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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BANGLADESH
HIGH COURT DIVISION
{Special Original Jurisdiction)

WRIT PETITION NO. 12388 OF 2019

Inthe matter of:

Application under Article 102 of the
Constitution  of  the People’s Republic of
Bangladesh.

And
In the matter of:
S. M. Madud Rana, son of Shah Md. Monsur
Rahman of Village- Tontonia (Hindupara),
Post Office- Bogura Sadar, District- Bogura
and Assistant Director (Administration)
(IDismissed from service), Bangladesh Rural

Electrification Board (BREB), Khilkhet,
Dhaka.

... Petitioner
~-Versus- '

The Government of the People’s Republic of
Bangladesh represented by the Secretary,
Ministry of Energy and Mineral Resources
(Electricity Division), Bangladesh Secretariat,
[Dhalka and others. :

' ... Respondents

Mr. Niaz Murshed, Advocate . :
' ...For the petitioner

Mr. Shalkh Mohammad Zakir Hossain, Senior
Advocate

...For the respondent no., 3

Heard on 31.07.2025, 03.08.2024 and
04.08.2025,
Judoment ou 04.08.2025,




NS
A

o "i“ﬁ.‘% 7T A.'Qf, =
-
; AT K AT AN
‘,“-—g.%‘-;%x{?-pg‘ A
"’}&":M Joct
T AV s
VA 45\%. <.
L5

LT S e S

Ty
e

Present:

Mr. Justice Md. Mozibur Rahman Miah
And
Mr. Justice Md. Bashir Ullah

Md. Mozibur Rahman Miah, J.

On an application under_.Article 1.02 of the Constitution of the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh, a Rule Nisi was issued .in the
following terms:

“Let a Rule Nisi be issued calling upon the
respondents to .3'!7011/. cause as to why the office order
under Memo No. 27.12.2637.012.27.042.16.665
dated 20.12.2016 (Annexure-‘H-1 to the writ petition)
passed under the signature of the respondenr no. 6,
the Deputy Director and Director (In-Charge),
Directorate of Inquiry and Discipline, Bangladesh
_Rizra! Electrification Board dismissing the petitioner
Jorm service and office order under AMemo No.
;?7-:]_5.0000.()30.98.001.'19_'71 dated  23.10.2019
{Annexure-"'K’ to the writ perition) issucd wider the
signature of the re.s‘pom(c.'n! no. A e Scercrary,
Bangladesh Rural Electrification Board affirming the
dismissal order Lo Moo No.
27.412.20637.0012.27.042.16.665  dated 20122010
(Annexure-"H-1" to the writ petition) issecd wndor thie

signature  of the  respoudons no. o, the Deputy
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Director and Dz'rr;)ctor (In-Charge), Dz‘rectorazfe of
nguiry and  Discipline, Bangladesh Rural
Elecrrification Board should not be declared to have
.been issued 1.'1:1‘1‘11(}5;! Iavwful authority and is of no
legal effect and also lo show cause as 1o why the
respondents should not be directed to reinstate the
petitioner in  service as the Assistant Direclor
(Administration), Bangladesh Rural electrification
Board with senioﬁty and other service benefit and/or
pass such other or further order or orders as to this
cour! may seem fit ancfproper. "

The case of the petitioners as. described in the instant writ petition
in precise are:

The petitioner. was .appointed as  Assistant  Director
(Administration) on 10.04_-2000 at Bangladesh Rural Electrification
Board fsl10111}’, BREB), H.eafd. Quafter Bhaban, Dhaka 1229 and
subsequently, considering his t-:;,xclc‘l-ler_]_ce in service, by office order dated
03.03.2014, he ‘was giveny 0111i1'é11t charge as Deputy Director
{Administration) and Lh_c_pctitioner joined the said post on 03.03.2014
and since then he had bgen discharging his duties honestly, sincerely and
with full salisfaction to the authority. Therealter, on 05.06.2016, the
NMember, BRIZIZ, Dhaka lor the Chairman issued an office order forming
a  two member nquiry committee under Memo No.
27.12.2637.004.01.023.04.16.148 1o unecarth the cause of death of one,

DGM named, Delowar Flossain, On 08.06.2016 (issued on 06.06.2016),

e [ ——
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the birector, Departiment of Pe:‘éqnal Administration, BREB, Dhaka
issued a letter suspending the petitioner [rom sérvice as the Deputy
Director (Ac1l'l'lin.iS’Ll‘EliiOll'l, Current Charge), BRER, Dhaka under section
45 0.1‘. worft FrgorE (@S Wd weED SRt ARGEE, Shho” (hereinafter
referred tb as Service Regulations of 1990) ;:o'ntainecl in Memo WNo.
27.12.2637.025.1225.16-1938 dated 08.06.2010.

Thereafier, upon receipt of the charge sheet on 09..08.2016, the
petitioner furnished a reply wherein he denied the allegations brought
against him. On 04.10.2016, the Directoi‘,rDiréctorate of Personal
Administration, BREB, Dhaka issued an office order cancelling the
current charge of the petitioner as Deputy Dii‘ec_tor (Administration),
'BREB-_ On 21.08.2016, th_é peti}iep@r filed an appiicat_ion before the
Chief Engineer and Cq:Wener 6f the Incﬁlii_"'y Committee, BREB, Dhaka

seeking adducing of hi§ witnesges fientioned: in the said application.

Then. 0‘1'1 08.11.20"16, the‘pe'ti.tioner filed aﬁother application to the
Convener of the Iné{ujry Committee prz.i;_/i»n-g ftl;}'t' taking necessary steps in
fixing the date of hearing Qf“trvr.xc;‘._:_all'e'gz';tion brought against him.
._Thereaﬁer,-o_n 28.11.2016, the Director (Current Charge), Directorate ol
Inquiry and Discipline, BRER, Dhaka, respondent no. 6 isaued a final
show cause notice to the pclilionér annexing, inquir.y report asking him to
f‘umish explanation of his position within 7(seven) working days trom
the ;Ial(_:- c:‘xif_;'cc:ci[:nl ol the :,nol_icc (lallpcl 28.11.2016. On 30.11 20 L(\..[hc
pz;titiom:r-ﬁicd aﬁ upplliculiun to the l'CSPOl.ldL‘l.;i no. O l'i..‘(.]l.lt.‘b‘-i'll“lg h'im ta
supply. necessary ,jpupcrs in connection with the inquiry. However,

without considering the said application filed by the petitioner, the
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1;85130|1de=1t no. 6 .'by_ his letter _dated 04.12.2016 refused to supply
neé:—:séary ,docu'iﬁcnts and fequésted him to gi\fe e?cplanaition about the
said final show cause notice issued on 28.11.2016. Then on 05.12.2016,
the petitioner [iicd an application before the respondent no. 6 praying for
extension of the'p_eriod for ‘I"urnishing reply against the final 'show cause
notice.. But the respondent no. 6 refused to f)rovide time to the petitioner
asking him to give explanation against the show cause notice issued on
28.11.2016 vide letter under Memo No. 27.12.2637..012.27.0'42.16.619
dated 06.12.2016. Thereafter, on 18.12.2016, the petitioner furnished a
reply wherein he denied the allegations 51‘6ugh§ against him but without
‘considering th.e reply furnished by th‘é petitioner, the respondent no. 5 on
20.12.20106 _Viss-ued -a ' letter dismissing the petit’iénér from sefvice as |

uction

Assistant Director.
inat ‘

After the dismissal, the petitioner then on 08.01.2017 preferred an

NMiah
Mficer a
e Court -

ppeal before the respondent no. 2, the Chairman, BREB, Dhaka praying
. Dhaka )

for setting aside the order of dismissal. But without taking into account
of the relevant provision of the Service Regulations of 1990, the
Secretary (Current Charge), BREB, Dhaka (respondent no. 4) rejected
the saici application and upheld the order of disnﬁssal of the petitioner

from his.service as Assistant Director (Administration) vide Memo No.

I\

7.12.2637.030.98.001.17.37 dated 23.02.2017,
I3eing aggrieved by the order of dismissal dated 20.12.2016 and
-lhat'oi' allirming the said d’igmissa'\l order by the C‘huirmnn of the BREB
undersigned by rcsponc.lcm no. 4 cigucd 23.02.2(5[7, the petitioner and

another preferred Writ PPetition Nos. 3330 of 2017 and 3305‘ of 2017

5
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_respectively and obtained rule. FHowever, hoth the rules were heard
together and were disposed of vide judgment and order dated 22.11.2018
directing respondent no. 2 to dispose of the appeal earlier preferred by
the petitioner and another in accordance with rule 48 of Service
‘Regulations, 1990 within 2(two) months.

Il is.wm‘lhwhile to mention here that after passing the judgment in

Writ petition No. 3330 of 2017, the respondent no. 2 took Eﬁm the appeal
for re-evaluation (5= *Ffites=l) but eventually by order dated 23.10.2019°
{Annexure-‘K’ to the writ petition) affirmed its earlier order dated
23.02.2017 upholding the order of dismissal made vide office order
dated 20.12.2016.

It is at that stage, the petitioner has filed the instant writ petition.

Mr. Niaz Murshed, the learned counsel appearing for the
petitioner upon 'takingr us to the writ petitioﬁ and all the Annexure
appended therewith at the very .outset submits that in dismissing the

Vpetitioner from service, rule 44(2) of the Regulations of 1990 has not

been complied with as the petitiﬁner has not been given any opportunity

to defend his case by cross-examining the witnesses so produced a[‘th::
instance of the respondents-complainant nor e has been supplied with
the relevant papers alleged 1o have relied by the inguiry. conmittee in
spite of praying for supplying the same by the petitioner vide its letter

dated 30.11.2016.

To fortity the said submission, the learoed colnsel then reters w
the memoranduim of appeul which hus been preforred betore  the

respondent no. 2 on 08.01.2017 and take us o paragraph no. L3(3) as
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weﬂ as paraglla'ph no. 18 thereof and very robustly submits that the
aﬁthnrity has palpably violated the rule innot providing opportunity to
the petitioner l“oi' defending his case for which the punishment awarded
to him is absolutely lopsided one which can never stand.

In his second leg of submission, the learned counsel then refers us

rule 48(2) of the Regulations of 1990 and contends that in similar vein,

‘the appetlate authority (respondent no. 2) has also sidestepped his

statuiory obligatibn to examine whether - thé authority i_ml.:)osi.ng
punishment has ever followed the procedure to make sure that the
authority has deprived the delinquent petitibner from getting justice and:
In spite of taking specific él'ouhds for not complying with r'u.le 44(2) of
the Regulations of 1990 in the melﬁorandum of appeal, the appellate
authority, the respondent no. 2 has not given due consideration to it and
fherefore, the ofder of dismissal can never be sustained.

The learned counsel by referring:to Annexure-‘F’ to the writ
petition which is a letter dated 08.1 1.2016 addressed to the Convener
and Director of the Inquiry Committee also contends that in :spite of

filing a specific application seeking to provide him opportunity to cross-

exanine the wilness so adduced at the-instance of the complainant and

his witnesses yetl without affording such opportunity tw the petitioner
inquiry report was submitted by the inquiry commitice on 14.11.2010

(Annexure-"1F-17 1o the writ petition) depriving the petitioner to take his

defence which is flagrant viokuion to rule 44 (2) of the Repulations,

1990,
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The learned counsel by referring to the judgment passed.by this
court in Writ Petition No. 3330 of 2017 dated 22.11.2018 (Annexure-]"

to the writ petition) in particular, the directive portion to the same, also

contends that in spite of clear direction to the appellate authority to

~consider the grievance of the petitioner in light of the provision of rule

48(2) of fhe, Regulations of 1990 but ﬁ'(}m Annexurg—‘K’, it clepict_sAthaL
the said directive has not been at all -adhergzcl to yet the dismiséa? order
passed‘ against the petitioner has been 're-afﬂrme‘d which is also clear’
vielation of the d'ire.ction paésed by tﬁis Hon’ble court.

When we pose a question Lo ‘thé‘ lea'rned counsel for the petitioner
as to whether before affirming the dismissal order in the appeal vide
office order dated 23.10.2019; (Aﬁn&@ré-?ﬁz to the writ petition), the
petitioner had been given any f:opportgnit& to make his defence by the
appellate authority as ﬁer the direction ﬁagsecl.:-itl'.'the judgment by this
court in the said writ petition, the leéméd— chlnsel then very candidly
submits that no opportunity had been__giyeﬁfé%tﬁlé betitionér to make his
defernce .by the respondent no. -2 InAPspfteofthe fact that a clear direction
has been given to the said authority stating “the appeal be disposed of in
accordance with the provision (J':rule 48¢2) aned Vf(r) dispose of the same

as soon as possible afier giving proper opportunity as the right of the

petitioners” so non providing opportunity to the petitioner is ntmount

o disregard the direction passed by this Hon'ble court.
The learned counsel by referring o allegation nos. 7 and 8 as
contained in the dismissal order dated 20.12.2016 (Aunexure-"tl-1" o

the writ petition) in which allegations were levelled against the petidorier

Sl
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that he look bribe at taka 1,50,000/- from one, Md. Mirazul [slam, a
candidate vying for the post of arca Director in Jessore Palli Biddyut
Samity-2 but {act remains, Vthoilgh said Mirazul Islam gave his testimony
before the inquiry committee but the petitioner had not given
opportunity to cross-examine that Mirazul Islam in spite of filing a
proper application to (hat ef‘fect 'whic.h clearly vitiated the entire
departmental proceeding initiated ag'ainst the petitioner.

The learned cou.nse'l by referring to charge no. 8 also contends that 7
thougl f[ has been alleged in. that charge that the said amount of taka
1,50,000/- had been deposited by the petitioner himself at Satkhira
Branch of Dutch Bangla Bank to be credited to its Tongi Branch in the
account of “M/s. Islam Enterprise” but the account holder of Tongi
Branch has neither been made any witness nor any bank officials of
those two branches of bank has given any stgtement to prove the alleged
allegation against the petitioner leaving the same totally false still -thé

sduction ' :

rginal  petitioner has been dismissed basing on that frivolous allegation.

ir Miah The learned counsel by taking us to Annexure-‘B’ to the writ
:n Officer 4
reme Court -

ion. Dheka petition, an office order (Meaon<) dated 05.06.2016 also contends that
tl;ough by that order inquiry wass- -supposed to be held to unearth the
cause of death and voicing provol%ing statemient on the demise of one,
Delwar  Hossain, DGM al Noakhali  Palli .Bidclyut Samity  but
surprisingly only alter three days of forming two member inguiry
commiitee, on 08.06.20106, the petitioner was suspended from his post
under rule 45 of the Regulations, 1990 without assigning any reason for

his such suspension and then charge sheet (SISTBRMNY was subwitted on
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09.08.2016 (Annexuré—‘D’ to the writ petition) replacing one of the
inquiry officers 'éo formed ‘earlier on 05.06.2016 and as many as 8
charges were laid against the petitioner which has nothing to do with the
objective for which inquiry committee was eaf]ier formed on 05.06.2016-
which alternatively proves t.hat the petitioner has been made scapegoat
.ha\fing not been.'pe'rn.ﬁt'ted to face prosecution under Regulations of 1990.

On lhé; point of not providing opportunity to cross-examine the
complainant or any of its witness supporting the case and its
consequcnée, the learned counsei then referred decisions rep_ortécl in 73
DLR (AD) 214 as wéll as 56 DLR (AD) 183 and read out paragraph nos.
[5 and 16 as well as paragraph nos. 7 and 8 respectively.

The learned counsel wrapped up his S'lemission contending that in
a very slipshod and lackluster manner, the respondent no. 2, BREB has
upheld the order keeping its earlier order dated 23,02.2017 in place vide
order dated_ 23.10.2019 clearly evading the explicit direction madé in
Writ Petition No. 3330 of 2017 which is liable to be struck down.

On the contrary, Mr. Shaikh Mohammad Zakir Hossain, the
learned senior counsel appearing for the respondent no. 3 by filing an
affidavit-in-opposition vehemently opposes the contention taken by the
learned counsel for the petitioner and contends that Annexure-"K* to the
writ petition through which the respondent no. 2 has atfirmed the
dismissal order as well as iis"carlicr order dismissing departimentat
appeal as has been annexed as of Annexure-"11-17 and “[-17 Lo the writ

petition has rightly been passed having no illegality in it.
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The learned counsel by taking us to the office order (Annexure-
‘K oto }hé writ petition) 2lso contends- that it is not a fact that, the
petitioner has not been given aﬁy opportunity to cross-examine the
cempiainant or any of his witnesses and by referring to Annexure-‘2" to
the nl“ﬁdavil-in—opposiiion he contends that, - the narra‘tio‘lj of .[I.]E:-
witnesses supporting the case. of the complainant has clearly -been
descnjil;aed there, so the _prov.isi.on of rule 44(2) of the Régulations of 1990
has clearly been complied with.'.

The learned counsel by reading the inquiry report (Annexure—‘.F—Z’
to the writ petition) in pérticulzir, charge nos. 7 and 8 thereof also
contends that after evaluating th.ose charges, the respondent no. 6 has
finally came into a conclusion, that both the charges have been proved

without any shred of doubt as _Md.‘M-irazul Islam from whom the

petitioner took bribe at taka 1,50,000/- “has assertively given his

-

uetion tostimony to the inquiry committee which has also been corroborated by

inal

all the witnesses who claiimed to have remained present at the time of

Miah
Officer

ne Count taking bribe as well. as depositing the amount at Satkhira Branch of

Dutch Bangla Bank hayiilg no reasen not to disbelieve the said
aliegation. |

Insofar as regards to charge no. I, the leamed counsel further
contend.s that since at the time of holding inquiry at REB office in
Mymensingh, the petitioner remained present and he exerted -lllﬂLVlt‘.I*lCC
on the inquiry held by one, Delowar Flossain, DGM, Noakhall who
ultimately {ailed 10 endure méntul pressure died of heart attack and the

charge framed on the cause ol death {charge no. 1) of said Delowar
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Hossain has thus partially been proved against the petitioner. When we
pose a question to the learned counsel for the respondent.no. 3 that
whether there has been any report either by ziny medical béal'cl. formed
for detecting the cause of death or any _certiﬂcate issued by any
individual .physic%ans finding involvement of the petitioner with_ the
death of Delowar Hossain, the learned counsel could not give any
‘p]ausible reply to substantiate that c!mrgc no. 1 pau'liul.ly proved against
the petitioner.

The learned counsel further contends tllﬁt though the other charges
{charge nos. 4 and §) are not so impeoertant but as a respbnsiblc officer of

REB, it was not desirable for the Iictit'ibhé;"tp make such conduct and he

e

should have maintained official ‘decorum “while_performing his duties

-

though the charges have rightly been p;'ovedf_alla-' the respondent no. 2

-

. = - Ton
- ™ -l -

has passed the dismissal order. but how those twercharges constitute the

e

offence of misconduct under rule 39(kha) of:ﬁégulations of 1990-, the

“learned counsel has failed to impress us on that though finally prays for

discﬁarging the rule.

Be that as it may, we have considered the submission so advanced
by the !egmed counsel for the petitioner and that of the respondent no. 3.
We have also carefﬁ]ly gone through the office orders which has been
annexed as of Annexure-‘H-1" and ‘I.(’ to the writ petition through which
ithe petitioner was dismissed anc_i his appeal has been negated and all the
documents appended with the writ petition.

Al the very outset, we would like 1o tike note of the divection

_passed by this court in Writ Petition No. 3330 ol 2017, because it is the
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contention of the petitioner that he has co:ﬁpelled to file the instant writ
petition for not complying with the direction of this cqurt by the
'respondeni no. 2 leading us to examine whether the direction made in
earlier writ petition has bee;) taken into account by the respondent no. 2
Qr Nnot.
On going through the operative portion of the judgment passed in
Writ I’elitim.l No. 3330 of 2017 (Annexure--J’ to the writ petitién), we
find that Itwo specific directions have been given by this court directly to
the appellate authority, (respondent no. 2}, The directions are, to dispose
- of the appeal in accordance with thé provision of rule 48(2) of the
Regulations of 1990. Secondly, to give the petitioner opportun'ity.to'
make his ﬂefencé. |
For obvious reason, we feel it expedient to reproduce | the

provision provided in rule 44(2) and rule 48(2) of the Regulations of

1990 here.
production “88(3) . 9T HRGIAT FA ARENTS GHIIT (vew, Ffoge
Iringinat '
s _ TG 7 BT FfST FIPIT PLAAA (B T WIS T
sar Minoity
znch Officer T g
=neh Offiger CVIRT e wAG [ETw e 35 w7 Eo FiSrarTyeRT

visicn, Dhaka
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On going through rule 44(2) of the Regulations of 1990, we
amongst others find that the delinquent official has to be given an
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of his/her adversary that is,
the complainant or the persons bt'odtlced by the complainant and to give
testimony and allow him/her (delinq.uen—t'ofﬁcial) to invite other witness
to assert his defence case. Jut in the memo of appeal, it has been
asserted that the petitioner had not been gilven such statutory opporuunity
in spite of filing specific application on 08.11.2016 (Annexure-*F to the
writ petition) secking permission to cross-examine the said complainant
and other witnesses who supported the case of the compldinant but fact
remains, though the inquiry report was submitted on 14112016
{Annexure-*17-2" 1o the writ petition) but the said application has oot
i)t:c_‘n laken into consideration by the inquiry committee or the responderst
no. 5 vis-d-vis the respondent no. 2 while dismissing the petitioner us

well as upheld the said disimissal order,
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Even though similar authority has been given to the gppeliate
authority vide rule 48(2) of Regulations of 1990 authorizing it to
examine whether required procedure faid down in the regulations has
been complied or not but what we find from both Annexure-‘1-1' and
K 1o the writ petition that in a very casual mannel',l the respondent no. 2
has disposed of the appeal.

Then again, from Annexure-‘K’ to the writ petition, we further
find that through the respondent no. 2 asserted that he has taken into
consideration of the direction made in writ petition no. 3_330 of 2017 as
well as the appeal preferred by the .petitione'r before him but we don’t
find any shred of i-eﬂect‘ion{ of clomplying_, the direction given by this
court in Writ Petition No. 3330 of 2017. Rat.her, it reflects that the
respondent no. 2 has ju-ét performed .a routine job in thg name of
evaluating the appeal which is clee;r disregard to the airection of this
coua‘t..

Furthermore, - as per di_rectionr, the petitioner has to be. given
opportunity to place his grievance before the appellate authority as there
has been a specirf'lé: direction to that effect in the judgment of Writ
Petition No. 3330 of 2017. But. from Annexure-*K’ to the writ petition,
we ﬁnd-no reflection of adhering such divection iﬁ the oftice order dated
23.!().20‘19 passed by respondent no. 2 who attinned the Llismissal._on.’ler

again which is also tantamount Lo cunuingly sidetracked the direction of

‘his court.

On top of that, it is the universal proposition that the delinquent

officiud has 1o be given opportunity of being heard that is to say, apart
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from e.\:amin.iﬁg himself, he}’she. is 'en.titled to cross—examine the
opponent which has already been settled in a slew of decisions by our
apex coutrt, '].'hercforc, the ratio settled in the decisions and referred by
the iearned coun.sei for the petitioner reported in 73 DLR (AD) 214 as
well as 56 DLR (AD)} 183 is roundly applicable in the fact and
circumstances of the case of the petitioner. |

Against the above backdmps; we find ample substancé n the rule..

Accordingly, the rule is made absolute however without any order
as 10 COStS.

The order of aisillissal as ‘»\.'ell as order of the appellate aulhbrity
as has beeh annexed as of Annexure-‘H-1” and “K’ to the writ petition
dated 20.12.2016 and 23.10.2019 respectively is thus liable to be set
aside.

Hence, the ” impugned office order under Memo No.
27.12..2637.012.27.042.16.665 dated -20.12.2016 (Annexure-‘H-1 to the
\\"rit'pelitio‘n) passed under the signature of the respondent no. 6, the
Deputy Director and Director (In-Charge), Directorate of Inquiry and
Discipline, BRER dismissing the petitibncr torm s'crv'u;:t: and olfice order
under Memo No. 27.12.0000.030.98.001.19.7} dated 23.10.2019
(Annexure-‘K’ 1o the writ petit-ion) issued under the signature ot the
respondent no. 4 stands set aside.

The l"C.‘SpOndCl]lS are hereby directed to reinstate the petitioner in
the post of Ass.islzml Director (Administration), BREB with seniority he

is entitled as per Regulations, 1990 and provide him all areear service

L P A
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benefits tili date reckoning it from the date of his dismissal within a
beriod of 60 (six{y) days from the date of receipt of the copy of the order.
The order of stay grauted at the time of issuance of the rule is thus
recalled and vacated.
Let a copy of this judgment be communicated to the respondents

forthwith.

Md. Mozibur Rahman Miah

Md. Bashir Ullah, J:
- 1 agree

- Mad. Bashir Ullah
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