ q−h e¡ S¡e−a ®Q−u fË¢af−rl Efl Hhw clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡−L HLXÑ 

a¡¢mL¡ïš² L¡lM¡e¡ NZÉ L−l fkÑ−hrZ Hhw pq¡ua¡ fËc¡e ‘BC−el à¡l¡ Lle£u L¡kÑ’ j−jÑ NZÉ 

Ll¡l SeÉ 1ew fË¢afr−L ®Le ¢e−cÑn fËc¡e Ll¡ q−h e¡ j−jÑ L¡lZ cnÑ¡−e¡f§hÑL Aœ l¦m¢V Cp¤É Ll¡ 

q−u¢Rmz 

−k−qa¥ j¡ee£u ®SÉù ¢hQ¡lf¢a jCe¤m Cpm¡j ®Q±d¤l£ Aœ −j¡LŸj¡l pw¢rç OVe¡ Hhw Eiu 

f−rl ¢h‘ HXÚ−i¡−LVN−Zl  k¤¢š²aLÑ ¢hÙ¹¡¢lai¡−h B−m¡Qe¡ L−l−Re, ®p−qa¥  B¢j f¤el¡u −pph 

pw¢rç OVe¡ Hhw k¤¢š²aLÑ  hZÑe¡ Ll¡ q®a ¢hla b¡Lm¡jz   

pw¢hd¡−el  Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl BJa¡u L¢afu B−cn J ¢e−cÑn c¡−el pl¡p¢l rja¡ 

pw¢hd¡e q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N−L fËc¡e L−l−Rz q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡−Nl ®p pLm pl¡p¢l rja¡ ¢ejÀl©fx- 
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 pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1)-H pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl A¢dL¡l ab¡ 

®j¡¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§q hmhv ab¡ h¡Ù¹h¡ue pwœ²¡−¿¹ q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡−Nl rja¡ pÇfÑ−L hZÑe¡ Ll¡ 

q−u−Rz 

pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−N fËcš A¢dL¡lpj§q ab¡ pw¢hd¡e fËcš ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡lpj§q h¡Ù¹h¡ue 

ab¡ hmhv l¡−øÊl p−h¡ÑµQ …l¦aÄf§ZÑ p¡w¢hd¡¢eL c¡¢uaÄ, ®p−qa¥ ¢hou¢V−L p−h¡ÑµQ …l¦aÄ ¢c−u pw¢hd¡e 

Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma A¢dL¡lpj§q h¡Ù¹h¡u−el SeÉ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL 

pl¡p¢l q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡−Nl Efl c¡¢uaÄ AfÑe L−l−Rez   

 

 …l¦aÄf§ZÑ ¢hd¡u pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ¢e−jÀ A¢hLm Ae¤¢mMe qmx           

“102 (1) ®L¡e pwr¥ì hÉ¢š²l B−hceœ²−j HC pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl à¡l¡ A¢fÑa 

A¢dL¡lpj§−ql ®k ®L¡e HL¢V hmhv  L¢lh¡l SeÉ  fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇf¢LÑa ®L¡e 

c¡¢uaÄ f¡meL¡l£ hÉ¢š²pq ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š² h¡ LaÑªfr−L q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N Efk¤š² ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ 

B−cn¡hm£ c¡e L¢l−a f¡¢l−hez”  

 pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) pqS plm f¡−W HV¡ Ly¡−Ql ja f¢l×L¡l ®k, 

®k ®L¡e pwr¥ì hÉ¢š²l B−hceœ²−j HC pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl à¡l¡ A¢fÑa A¢dL¡lpj§−ql ab¡ 

®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§−ql ®k ®L¡e HL¢V  A¢dL¡l hmhv Ll¡l SeÉ h¡ h¡Ù¹h¡ue Ll¡l SeÉ fËS¡a−¿»l 

¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇf¢LÑa ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ f¡meL¡l£ hÉ¢š²pq ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š² h¡ LaÑªfr−L q¡C−L¡VÑ 

¢hi¡N Efk¤š² ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a f¡l−hz  

 Ab¡Ñv pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl 

h¢ZÑa A¢dL¡l pj§−ql ab¡ ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡lpj§−ql ab¡ Ae¤−µRc 26 ®b−L Ae¤−µRc 47L Hl ®k−L¡e 

HL¢V ¢Lwh¡ HL¡¢dL A¢dL¡l hmhv ab¡ h¡Ù¹h¡u−el ¢e¢j−š q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N h¡wm¡−c−nl p£j¡e¡l 

j−dÉ AhÙÛ¡eL¡l£ ®k −L¡e hÉ¢š² h¡ LaÑªfr−L  ¢a¢e fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa  pÇfLÑk¤š² qe 

¢Lwh¡ e¡ qe Efk¤š² ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a prj ab¡ HM¢au¡l pÇfæ ab¡ 

rja¡fË¡çz BlJ f¢l×L¡li¡−h hm¡ k¡u ®k, fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa ¢k¢e pÇf¢LÑa ee a¡−LJ 

q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl à¡l¡ A¢fÑa A¢dL¡l ab¡ 
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®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§−ql ®k ®L¡e HL¢V Bc¡u ab¡ h¡Ù¹h¡u−el m−rÉ q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N  ü£u ¢h−hQe¡u 

fË−u¡Se£u B−cn¡hm£ Hhw ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a Efk¤š²z   

 q¡C−L¡VÑ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc(1) ®j¡a¡−hL ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§q 

fË¢a¢ùa Ll¡l ¢e¢j−š Efk¤š² B−cn¡hm£ Hhw ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ L¡−L L¡−L fËc¡e Ll−a f¡l−he 

av¢ho−u Ef-Ae¤−µRc(1) H hm¡ B−Rz a¡l¡ qm “fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇf¢LÑa ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ 

f¡meL¡l£ hÉ¢š²pq  ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š² h¡ La«Ñfr−Lz”  AbÑ¡v fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇf¢LÑa 

c¡¢uaÄf¡meL¡l£ hÉ¢š² h¡ La«Ñfr−L ®kje q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N fË−u¡Se£u B−cn ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a 

f¡−le  ®aj¢e fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa ®k hÉ¢š² ¢Lwh¡ La«Ñfr pÇf¢LÑa ee a¡−LJ ab¡ ®k ®L¡e 

hÉ¢š²−L q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N Efk¤š² j−e Ll−m fË−u¡Se£u B−cn¡hm£ Hhw ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a 

HM¢au¡l pÇfæz AeÉ Lb¡u hm¡ k¡u ®k, pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 26 ®b−L 47L Hl ®k −L¡e HL¢V 

hmhv Ll−a ¢Lwh¡ h¡Ù¹h¡ue Ll−a ®k −L¡e pwr¥Ü hÉ¢š²l B−hceœ²−j q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N fËS¡a−¿»l 

¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇfLÑk¤š² ¢Lwh¡ pÇfLÑq£e ¢e¢hÑ−n−o pL−ml Efl  Efk¤š² ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ 

B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL rja¡fË¡çz  

 kMeC ®L¡e hÉ¢š²l pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−N fËcš A¢dL¡lpj§q ab¡ ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡lpj§q ab¡ 

pw¢hd¡−el  Ae¤−µRc 26 ®b−L 47L H fËcš A¢dL¡lpj§−ql q¡¢e OV−h ab¡ MhÑ Ll¡ q−h aMeC 

®Lhmj¡œ  pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡−VÑ clM¡Ù¹ c¡¢Mm Ll¡ k¡−hz 

Ab¡Ñv pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1)  ®j¡a¡−hL clM¡Ù¹ ®Lhmj¡œ  a«a£u i¡−Nl 

A¢dL¡lpj§q ab¡ ®j¡¢mL A¢dL¡lpj§q  h¡Ù¹h¡u−el SeÉ c¡¢Mm Ll¡ k¡−hz AeÉi¡−h hm¡ k¡u ®k, 

pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl ab¡ ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§q ab¡ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 26 ®b−L 47L Hl ®k 

®L¡e HL¢V h¡Ù¹h¡u−el SeÉ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) Hl BJa¡u ¢iæ AeÉ 

®L¡ei¡−h Ll¡ k¡−h e¡z  

 pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−Nl ab¡ ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§−ql j−dÉ Ae¤−µRc 27, 28, 29, 30, 36, 

38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43-H ‘e¡N¢lL’ (Citizen) në¢V hÉhq¡l Ll¡ q−u−Rz  pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 

152-®a ‘e¡N¢lL’ Hl pw‘¡u hm¡ q−u−R ®k, e¡N¢lL AbÑ e¡N¢lLaÄ pÇf¢LÑa BCe¡e¤k¡u£ ®k hÉ¢š² 
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h¡wm¡−c−nl e¡N¢lLz Ab¡Ñv Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma A¢dL¡l…−m¡ ab¡ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 27, 28, 29, 30, 

36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 Hhw 43-H h¢ZÑa A¢dL¡lpj§q e¡N¢lLaÄ pÇf¢LÑa BCe¡e¤k¡u£ ¢k¢e 

h¡wm¡−c−nl e¡N¢lL öd¤j¡œ a¡q¡l SeÉ fË−k¡SÉz AeÉ Lb¡u hm¡ k¡u ¢k¢e e¡N¢lL pÇf¢LÑa 

BCe¡e¤k¡u£ h¡wm¡−c−nl e¡N¢lL ee a¡l SeÉ Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma A¢dL¡l fË−k¡SÉ q−h e¡z Ab¡Ñv 

pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 Hhw 43-H fËcš 

A¢dL¡lpj§q Bc¡−ul ¢e¢j−š pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) Hl BJa¡u ®k ®L¡e 

clM¡Ù¹ pw¢hd¡e ®j¡a¡−hL  ®Lhmj¡œ e¡N¢lLaÄ pÇf¢LÑa BCe¡e¤k¡u£ HLSe h¡wm¡−c−nl “e¡N¢lL 

(Citizen)”Ll−a f¡l−he AeÉ ®Lq euz 

 pw¢hd¡−el a«a£u i¡−N fËcš ®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l pj§−ql j−dÉ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 27, 28, 29, 

30, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 Hhw 43 ®j¡a¡−hL HV¡ Ly¡−Ql ja Øfø ®k HC Ae¤−µRcpj§q 

®Lhmj¡œ h¡wm¡−c−nl HLSe ‘e¡N¢lL’  (¢k¢e h¡wm¡−c−nl e¡N¢lL pÇf¢LÑa BCe¡e¤k¡u£ e¡N¢lL) 

Hl SeÉ fË−k¡SÉz h¡wm¡−c−nl ‘e¡N¢lL’  ¢iæ AeÉ L¡q¡lJ SeÉ fË−k¡SÉ euz  

 …l¦aÄf§ZÑ ¢hd¡u THE BANGLADESH CITIZENSHIP (TEMPORARY 

PROVISIONS) ORDER, 1972 (PRESIDENT’S ORDER NO. 149 OF 1972) Hl 

Ae¤−µRc (2) ¢e−jÀ Ae¤¢mMe q−m¡x  

 “2. Notwithstanding anything contained in any other law, on the 

commencement of this Order, every person shall be deemed to be a citizen 

of Bangladesh-  

(i) who or whose father or grandfather was born in the 

territories now comprised in Bangladesh and who was a 

permanent resident of such territories on the 25
th

 day of 

March, 1971, and continues to be so resident; or  

(ii) who was a permanent resident of the territories now 

comprised in Bangladesh on the 25
th

 day of March, 1971, 

and continues to be so resident and is not otherwise 
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disqualified for being a citizen by or under any law for the 

time being in force:  

Provided that if any person is a permanent resident of the 

territories now comprised in Bangladesh or his dependent is, 

in the course of his employment or for the pursuit of his 

studies, residing in a country which was at war with, or 

engaged in military operations against Bangladesh and is 

being prevented from returning to Bangladesh, such person 

or his dependents, shall be deemed to continue to be resident 

in Bangladesh.”  

HM¡−e E−õMÉ ®k, pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 31 ®j¡a¡−hL BC−el BnËu m¡−il A¢dL¡l ¢ho−u 

h¡wm¡−c−nl ®k ®L¡e e¡N¢l−Ll Hhw p¡j¢uLi¡−h h¡wm¡−c−n AhÙÛ¡ela Af¡l¡fl hÉ¢š² pw¢hd¡−el 

Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL clM¡Ù¹ c¡¢Mm Ll−a Efk¤š²z   

 Afl¢c−L pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 32, 33, 34, 35-H hÉ¢š² (person) në¢V hÉhq¡l q−u−Rz 

Ab¡Ñv HC Ae¤−µRc Hl A¢dL¡l Bc¡−ul SeÉ ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š² pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-

Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL clM¡Ù¹ c¡−ul Ll−a f¡l−hz pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 31, 32, 33, 34 Hhw 35-

H h¢ZÑa hÉ¢š² hm−a e¡N¢lLaÄ pÇf¢LÑa BCe¡e¤k¡u£ h¡wm¡−c−nl e¡N¢lL ¢Lwh¡ p¡j¢uLi¡−h 

h¡wm¡−c−n AhÙÛ¡ela Af¡l¡fl hÉ¢š²−L h¤T¡−e¡ q−u−Rz 

haÑj¡e j¡jm¡u clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ HL¢V fË¡C−iV ¢m¢j−VX ®L¡Çf¡e£z AbÑ¡v clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ e¡N¢lLaÄ 

pÇf¢LÑa BCe¡e¤k¡u£ h¡wm¡−c−nl ®L¡e e¡N¢lL eez ®p−qa¤ pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 27 Hhw 40 d¡l¡u 

®j±¢mL A¢dL¡l Bc¡−ul ¢e¢j−š  pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ clM¡Ù¹ c¡¢Mm Ll−a pw¢hd¡e ®j¡a¡−hL Efk¤š² eez   

pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) ®j¡a¡−hL ®k−r−œ BC−el à¡l¡ AeÉ−L¡e 

pjgmfËc ¢hd¡e Ll¡ qu e¡C ab¡ BC−el kb¡kb ¢h¢d ¢hd¡e Ll¡ qu e¡C h¡ ®k ¢ho−u h¡ pwœ²¡−¿¹ 

BCe à¡l¡ pjgmc¡uL hÉhÙÛ¡ Ll¡ qu e¡C ®pC ®r−œ q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N®L Efk¤š² ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ 

B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡−el rja¡ fÊcš q−u−Rz 
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pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) ¢ejÀl©fx  

“102z   (1) -------- 

(2) q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡−Nl ¢eLV k¢c p−¿¹¡oSeLi¡−h fËa£uj¡e qu ®k, BC−el 

à¡l¡ AeÉ ®L¡e pjgmfËc ¢hd¡e Ll¡ qu e¡C, a¡q¡ qC−m 

(L) ®k ®L¡e pwr¥ì hÉ¢š²l B−hceœ²−j-  

(A) fËS¡a¿» h¡ ®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u LaÑªf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pw¢nÔø ®k ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ 

f¡m−e la hÉ¢š²−L BC−el cÅ¡l¡ Ae¤−j¡¢ca eu, Hje ®L¡e L¡kÑ Ll¡ qC−a ¢hla 

l¡¢Mh¡l SeÉ ¢Lwh¡ BC−el à¡l¡ ay¡q¡l LlZ£u L¡kÑ L¢lh¡l SeÉ ¢e−cÑn fËc¡e L¢lu¡, 

Abh¡  

(B) fËS¡a¿» h¡ ®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u LaÑªf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pw¢nÔø ®k ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ 

f¡m−e la hÉ¢š²l L«a ®L¡e L¡kÑ h¡ Nªq£a ®L¡e L¡kÑd¡l¡ BCepwNa LaÑªaÄ hÉ¢a−l−L 

Ll¡ qCu¡−R h¡ Nªq£a qCu¡−R J ay¡q¡l ®L¡e BCeNa L¡kÑL¡¢la¡ e¡C h¢mu¡ ®O¡oZ¡ 

L¢lu¡ 

Eš² ¢hi¡N B−cnc¡e L¢l−a f¡¢l−he; Abh¡  

(M) ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š²l B−hceœ²−j-  

(A) BCepwNa LaÑªaÄ hÉ¢a−l−L h¡ ®hBCe£ Ef¡−u ®L¡e hÉ¢š²−L fËql¡u 

BVL l¡M¡ qu e¡C h¢mu¡ k¡q¡−a Eš² ¢hi¡−Nl ¢eLV p−¿¹¡oSeLi¡−h fËa£uj¡e qC−a 

f¡−l, ®pCSeÉ fËql¡u BVL Eš² hÉ¢š²−L Eš² ¢hi¡−Nl pÇj¤−M Beu−el ¢e−cÑn fËc¡e 

L¢lu¡, Abh¡  

(B) ®L¡e plL¡l£ f−c Bp£e h¡ Bp£e h¢mu¡ ¢h−h¢Qa ®L¡e hÉ¢š²−L ¢a¢e 

®L¡eÚ LaÑªaÄh−m Ae¤l©f fcjkÑ¡c¡u A¢dù¡−el c¡h£ L¢l−a−Re, a¡q¡ fËcnÑ−el ¢e−cÑn 

fËc¡e L¢lu¡  

Eš² ¢hi¡N B−cnc¡e L¢l−a f¡¢l−hez  

(3) ---------- 
(4)---------  

   (5) -------- ” 

 
 pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N −k ®L¡e hÉ¢š² h¡ 

La«Ñfr−L (¢a¢e h¡ a¡l¡  fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇfÑ¢La c¡¢uaÄf¡meL¡l£ q−a f¡−le ¢Lwh¡ 

e¡J q−a f¡−le) Efk¤š² ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a prjz Afl¢c−L pw¢hd¡−el 
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Ae¤−µRc 102Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N Efk¤š² j−e Ll−m öd¤j¡œ fËS¡a¿» h¡ 

®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u La«Ñf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pw¢nÔø ®k ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela hÉ¢š²−L ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ 

B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a prjz  

 pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µR 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ 

B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e ®Lhmj¡œ fËS¡a¿» h¡ ®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u La«Ñf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pw¢nÔø ®k ®L¡e 

c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela hÉ¢š²l Efl Ll−a f¡−lez Afl¢c−L Ef-Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ 

B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡−el ®r−œ Hje ®L¡e h¡dÉh¡dLa¡ e¡Cz ab¡ ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š²l Efl fËc¡e Ll−a 

f¡−le (¢k¢e fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇf¢LÑa c¡¢uaÄ f¡meL¡l£ hÉ¢š² h¡ La«Ñfr q−aJ f¡−le 

Bh¡l e¡J q−a f¡−le)z 

 AbÑ¡v Ef- Ae¤−µRc (1) ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N h¡wm¡−c−nl p£j¡e¡l ¢ial ®k ®L¡e hÉ¢š² 

h¡ La«Ñfr−L ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a prjz Afl¢c−L Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) ®j¡a¡−hL 

q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N h¡wm¡−c−nl p£j¡e¡l ¢ial öd¤j¡œ fËS¡a¿» h¡ ®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u La«Ñf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l 

p¢qa pw¢nÔø ®k ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela hÉ¢š²−L ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a prjz  

 pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N h¡wm¡−c−nl 

p£j¡e¡l ¢ial öd¤j¡œ fËS¡a¿» h¡ ®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u La«Ñf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pw¢nÔø ®k ®L¡e c¡¢uaÄ 

f¡mela hÉ¢š²−L ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ h¡ B−cn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a prjz AbÑ¡v ¢k¢e fËS¡a−¿»l h¡ ®L¡e ÙÛ¡e£u 

La«Ñf−rl ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela ee a¡−L q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N ®L¡e B−cn ¢e−cÑn Ef-

Ae¤−µRc (2) ®j¡a¡−hL fËc¡e Ll−a f¡−le e¡z 

1ew fË¢afr HLXÑ Hl f−r ¢h‘ HXÚ−i¡−LV −L, Hp, p¡m¡q E¢Ÿe Bq−jc k¤¢š²aLÑ 

EfÙÛ¡fe f§hÑL j§m ®k Lb¡¢V hm−a ®Q−u−Re a¡ qm HLXÑ h¡wm¡−c−nl BC−e pªø ®L¡e pwÙÛ¡ h¡ 

fË¢aù¡e eu hlw H¢V ®ec¡lmÉ¡−äl BC−e fË¢a¢ùa HL¢V pwÙÛ¡z ®p−qa¥ Hl ®L¡e LjÑL¡ä 

h¡wm¡−c−nl BCe J Bc¡ma à¡l¡ ¢hQ¡kÑ euz 

Bj¡−cl A¢ija HLXÑ h¡wm¡−c−nl BC−e ¢eh¢åa ®L¡e pwÙÛ¡ e¡ qJu¡ p−šÅJ Hl pLm 

LjÑL¡ä fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇfLÑk¤š² c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela LaÑªf−rl Ae¤l©fz ®p−qa¥ HLXÑ Hl 
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pLm LjÑL¡ä ¢ho−u pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 ®j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N Efk¤š² B−cn¡hm£ Hhw 

¢e−cÑn¡hm£ fËc¡−e kb¡kb rja¡fË¡çz Bj¡l k¤¢š² ¢ejÀl©fx  

‘a¡S¢le N¡−jÑ¾Vp’ c§OÑVe¡l fl h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e j¿»Z¡mu ®~a¢l ®f¡n¡L 

¢nÒf  L¡l¡M¡e¡u B…e J ihe ¢el¡fš¡ fËc¡−el m−rÉ ®~al£ ®f¡n¡L ¢n−Òfl pLm L¡lM¡e¡l j¡¢mL 

Hhw nË¢jL pwNWe−cl p−‰ ¢e−u eÉ¡n¡e¡m VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV L¢j¢V (National Tripartite 

Committee) ab¡ ¢œfr£u S¡a£u L¢j¢V NWe L−l Hhw Eš² L¢j¢V eÉ¡ne¡m VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV  fÓÉ¡e 

Ag HLne (He¢V¢fH h¡ HeH¢f) ( National Tripartite Plan of Action ( NTPA or 

NAP)] ab¡ ¢œfr£u S¡a£u LjÑ f¢lLÒfe¡ ®~a¢l L−lz h¡wm¡−cn ®~al£ ®f¡n¡L L¡lM¡e¡u B…e J 

ihe ¢el¡fš¡ f¢l¢ÙÛ¢al Eæu−e pq−k¡¢Na¡ ®Q−u eÉ¡ne¡m VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV L¢j¢V  ®k±b ¢hhª¢a−a pLm 

®~al£ ®f¡n¡L ®œ²a¡−cl, B¿¹SÑ¡¢aL Eæue pwÙÛ¡ pj§q, c¡a¡ pwÙÛ¡ pj§q pq pw¢nÔø pL−ml pq−k¡¢Na¡ 

Bqh¡e L−lz   

Aaxfl 2013 p¡−ml 24®n H¢fËm, pL¡−m p¡i¡−ll ‘l¡e¡ fÔ¡S¡’ ihe¢V d−p f−sz 1 

q¡S¡l 117 Se−L d−p fs¡ ihe ®b−L jªa EÜ¡l Ll¡ qu Hhw q¡pf¡a¡−m ¢Q¢Lvp¡d£e AhÙÛ¡u 

BlJ 19 Se j¡l¡ k¡uz 2000 Hl A¢dL nË¢jL Bqa quz 

pÈlZL¡−ml HC iu¡hq c§OÑVe¡l AhÉq¢a fl ¢el¡fc Hhw ü¡ÙÛÉpÇja ‘ h¡wm¡−c−nl ®~al£ 

®f¡o¡L ¢nÒf’ f¢l−hn ®~al£l m−rÉ ‘¢c HLXÑ Ae g¡u¡l Hä ¢h¢ôw ®pg¢V Ce h¡wm¡−cn (¢c 

HLXÑ)’ [The Accord on Fire and Building Safety in Bangladesh (The Accord)] 

e¡jL f¡yQ hvpl ®ju¡c£ HL¢V üa¿» Hhw ü¡d£e BCeNai¡−h BhÜ Q¥¢š² Hf¡−lm hÊ¡ä, ¢l−VCm¡l 

Hhw ®VÊX CE¢eu−el pj¤−ql j−dÉ ¢hNa 15C ®j, 2016 a¡¢l−M ü¡r¢la quz Aaxfl ®ec¡lmÉ¡−ä 

‘¢c h¡wm¡−cn HLXÑ g¡E−äne’ (The Bangladesh Accord Foundation) e¡jL pwÙÛ¡¢V  

A−ƒ¡hl, 2013-H ¢eh¢åa quz  

20¢V CE−l¡f£u ®cn, EJl B−j¢lL¡, H¢nu¡ Hhw A−øÊ¢mu¡l 190¢V HÉ¡f¡−lm ®L¡Çf¡e£, 

CäÊ¡¢øÊu¡m Hhw CE¢e ®NÔ¡h¡m e¡jL c¤¢V ®~h¢nÄL ®VÊX CE¢eue Hhw h¡wm¡−c−nl 8 (BV) ¢V ®VÊX 

CE¢eue HC HL−XlÑ Q¤¢š²l ü¡rlc¡a¡z 
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ü£L«aj−a 1ew fË¢afr HLXÑ ®ec¡lmÉ¡−äl BC−e ¢eh¢åa k¡l HLj¡œ E−ŸnÉ h¡wm¡−c−nl 

®~al£ ®f¡n¡L ¢n−Òfl L¡lM¡e¡ pj§−ql B…e Hhw ihe ¢el¡fš¡ ¢hd¡−e L¡S Ll¡z −k−qa¥ HLXÑ 

öd¤j¡œ h¡wm¡−c−nl ®~al£ ®f¡n¡L L¡lM¡e¡ pj¤−ql B…e J ihe ¢el¡fš¡l L¡kÑLl Eæu−el E−cÉ¡−N 

fË¢a¢ùa q−u−R ®p−qa¥ h¡wm¡−cn plL¡l HC pwÙÛ¡ ab¡ HLXÑ−L ü¡Na S¡e¡u h¡wm¡−c−n L¡S Ll¡l 

SeÉz Aaxfl h¡wm¡−c−nl ®h¡XÑ Ah Ce−iø−j−¾Vl Ae¤j¢a ¢e−u Y¡L¡u ¢mu¡−S¡ A¢gp ÙÛ¡fe L−l 

pwÙÛ¡¢V a¡l L¡kÑœ²j öl¦ L−lz  

h¡wm¡−c−nl B…e Hhw ihe ¢el¡fš¡l E−Ÿ−nÉ h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll S¡a£u LjÑf¢lLÒfe¡ 

h¡Ù¹h¡u−el Awn ¢q−p−h HLXÑ fË¢a¢ùa qu ®p pÇf−LÑ HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l ¢àa£u Hhw a«a£u fÉ¡l¡u h¢ZÑa 

B−Rz  k¡ ¢ejÀl©fx- 

“The signatories to this Agreement agree to establish a fire and 

building safety program in Bangladesh for a period of five years. 

The programme will build on the National Action Plan on Fire 

Safety (NAP), which expressly welcomes the development and 

implementation by any stakeholder of any other activities that would 

constitute a meaningful contribution to improving fire safety in 

Bangladesh. The signatories commit to align this programme and its 

activities with the NAP and to ensure a close collaboration, including for 

example by establishing common programme, liaison and advisory 

structures.” 

HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l 4ew naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL Q¥¢š²l pLm pÅ¡rl c¡a¡NZ HL¢V ¢ØVu¡¢lw L¢j¢V 

(Steering Committee) ¢e−u¡N Ll−hez  HLXÑ ¢ØVu¡¢lw L¢j¢V [(Steering Committee 

(SC)] Hl j§m c¡¢uaÄ Safety Inspector Hhw Training Coordinator Hl j−e¡eue, 

®k¡N¡−k¡N, r¢af§lZ Hhw L¡−Sl j§mÉ¡ue Hhw −fË¡NË¡−jl h¡−SV Ae¤−j¡ce, B¢bÑL fË¢a−hce 

fkÑ−hrZ Hhw A¢XVl ¢e−u¡N Hhw AeÉ¡eÉ hÉhÙÛ¡fe¡ c¡¢uaÄ ®kje¢V fË−u¡Sez AbÑ¡v HC ¢ØVu¡¢lw 

L¢j¢V j§ma HLXÑ Hl pLm L¡kÑœ²j f¢lQ¡me¡l SeÉ c¡¢uaÄfË¡çz 

HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l Ae¤−µR 6 Hhw 7 …l¦aÄf§ZÑ ¢hd¡u ¢e−jÀ A¢hLm Ae¤¢mMe qmx- 
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“6. The signatories shall appoint an Advisory Board 

involving brands and retailers, suppliers, government institutions, 

trade unions, and NGOs. The advisory board will ensure all 

stakeholders, local and international, can engage in constructive 

dialogue with each other and provide feedback and input to the SC, 

thereby enhanching quality, efficiency, credibility and synergy. The 

SC will consult the parties to the NAP to determine the feasibility of 

a shared advisory structure. 

7. Administration and management of the programme will be 

developed by the SC in consultation with the ‘High-Level Tripartite 

Committee’ established to implement and oversee the National 

Action Plan on Fire Safety, as well as with the Ministry of Labour 

and Employment of Bangladesh (MoLE), The ILO and the Deutsche 

Gesellschaft fur Internationale Zusammenarbeit GmbH(GIZ), to 

maximize synergy at opertational level; and the SC may make use of 

the offices of GIZ for administrative coordination and support.” 

Ae¤−µRc 6 ®j¡a¡−hL HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l ü¡rlc¡a¡NZ  hË¡ä ¢l−VCm¡l, p¡fÔ¡Cu¡l, plL¡l£ pw¢nÔø 

fË¢aù¡epj§q, nË¢jL pwNWe pj§q Hhw pw¢nÔø He¢SJ pj§q−L pÇfªš² L−l HL¢V HXi¡CS¡l£ ®h¡XÑ 

(Advisory Board) NWe L−lez   

Q¥¢š²l Ae¤−µRc 7 ®j¡a¡−hL h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll eÉ¡ne¡m HÉ¡Lne Ae g¡u¡l ®pg¢V 

h¡Ù¹h¡ue Hhw ®cMi¡m Ll¡l m−rÉ HLXÑ La«ÑL ¢e−u¡NL«a ¢ØVu¡¢lw L¢j¢V (SC) HLXÑ fËL−Òfl 

pLm fËL¡l ¢eu¿»Z Hhw hÉhÙÛ¡fe¡ h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll EµQ fkÑ¡−ul VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV L¢j¢V Hhw nËj J 

LjÑpwÙÛ¡e j¿»Z¡m−ul p¢qa fl¡jnÑœ²−j Ll−hz   

Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma fkÑ¡−m¡Qe¡u HV¡ L¡y−Ql ja f¢lú¡l ®k, HLXÑ a¡l fËL−Òfl pLm L¡kÑœ²j 

h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll EµQ fkÑ¡−ul VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV L¢j¢V ab¡ eÉ¡ne¡m VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV L¢j¢Vl Hhw 

h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e j¿»Z¡mu Hl aaÄ¡hd¡−e Hhw fljnÑœ²−j h¡wm¡−c−nl ®~a¢l 

®f¡n¡L ¢n−Òfl pLm L¡lM¡e¡l B…e J ihe ¢el¡fš¡ Eæu−el m−rÉ eÉ¡ne¡m VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV fÔ¡e 



 56

Ah HÉ¡Lne (National Tripartite Plan of Action ( NTPA or NAP)] Hl Awn ¢q−p−h 

f¢lQ¡me¡ Ll−Rz  

p¤al¡w HV¡ ¢e¢àÑd¡u hm¡ k¡u ®k, HLXÑ BCeNa ab¡ BCepÇja A¢dL¡l hÉ¢aa fËL«af−r 

ab¡ h¡Ù¹−h ab¡ L¡kÑa (de facto) h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll ab¡ fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡h¢ml p¢qa pÇf¢LÑa 

c¡¢uaÄ f¡me Ll−R ab¡ f−l¡ri¡−h HLXÑ fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l p¢qa pÇf§LÑk¤š² c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela 

pwÙÛ¡ h¡ LaÑªfrz 

Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma B−m¡Qe¡ Hhw fkÑ¡−m¡Qe¡u Bj¡−cl j−e ¢h¾c¤j¡œ p−¾c−qlJ AhL¡n e¡C ®k, 

1ew fË¢afr HLXÑ h¡wm¡−c®n plL¡−ll EµQ fkÑ¡−ul eÉ¡ne¡m VÊ¡Cf¡lV¡CV L¢j¢V Hhw h¡wm¡−cn 

plL¡−ll nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e j¿»Z¡m−ul fËaÉr Hhw f−l¡r pÇj¢al ¢i¢š−a fËS¡a−¿»l ¢hou¡hm£l 

p¢qa pÇfLÑk¤š² c¡¢uaÄ f¡mela pwÙÛ¡ h¡ La«Ñfr ¢q−p−h ab¡ pq−k¡N£ fË¢aù¡e ¢q−p−h h¡wm¡−c−nl 

®~al£ ®f¡n¡L ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡l B…e Hhw ihe ¢el¡fš¡ ¢ho−u L¡kÑ f¢lQ¡me¡ Ll−R, ®p−qa¥ HL−XÑl 

pLm LjÑL¡ä ¢ho−u pw¢hd¡−el Ae¤−µRc 102 Hl Ef-Ae¤−µRc (2) −j¡a¡−hL q¡C−L¡YÑ~ ¢hi¡N  

fË−u¡Se£u B−cn¡hm£ Hhw ¢e−cÑn¡hm£ fËc¡e Ll−a pÇf§ZÑ HM¢au¡l pÇfæz 

 HMe Bjl¡ ®cMh clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ ®L¡Çf¡e£ ¢mh¡¢VÑ gÉ¡ne Ju¡l ¢mx pÇf−LÑ HLXÑ La«ÑL a¡l 

J−uh f¡a¡u fËL¡¢na fË¢a−hce (pwk¤¢š²-¢S) Hhw ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 03.06.2017 a¡¢l−Ml fœ 

(pwk¤¢š²-−S) ®hBCe£ ab¡ BCepwNa La«ÑaÄ hÉ¢a−l−L Ll¡ q−u−R ¢Le¡?   

¢hNa Cw−lS£ 13.05.2013 a¡¢l−M HLXÑ Q¥¢š²¢V ü¡r¢la qu Hhw 1ew fË¢ah¡c£fr a¡l 

L¡kÑœ²j öl¦ L−lz  

Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 18.05.2013 a¡¢l−M Hhw 25.05.2013 a¡¢l−M −Vp−L¡ ®ØV¡lp 

¢m¢j−V−Xl f−r ®jXJ−u Lep¡m¢Vw p¡¢iÑp (Hj¢pHp) clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ f¢lcnÑe L−lz 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ®L¡Çf¡e£ pÇf−LÑ Hj¢pHp Hl ja¡ja ¢Rm ¢ejÀl©fx- 

“Medway Consulting Services (MCS) have inspected the 

factory on behalf of Tesco Stores Limited. This survey is a 

visual Inspection only; the report covers the observable 
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condition and usage of the facility at the time of inspection. 

The methodology is provided.” 

“ Summary of issues 

The slab at each floor is only just able to support its own 

weight. The weight of workers or equlpment on each floor is 

likely to cause one of these floors to fail. Should one floor 

collapse, the extra weight on the floor it falls onto will cause 

the building to progressively collapse.”  

®k−qa¥ Hj¢pHp La«ÑL Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma fË¢a−hce¢V ¢Rm visual inspection Hl Efl ¢i¢š 

L−l ®p−qa¥ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ üE−cÉ−N h¡wm¡−cn N¡−jÑ¾Vp jÉ¡e¤−gLQ¡l¡l Hä H−p¡¢p−une (¢h¢SHjCH) 

Hl C¢”¢eu¡¢lw ¢Vj à¡l¡ a¡−cl ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡ p−lS¢j−e f¢lcnÑef§hÑL fË¢a−hce fËc¡−el SeÉ 

Ae¤−l¡d L−lez av−fË¢r−a ¢h¢SHjCH-Hl C¢”¢eu¡¢lw ¢Vj clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡ p−lS¢je 

f¢lcnÑe f§hÑL ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 10.06.2013 a¡¢l−M ja¡ja fËc¡e L−le k¡ ¢ejÀl©fx- 

“This is to certify that BGMEA Engineering Team has 

inspected the Insdustrial Building (1. Approved 8-story, 

completed 3storyc 2. Approved 3-story, completed-3story, 3. 

Approved 2-storied steel structure, completed 2-story) of 

Liberty Fashion Wears Ltd. At Plot No.101, Mousa-Tengui, 

Zirani Bazar, Savar, Dhaka on 9
th

 June, 2013 at 2.00 Pm 

and they have observed that no Structural distress has been 

developed in Beam, Column and Slab at any floor of the 

above mentioned building ( completed up to 3-story), At 

present, as per Visual Engineering judgment this building is 

safe for operating the Garment activities.” 

Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 11.06.2013 a¡¢l−M ®Vp−L¡ −ØV¡lp ¢m¢j−Vl Hl h¡wm¡−c−nl 

¢mu¡−S¡ A¢g®pl LjÑLaÑ¡ ®m¡Lhm ¢e−u H−p clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ a¡m¡hÜ L−l ®cuz (®Vp−L¡ 

BCepÇja ®L¡e fË¢aù¡e qJu¡ hÉa£a) 
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Aaxfl clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ h¡wm¡−cn fË−L±nm ¢hnÄ¢hcÉ¡mu f¤l¡−L±nm ¢hi¡N−L clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒf 

L¡lM¡e¡¢V p−lS¢je f¢lcnÑef§hÑL ja¡ja fËc¡−el Ae¤−l¡d Ll−m h¡wm¡−cn fË−L±nm ¢hnÄ¢hcÉ¡mu 

f¤−l¡−L±nm ¢hi¡N ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 29.06.2013 a¡¢l−M clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡ pw¢nÔV¡u 

fË¢a−hce fËc¡e L−lz Eš² fË¢a−hce Hl phÑ−no fÉ¡l¡ ¢ejÀl©fx-  

“Under the current conditions it is recommended that the present 

building can only be used cautiously for existing operations 

(observed during site visit) as a 3-storied building (partly-4 storied) 

provided prescribed (restricted) loading condition are strictly 

maintained. This recommendation is for a limited time period until 

restrofiting measures start (say 3 months)” 

 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ h¡wm¡−cn fË−L±nm ¢hnÄ¢hcÉ¡m−ul f¤−l¡−L±nm ¢hi¡N La«ÑL fËcš fË¢a−hc−el 

¢i¢š−a Eš² pLm fËL¡l hÉhÙÛ¡ NËqZ L−l ab¡ pÇf§ZÑi¡−h fË¢af¡me L−l h¡wm¡−cn fË−L±nm 

¢hnÅ¢hcÉ¡m®ul f§l¡−L±nm ¢hi¡N−L kb¡kbi¡−h Ah¢qa L−lz 

Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 19.11.2013 a¡¢l−M clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ ¢m¢Mai¡−h nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e 

j¿»Z¡mu−L Ae¤−l¡d L−l a¡l¡ ®ke 1ew fË¢afr−L clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡¢V f¢lcnÑ−el ¢e−cÑn fËc¡e 

L−lez av®fË¢r−a ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 24.11.2013 a¡¢l−M nËj j¿»Z¡mu HLXÑ−L Ae¤−l¡d S¡¢e−u HL¢V 

¢Q¢W Cp¤É L−le k¡l ®j−j¡ ew 40.00.0000.022.10.010.13.214 Eš² f−œ nËj j¿»Z¡mu 

p¤Øføi¡−h 1ew fË¢afr−L Ae¤−l¡d L−le ®k,  

“You are requested to take necessary steps for detail 

analysis of the said factory building No.2 on priority basis so 

that concrete decision can be taken for operation of 

commercial production that building of the factory.” 

nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e j¿»Z¡m−ul Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma Ae¤−l¡d f−œl Sh¡−h HLXÑ nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e 

j¿»Z¡mu−L ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 08.12.2013 f−œl j¡dÉ−j Ñ S¡e¡u ®k,  

“Please be advised that the Accord has accepted the MCS 

inspection of said facility as robust and credible. 
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Accordingly, the Accord does not place this facility on its list 

of inspections.”  

k¢cJ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 08.12.2013 a¡¢l−Ml ¢Q¢W−a HLXÑ nËj j¿»Z¡mu−L S¡e¡u ®k, 

Hj¢pHp La«ÑL pÇf¡¢ca Ce¾p−fLne Hhw fË¢a−hce HLXÑ ¢eïÑm Hhw ¢eiÑl−k¡NÉ ¢qp¡−h NËqZ 

L−l−R, ®p−qa¥ HLXÑ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡¢V−L a¡l C¾p−fLn−el a¡¢mL¡u l¡M−a Af¡lNz  ¢L¿º 

¢hNa Cw−lS£ 29.04.2014 a¡¢l−M −pC HLXÑ C-−jC−m clM¡Ù¹L¡l£®L S¡e¡−µR ®k,  

“ Upcoming safety inspections; I am writing to inform you 

that the Accord has scheduled fire, building and electrical 

safety inspections at the above-named factory in the next few 

weeks. The engineers conducting this inspection will contact 

you directly with the exact date. Please find attached a letter 

with more background about the inspection and a process 

chart explaining the inspection and follow-up process.” 

Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 30.04.2014 a¡¢lM HLXÑ ®L¡e L¡lZ fËcnÑe e¡ L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£−L 

S¡e¡e ®k, “Accord inspection has been cancelled” Hhw HLC ¢c®e clM¡Ù¹¡L¡l£l 

®L¡Çf¡e£−L HLXÑ a¡l a¡¢mL¡ q−a fËaÉ¡q¡l L−lz 

Aaxfl ¢h¢SHjCH Hhw clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡l pLm nË¢jL kb¡œ²−j ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 

08.04.2014 Hhw 14.09.2014 a¡¢l−M 1ew fË¢afr−L ¢Q¢W ¢c−u clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡¢V 

f¢lcnÑ−el Ae¤−l¡d L−lez ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 29.09.2014 a¡¢l−M ¢XBCHgC HLXÑ−L HLC lLj 

Ae¤−l¡d S¡¢e−u fœ fËc¡e L−lez (H−e„¡l-−L)z HLXÑ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 16.01.2014 a¡¢l−M 

Ef−l¢õ¢Ma pL−ml Ae¤−l¡d fËaÉ¡M¡e L−lez  

Aaxfl clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ ¢hNa 27.10.2014 a¡¢l−M HLXÑ−L ¢Xj¡ä Ah S¡¢ØVp ®e¡¢Vn ®fËlZ 

L−lez  

Aaxfl BCHmJ La«ÑL ¢e−u¡NfË¡ç TUV SUD e¡jL HL¢V h¡wm¡−cn£ ®L¡Çf¡e£ 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡¢Y f¢lcnÑe A−¿¹ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 06.04.2015 a¡¢l−M ja¡ja fËc¡e 

L−le ®k,  
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“ No critical or high risk observations were found during the 

day of assessment in the factory. During the assessment, 

some non-conformity was found for which long term 

corrective actions are recommended. Considering overall 

situation, the factory is rated as GREEN. There is no need to 

suspend operations in any of the buildings covered in this 

report. ” 

TUV SUD La«ÑL Ef−l¢õ¢Ma fË¢a−hc−el ¢i¢š−a ¢h¢SHjCH f¤el¡u ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 

12.09.2015 a¡¢l−M HLXÑ−L clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒfL¡lM¡e¡¢V f¢lcnÑ−el Ae¤−l¡d L−lez ¢L¿º HLXÑ 

a¡−a ®L¡e LZÑf¡a L−l¢ez  

Aaxfl clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ l£V ¢f¢Vne ew 10929/2015 c¡¢Mm Ll−m clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ ®Le 

HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l 10ew naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL f¢lcnÑe Ll¡ q−h e¡ j−jÑ Aœ ¢hi¡N La«ÑL HLXÑ Hl Efl l¦m 

Cp¤É Ll¡ q−u¢Rm k¡ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 06.09.2016 a¡¢l−M öe¡e£ A−¿¹ Q¥s¡¿¹ q−u l¡u J B−cn fËc¡e 

L−lez Aœ ¢hi¡N B−cn fËc¡e L−le ®k,  

“The respondent No.1 is directed to immediately arrange for 

inspection of the petitioner’s factory as per Clause 10 of the 

Accord Agreement and other necessary protocols and 

publish the inspection report in its website and circulate it 

among its members all over the world.” 

 Aœ ¢hi¡−Nl Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma l¡u J B−cn ®j¡a¡−hL 1ew fË¢afr clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒf 

L¡lM¡e¡¢V f¢lcnÑe e¡ Ll¡u clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 14.03.2017 a¡¢l−M 1ew fË¢afr−L 

Bc¡ma Ahj¡ee¡l ®e¡¢Vn ®fËlZ L−lez 1ew fË¢ah¡c£fr Eš² Bc¡ma Ahj¡ee¡l ®e¡¢Vn fË¡ç 

qJu¡l fl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 22.03.2017 Hhw 23.03.2017 a¡¢l−M clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡¢V 

f¢lcnÑe L−lez Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 25.04.2017 a¡¢l−M 1ew fË¢ah¡c£ fr f¢lcnÑe fË¢a−hce 

fËc¡ef§hÑL H¢„¢LE¢Vi p¡j¡¢l−a h−me ®k,  
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“There are important and urgent concerns in relation to the 

structural adequacy of the flat plate slabs for the washing 

plant building, Building-2 and Building-3. Slabs appear to 

be stressed to levels that require immediate review. The 

following immediate actions are reruired to be carried out: 

All load from the mezzanine floor of the washing plant 

building is required to be taken down and the mezzanine 

floor is required to be evacuated immediately.” 

“ Building-2: Category Red.” 

“Washing Plant Building: Category Red.” 

 HLXÑ La«ÑL fËcš Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma fË¢a−hce Hl ¢hl¦−Ü clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ Bf¢š E›¡fe f§hÑL ¢hNa 

Cw−lS£ 02.05.2017 a¡¢l−M clM¡Ù¹ c¡¢Mm œ²−j HLXÑ fË¢a−hc−e 2ew ihe Hhw Ju¡¢pw fÔ¡¾V ---- 

¢ho−u ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−e−ml j¡dÉ−j f§eÑ¢h−hQe¡l B−hce HLXÑ hl¡h−l L−lez HLC ¢ho−u ¢hNa 

Cw−lS£ 02.05.2017 a¡¢l−M 3ew fË¢af−rl hl¡h−lJ clM¡Ù¹ L−lz HLXÑ ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−em NWe e¡ 

L−l ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 10.05.2017 a¡¢l−M a¡l J−uh ®fS-H a¢LÑa fkÑ−hrZ fË¢a−hce fËL¡n 

L−lez 

 Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 22.05.2017 a¡¢l−M 3ew fË¢afr HLXÑ®L ¢m¢Mai¡−h Ae¤−l¡d 

L−le ®k, 

 “In reference to your mail, dated 25
th

 April 2017, we have 

been informed that the building has been categorized as 

RED. If it is required and formally requested then DIEF can 

arrage Review Panel meeting under NTC accordingly.” 
 

 3ew fË¢afr Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma f−œl Sh¡−h HLXÑ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 03.06.2017 a¡¢l−Ml f−œl 

j¡dÉ−j S¡e¡u ®k, 

 “As you are aware, LFWL filed a writ petition in the 

Bangladesh High Court in November 2015. Among others, 

the DIFE-IG and Accord were co-respondents to the abovfe-
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referenced writ. In March 2017, the High Court (HC) issued 

a formal decision on the LFWL writ which included that the 

Accord conduct initial inspections at LFWL, publish the 

inspection reports, and distribute the inspection reports to 

Accord company signatories. After consultation with out 

legal counsel regarding the decision and to not waste Accord 

time and resources to appeal the HC decision, the Accord 

followed the specific requirements of the HC decision. 

On 22-23 March 2017, Accord fire, electrical and structural 

engineers conducted initial inspections of the LFWL 

facilities. In accordance with the court decision, we 

published the reports and distributed them to accord 

signatories. Accordingly, we have met out obligations. 

We respectfully and fully disagree with the assertion in your 

22 May 2017 letter to Accord that LFWL is an Accord 

covered factory. LFWL falls under the National Effort. This 

status has not changed. LFWL is not a listed nor a covered 

Accord factory. 

LFWL has now been inspected several times since May 

2013( by Tesco/MCS in May 2013, by BGMEA/BUET in 

June 2013 and by the National Effort in March 2015). It is 

very clear from all the inspections of LFWL that there are 

very serious safety hazards in these buildings. Particularly, 

structural concerns in the main production building. Little, if 

any remediation had been performed when we inspected in 

late March 2017. In March 2017 the factory compound 

which previousy housed LFWL was being utilized for RMG 

production by Sinha Knit and Denim Ltd. 
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The accord trusts that the DIFE-IG good offices and the 

National Plan of Action will take the necessary steps with the 

building owner and current occupants to ensure the required 

remediation is performed; including the urgent structural 

issues.” 

Aaxfl ¢hNa 18.06.2017 a¡¢l−M fËbj fÉ¡l¡ h¡ l¦m Cp¤Él fÉ¡l¡ Aœ clM¡Ù¹¢V c¡¢Mm 

Ll−m Aœ l¦m¢V fË¡ç quz k¡ ¢ejÀl©fx- 

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

show cause as to why the impugned website publication 

dated 10.05.2017 (as annexure-G) and the impugned letter 

dated 03.06.2017 (as of annexure-J) should not be declared 

to have been issued without any lawful authority and are of 

no legal effect and as to why the respondent No.1, Accord 

Foundation should not be directed to monitor or support the 

petitioner, being an Accord covered/listed factory, in its CAP 

development and safety remediation process and-or such 

other or further order or orders passed as to this court may 

seem fit and proper. 

Pending hearing of the Rule, we are directing the 

respondents to immediately arrange for constitution of 

review Panel, visit the factory of the petitioner and review 

the findings of the respondent No.1, recommending 

evacuation and closure of the building No.2, and washing 

plant within 7(seven) days of receipt of this order. 

The petitioner is directed to put in 2(two) sets of requisites 

for service of notices upon the respondents in usual course 

and through registered post. ” 
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Aaxfl HLXÑ q¡C−L¡Y~Ñ ¢hi¡N La«ÑL ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 18.06.2017 a¡¢l−Ml A¿¹ha£ÑL¡m£e 

B−c−nl ¢hl¦−Ü B¢fm ¢hi¡−N ¢p¢im ¢f¢Vne gl m£i V¥ B¢fm ew 3014/2017 c¡¢Mm Ll−m 

B¢fm ¢hi¡N fË¡b¢jL öe¡e£ A−¿¹ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 23.08.2017 a¡¢l−M ¢e−jÀ¡š² B−cn fËc¡e 

L−lex-  

“Heard the learned counsel of both the parties and perused 

the impugned order of the High Court Division. 

In the facts of the given case, we are inclined to modify the 

order passed by the High Court Division and direct the writ 

respondent No.3 Inspector General (Additional Secretary ) 

Department of Factories and Establishement, 4 Rajuk 

Avenue, Motijheel, Dhaka-1000 to constitute a review panel 

for reviewing the report of writ respondents no.1 within 

1(one) month from the date of receipt of the order. 

We direct the writ respondent No.1 to supply the names of 

the members of the review panel within 2(two) weeks from 

the date of receipt of the order. The writ respondent No.3 is 

directed to complete the hearing of the review within 6(six) 

weeks from date receipt of the order and to submit the report 

before this Court on 19.102017.” 

 Aaxfl B¢fm ¢hi¡−Nl Ef−l¡¢õ¢Ma A¿¹haÑ£L¡m£e B−c−nl ®fË¢r−a ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 

13.12.2017 a¡¢l−M C¾p−fƒl ®Se¡−lm, ¢Xf¡VÑ−j¾V Ah gÉ¡ƒl£ Hä HØV¡¢hÔp−j¾V B¢fm ¢hi¡−Nl 

pÇj¤−M fË¢a−hce c¡¢Mm L−lez c¡¢MmL«a fË¢a−hc−el ¢i¢š−a B¢fm ¢hi¡N ¢e−jÀ¡š² B−cn fËc¡e 

L−lex- 

 “Heard the learned counsel of both the parties and perused 

the impugned order of the High Court Division. 

In the facts of the given case, we are inclined to modify the 

order passed by the High Court Division and direct the writ 
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respondent No.3 Inspector General (Additional Secretary ) 

Department of Factories and Establishement, 4 Rajuk 

Avenue, Motijheel, Dhaka-1000 to constitute a review panel 

for reviewing the report of writ respondents no.1 within 

1(one) month from the date of receipt of the order. 

We direct the writ respondent No.1 to supply the names of 

the members of the review panel within 2(two) weeks from 

the date of receipt of the order. The writ respondent No.3 is 

directed to complete the hearing of the review within 6(six) 

weeks from date receipt of the order and to submit the report 

before this Court on 19.102017.” 

 B¢fm ¢hi¡−Nl Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma ¢e−cÑ−nl ®fË¢r−a ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−em NWe Ll¡ qu Hhw ¢hNa 

Cw−lS£ 02.11.2017 a¡¢l−M ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−em clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ¢mh¡¢VÑ gÉ¡ne Ju¡lp ¢mx Hl L¡lM¡e¡¢V 

f¢lcnÑe L−lez ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−em Hl ja¡ja ¢ejÀl©fx- 

    Recommendation of the Review Panel:-  

(*)“Detailed Engeneeing Assessment (DEA) must be 

initiated within 7days and completed within six weeks from 

today under the supervision of qualified structural engineer. 

(*) During performing DEA live load for 1sr and 2
nd

 floors 

must not exceed 20 psf. 

(*) Based on the recommendation of the approved DEA 

permanent remedial measures must be undertaken within 

4(four) months of obtaining approval of DEA. 

(*) If the factory management fails to maintain the above 

schedule for commencement and completion of DEA 

operation of the factory may be suspended. 

(*) All activities should be monitored by an inspector of 

DIFE for strict compliance.” 

 Aaxfl ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−e−ml ¢e−cÑne¡ −j¡a¡−hL clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ ¢qEjÉ¡e fËf¡¢VÑS ¢mx La«ÑL 

Detailed Engineering Assessment Report (DEA) L−l ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 13.12.2017 
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a¡¢lM c¡¢Mm L−lez ¢L¿º HLXÑ Eš² DEA  NËqZ e¡ L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ L¡lM¡e¡ HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡ïš² eu 

j−jÑ S¡e¡uz 

Aaxfl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 13.12.2017 a¡¢l−M B¢fm ¢hi¡N A¿¹ha£Ñ B−cn hq¡m ®l−M ¢p¢im 

¢f¢Vne gl m£i V¥ B¢fm  ew 3014/2017 ¢eØf¢š L−l q¡C−L¡VÑ ¢hi¡N−L f§Z¡Ñ‰ öe¡e£ L−l j§m 

l£V ¢f¢Vne¢V ab¡ Aœ l¦m¢V ¢eØf¢š Ll¡l B−cn fËc¡e L−lez k¡ ¢ejÀl©fx- 

“We have perused the report, we are of the view that 

the matter should be disposed of by the High Court Division 

in the light of the report given by the Inspector General.  

Accordingly, this petition is disposed of in the 

following terms: 

The High Court Division will hear and dispose of the 

writ petition on merit in accordance with law keeping in 

view the report submitted by the Inspector General, 

Department of Inspection for Factories and Establishments. 

Let the Writ petition be heard and disposed by the 

Bench presided over by Moyeenul Islam Chowdhury, J, by 

31
st
 January, 2018. 

The Photostat copy of the report shall be kept with 

record of this Court. The Inspector General is directed to file 

this report in original before the High Court Division by 

filing an affidavit.” 

ü£L«a j−aC clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ®L¡Çf¡e£ HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡ïš² HL¢V ®L¡Çf¡e£z  HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l naÑ 9 

H hm¡ q−u−R ®k, “The Safety Inspector shall make all reasonable efforts to ensure 

that an initial inspection of each factory covered by this Agreement shall be 

carried out within the first two years of the term of this Agreement. The Safety 

Inspector will be available to provide input into the NAP legislative review and to 

support capacity building work regarding inspections by the MoLE foreseen 

under the NAP.”  Ab¡Ñv HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l 9 ew naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL ®pg¢V C¾p−fƒl fËbj c¤C hvp−ll 

j−dÉ HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡ïš² pLm L¡lM¡e¡u Initial Inspection pÇfæ Ll−hez 
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Q¥¢š²l 10 ew n−aÑ hm¡ B−R ®k, “Notwithstanding this provision, all factories 

within the scope of this Agreement shall still be subject to all the provisions of 

this Agreement, including but not limited to at least one safety inspection 

carried out by personnel acting under the direction of the Safety Inspector.” 

Ab¡Ñv HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡ïš² pLm L¡lM¡e¡−L Safety Inspector à¡l¡ A¿¹a 

HL¢V ¢el¡fš¡ f¢lcnÑe (Safety Inspection) Ll−a q−hz 

Q¥¢š²l 11 ew n−aÑ hm¡ B−R ®k, “Written Inspection Reports of all factories 

inspected under the programme shall be prepared by the Safety Inspector within 

two (2) weeks of the date of inspection and shared upon completion with factory 

management, the factory’s health and safety committee, worker representatives 

(where one or more unions are present), signatory companies and the SC. ” Ab¡Ñv  

Q¥¢š²l 11 ew naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL ®pg¢V C¾p−fƒl LaÑªL f¢lcnÑe fË¢a−hce ¢m¢Mai¡−h a¡l f¢lcnÑ−e 2 

(c¤C) pç¡−ql j−dÉ fËÙºa Ll−a q−h Hhw pL−ml AhN¢al m−rÉ fËL¡n Ll−a q−hz   

¢L¿º haÑj¡e ®j¡LŸj¡u ü£L«a OVe¡ ®j¡a¡−hL ‘HLXÑ’ Q¥¢š²l 9 Hhw 10 ew naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL  

HL¢VJ ¢el¡fš¡ f¢lcnÑe (Safety Inspection) c¤C hvp−ll j−dÉ L−l e¡C Hhw 11 ew naÑ 

®j¡a¡−hL ®L¡e ¢m¢Ma fË¢a−hceJ fËc¡e L−l e¡Cz Ab¡Ñv HLXÑ a¡l Q¥¢š²l naÑ iwN L−l−Rz  

1ew fË¢ah¡c£ HLXÑ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l fË¢aù¡e¢V−L f¢lcnÑ−el ¢e¢j−š ¢hNa Cw−lS£  

29.04.2014 a¡¢l−M C-−jCm fËc¡e L−lez flha£Ñ−a ®L¡e L¡lZ E−õM e¡ L®l a¡ h¡¢am L−lez 

Ef−ll OVe¡ ¢h−nÔo−Z HV¡ L¡−Qyl ja Øfø ®k, clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l p¢qa HLXÑ Hl BQlZ ®üµR¡Q¡l£j§mLz  

HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l 21ew n®aÑ h¢ZÑa B−R ®k, 

“Each signatory company shall require that its suppliers in 

Bangladesh participate fully in inspection, remediation, 

health and safety and where applicable training activities as 

described in the Agreement. If a supplier fails to do so the 

signatory will promptly implement a notice and warning 

process leading to termination of the business relationship 

if these efforts do not succeed”  
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AbÑ¡v HLXÑ La«ÑL fËe£a ¢el¡fš¡S¢ea f¢lcnÑe ¢e−cÑne¡ fË¢af¡m−e h¡wm¡−c−nl ®k ®L¡e 

N¡−jÑ¾Vp ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡ k¢c hÉbÑ qu ®p ®r−œ p¡rl c¡a¡ ®L¡Çf¡e£ cÊ¤aa¡l p¢qa ‘hÉhp¡ h¡¢am’ 

Ll−a k¡−µR j−jÑ HL¢V ®e¡¢Vn pw¢nÔø L¡lM¡e¡u ®fËlZ Ll−hez ¢L¿º Aœ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£−L  Q¥¢š²l p¡rl 

c¡a¡ ®L¡e ®L¡Çf¡e£ Cq¡l ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡u ¢el¡fš¡ Ai¡h pwœ²¡¿¹ ®L¡e paLÑa¡j§mL ®e¡¢Vn ®fËlZ 

L−l−R j−jÑ ®L¡e abÉ Ef¡š 1ew fË¢afr HLXÑ EfÙÛ¡fe Ll−a hÉbÑ q−u−Rz   

 clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ a¡l p¡¢fÔ−j¾V¡l£ H¢g−X¢iV Hl fÉ¡l¡-5 H p¤Øføi¡−h h−me ®k, CE−l¡f£u 

CE¢eu−el ®œ²a¡−cl AeÉaj ‘®Vp−L¡’ ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 11.06.2013 a¡¢l−M ®S¡l f§hÑL clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l 

¢nÒfL¡lM¡e¡¢V hå L−l ®cuz (l£V ¢f¢Vne ew 10929/2015-H −Vp−L¡ La«ÑL c¡¢MmL«a Sh¡−hl  

5.10 Ae¤−µR−c ü£L«a)z ®Vp−L¡ ®L¡e LaÑ«aÄ h−m HL¢V ü¡d£e p¡hÑ−i±j −c−nl HL¢V L¡lM¡e¡−L 

®S¡lf§hÑL a¡m¡ hå L−l ¢cm ®pV¡ fË−nÀl c¡¢h l¡−Mz Bj¡−cl HV¡ i¥−m ®N−m Qm−h e¡ ®k, 

h¡wm¡−c−nl BCe L¡e¤e h¡wm¡−c−nl pLm e¡N¢lL Hhw h¡wm¡−c−n AhÙÛ¡eL¡l£ pLm e¡N¢lL 

AhnÉC ®j−e Qm−a h¡dÉz ®Vp−L¡ e¡jL CE−l¡f£u CE¢eue ïš² ®c−nl ®œ²a¡ ®L¡Çf¡e£l Hl©f 

L¡kÑLm¡f HL¢V ü¡d£e p¡hÑ−i±j ®c−nl AiÉ¿¹l£Z ¢ho−u qÙ¹−r−fl e¡j¡¿¹lz ®Vp−L¡ La«ÑL 

Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma L¡kÑ ül¡ø j¿»e¡mu Hhw nËj j¿»Z¡m−ul ®k±b E−Ÿ¡−N HL¢V ac−¿¹l c¡h£ l¡−Mz 

 1ew fË¢ah¡c£ ab¡ HLXÑ La«ÑL ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 10.05.2017 a¡¢l−M clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ ®L¡Çf¡e£ 

pÇf−LÑ a¡l J−uh f¡a¡u hZÑe¡ L−l−R ®k, LFWL as a factory under the MPOA will be 

monitor and support in the correctvie action plan  development and remediation of 

the safety by the MPOA.  −L¡eÚ a−bÉl ¢i¢š−a HLXÑ a¡l J−uh f¡a¡u Hl©f j¿¹hÉ L−l−R ®p 

pÇf−LÑ 1ew fË¢afr HLXÑ HL¢V L¡NSJ EfÙÛ¡fe Ll−a f¡−l e¡Cz 

 ü£L«ai¡−hC ¢mh¡¢V gÉ¡ne ¢mx ab¡ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡i¥š² HL¢V fË¢aù¡ez ¢L¿º Q¥¢š² 

®j¡a¡−hL HLXÑ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£−L e¤Éeaj HLh¡l f¢lcnÑe L−l e¡Cz Hje¢L clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ h¡lwh¡l 

Ae¤−l¡d p−šÆJ Hhw h¡wm¡−cn plL¡−ll nËj J LjÑpwÙÛ¡e j¿»Z¡mu, ¢h¢SHjC-Hl Ae¤−l¡d p−šÆJ 

pwÙÛ¡¢V clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ f¢lcnÑ−e a¡l BCeNa c¡¢uaÄ f¡me L−l¢ez Ah−n−o q¡C−L¡VÑ 

¢hi¡−Nl ¢e−cÑ−n HLXÑ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ f¢lcnÑe L−lz  
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HLXÑ HLC j¤−M hm−R ®k clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ a¡l a¡¢mL¡i¥š² fË¢aù¡e ¢Rm Bh¡l HLC j¤−M hm−R 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l 2ew ihe¢V m¡m ¢Q¢q²a g−m a¡−L a¡¢mL¡u l¡M¡ k¡−µR e¡ Bh¡l H−e„¡l-¢S 

®j¡a¡−hL hm−R ®k, ¢mh¡¢V Ñ gÉ¡ne ¢mx HLXÑ Hl BJa¡d£e ab¡ a¡¢mL¡ïš² L¡lM¡e¡ euz  

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l ®L¡Çf¡e£ 100% lç¡e£ ¢eiÑl ®~al£ ®f¡o¡L ¢nÒfz 120 ®L¡¢V V¡L¡ ¢h¢e−u¡N 

L−l 3¢V ihe ¢ej¡ÑZ Hhw fÔ¡¾V J k¿»f¡¢a CaÉ¡¢c Bjc¡e£ L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ L¡lM¡e¡ ÙÛ¡fe L−l 

2001 p¡−mz A¡e¤j¡¢eL 5 q¡S¡−llJ A¢dL nË¢j−Ll S£he J S£¢hL¡ pl¡p¢l ¢eiÑl L−l HC 

L¡lM¡e¡l Eflz HC ¢hf¤m f¢lj¡Z nË¢j−Ll h¡yQ¡-jl¡ ¢eiÑl L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ Q¡m¤ b¡L¡l 

Eflz AbÑ¡v 5 q¡S¡−ll A¢dL ¢hn¡m nË¢j−Ll Be¤j¡¢eL 20 q¡S¡−ll A¢dL fËaÉr Hhw f−l¡ri¡−h 

¢eiÑln£m f¢lh¡−ll pcpÉNZ pÇf§ZÑ ¢eiÑln£m HC L¡lM¡e¡l Eflz clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ h¡vp¢lL Be¤j¡¢eL 

200 ®L¡¢V V¡L¡l Efl ®~al£ ®f¡o¡L CE−l¡f Hhw B−j¢lL¡l ®œ²a¡−cl ¢eLV lç¡e£ L−lez  

 h¡wm¡−c−nl ®~al£ ®f¡o¡−Ll CE−l¡f£u ®œ²a¡l¡ ®k E−Ÿ−nÉ HLXÑ fË¢aù¡ L−l−R −pC HLC 

E−Ÿ−nÉ B−j¢lL¡l ®œ²a¡l¡ ‘HÉ¡m¡−u¾p’ (Alliance) fË¢aù¡ L−l−Rz ‘HLXÑ’ Hhw ‘HÉ¡m¡−u−¾pl’ 

j−dÉ HL¢V A¢m¢Ma Q¥¢š² pÇf¡¢ca qu HC j−jÑ −k ‘HLXÑ’ La«ÑL ®L¡e L¡lM¡e¡ f¢lcnÑe ®n−o 

pw¢nÔø L¡lM¡e¡ ih−el B…e Hhw ihe ¢el¡fš¡ ¢ho−u ®k f¢lcnÑe fË¢a−hce fËcš q−h ab¡ 

‘HÉ¡m¡−u¾p’ La«ÑL ü£L«¢a fËc¡e Ll¡ q−hz Hl©fi¡−h, k¢c ‘HLXÑ’ h¡ ‘HÉ¡m¡−u¾p’ ®k ®Lq  

h¡wm¡−c−nl ®~a¢l ®f¡n¡L Hl ®L¡e L¡lM¡e¡ pÇf−LÑ a¡−cl f¢lcnÑe fË¢a−hc−e ¢hl©f j¿¹hÉ fËc¡e 

L−l Hhw a¡−cl J−uh f¡a¡u Eš² fË¢a−hce fËL¡n L−le aMe HLXÑ Hhw HÉ¡m¡−u−¾pl pLm 

pcpÉl¡ pw¢nÔø L¡lM¡e¡ ®b−L ®~al£ ®f¡n¡L œ²u Ll¡ hå ®O¡oZ¡ Ll−hz gmnË¦¢a−a, ¢h−nÄl AeÉ¡eÉ 

®c−nl ®œ²a¡l¡J Eš² L¡lM¡e¡ ®b−L ®~a¢l ®f¡n¡L œ²u Ll¡ hå ®O¡oZ¡ Ll−hz     

 Ef¢l¢õ¢Ma B−m¡Qe¡u HV¡ Øfø fËa£uj¡e ®k, HLXÑ a¡l Q¥¢š²l 9, 10 Hhw 11 ew naÑ i‰ 

L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ Q¥¢š²l naÑ ®j¡a¡−hL e§Éeaj HLh¡l f¢lcnÑe e¡ L−l a«a£u f−rl 

HLalg¡ ®üµR¡Q¡l£j§mL HL ®hBCe£ f¢lcnÑe fË¢a−hc−el Efl ¢i¢š L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ 

pÇf−LÑ ¢hl©f j¿¹hÉ L−l Hhw a¡ J−uh f¡a¡u fËL¡n L−l HLXÑ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡−L L¡kÑa hå 

L−l ¢c−u−Rz   
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HLXÑ h¡wm¡−c−nl B…e Hhw ihe ¢el¡fš¡l E−Ÿ−nÉ N¢Waz p¤al¡w HV¡ hm¡l A−fr¡ l¡−M 

e¡ h¡wm¡−c−nl ®~al£ −f¡o¡L ¢nÒf L¡lM¡e¡l nË¢jL−cl ¢el¡fš¡ ¢hd¡−el m−rÉ HLXÑ Hl LjÑL¡ä 

fËnwp¡ Hhw p¡d¤h¡c f¡Ju¡l c¡h£ l¡−Mz  ¢L¿º haÑj¡e j¡jm¡u HC HLXÑ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ 

pwœ²¡−¿¹ HLXÑ Q¥¢š²l n−aÑl f¢lf¿Û£ ®hBCe£i¡−h clM¡ÙÛL¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ pw¢nÔøa¡u ®üµR¡Q¡l£ Hhw 

HLalg¡ fË¢a−hce fËL¡n L−l clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l pLm L¡kÑ¡−cn h¡¢am L−l ®cuz gmnË¦¢a−a, 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ Hhw clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡l 5000/- h¡ A¢dL nË¢j−Ll ®k r¢a qu a¡ l¡e¡ fÔ¡S¡ OVe¡l 

®Q−u ®L¡e Aw−n Lj euz 

HL−XÑl Ef−l h¢ZÑa ®hBCe£ Hhw Q¥¢š²l n−aÑl f¢lf¿Û£ LjÑL¡−äl SeÉ clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l 

®L¡Çf¡e£l ¢hf¤m f¢lj¡Z B¢bÑL r¢a C−a¡j−dÉ q−u ®N−Rz Bjl¡ Bn¡ Llh HLXÑ HL¢V p¢WL, 

¢el−fr Hhw eÉ¡upwNa ac−¿¹l j¡dÉ−j clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡l  Hhw clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡l 

5000/- (fy¡Q q¡S¡l) nË¢j−Ll ®k B¢bÑL r¢a q−u−R a¡ ¢edÑ¡lZ L−l a¡−cl−L Efk¤š² r¢af§lZ 

fËc¡−el hÉhÙÛ¡ NËqZ Ll−hz Ef−l¡š² r¢af§lZ fËc¡−el j¡dÉ−j HLXÑ a¡l jqv E−Ÿ−nÉ pª¢øl kb¡kb 

k¤¢š²La¡ fË¢aù¡ Ll−hz   

Ef−l h¢ZÑa OVe¡ Hhw f¡¢lf¡¢nÄL p¡¢hÑL AhÙÛ¡ fkÑ¡−m¡Qe¡u Hhw ¢hQ¡l ¢h−nÔo−Z Aœ l¦m¢V 

Q¥s¡¿¹ qJu¡l ®k¡NÉz l¦m¢V, ®p−qa¥, p¡bÑLi¡−h pgmL¡jz   

 AaHh, B−cn qu ®k, l¦m¢V Qs̈¡¿¹ Ll¡ q−m¡z 

¢hNa Cw−lS£ 10C ®j, 2017 a¡¢l−M HLXÑ La«ÑL a¡l ¢eSü J−uh p¡C−V clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ 

®jp¡pÑ ¢mh¡¢VÑ gÉ¡ne Ju¡l ¢mx pw¢nÔøa¡u fËL¡¢na fË¢a−hce (pwk¤¢š²-¢S) Hhw 3ew fË¢af−rl 

hl¡h−l ¢m¢Ma 1ew fË¢af−rl ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 03.06.2017 a¡¢l−Ml fœ (pwk¤¢š²-−S) ‘BCe pwNa 

La«ÑaÄ hÉ¢a−l−L Ll¡ q−u−R’  Hhw Eš² fË¢a−hc−el Hhw f−œl ‘®L¡e BCeNa L¡kÑL¡l£a¡ e¡C’ 

j−jÑ HaÚà¡l¡ ®O¡oZ¡ Ll¡ qmz  

 clM¡Ù¹L¡l£ −jp¡pÑ ¢mh¡¢VÑ gÉ¡ne JuÉ¡l ¢m¢j−VX L¡lM¡e¡−L HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡ïš² L¡lM¡e¡ NZÉ 

L−l Hl ®cMi¡m Hhw pq¡ua¡ fËc¡®el SeÉ Hhw HLXÑ Hl J−uh f¡a¡u A¢apšl clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l 

L¡lM¡e¡−L HLXÑ a¡¢mL¡i¥š² gÉ¡ƒl£ j−jÑ fËL¡n Ll¡l SeÉ 1ew fË¢afr−L ¢e−cÑn fËc¡e Ll¡ qmz 
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 ¢hNa Cw−lS£ 02.11.2017 a¡¢l−Ml ¢l¢iE fÉ¡−em Hl f¢lcnÑe fË¢a−hc−el B−m¡−L 

clM¡Ù¹L¡l£l L¡lM¡e¡ pw¢nÔøa¡u Retrofitting and remediation Hl fË−u¡Se£u fc−rf 

®eJu¡l SeÉ 1ew fË¢afr−L ¢e−cÑn fËc¡e Ll¡ qmz  


