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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BANGIADESH
HIGH COURT DIVISION
(SPECIAL ORIGINAL JURISDICTION)

Writ Petition No. 511 of 215

,IN,.’L’l:ILLM/.\I_'LLi.K.QIZ
An  application under Afticle 102 of the
Constitution of the People’s Republic  of
Bangladesh.

<And-

IN THE MATTER OF

Arpita Das and another ;
........... Petitioner
-Versus- .
Bangladesh, represented  the Cabinet Division,
‘Bangladesh Sccretariat Building, Ramna, Dhala
and others.
.......... Respondeznt
My. Subrata Chowdhury, Senior Advocate with
Ms. Rezina Mahmud, Advocate
.......... for the petitioner
Mr. S.N. Goswami, Advocatc
........... for the respondent WNo.7
Ms. Sharmin Akter, with
Ms. Sara Hossain and
Ms. Najrana Imam, Advocates
........... for the BLAST

Heard and Judgment on 20.03.2017

Present:
Ms. Justice Naima Haider

&
Mr. Justice Abu Taher Md. Saifur Rahman

Naima HHaider, J;

In this application under Article 102 of the Constitution ot the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh, a Rule Nisi was issued calling upon the
respondents to show cause as to why a dircction should not be given
allowing the petitiorier no.i to exercise her right to divored hier husBand,

responde P add Bn Avdunln tal fhhi j
spondent no.7 and to exureise her fundamental rights conferted wpon her



under part-III of the Constitution of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh

and/or pass such other or further order or orders passed as to this Court may
seem fit and proper.

The petitioner has filed the inst'ant writ petition by seeking direction

for ¢nforcemént of fundamental rights of a citizen conferred under Part 111 of
the Constitution of the Pgople’s Republic ;)f Béngladesh, so far as it relates
to right of a citizen to divorce her husband, which right is the right to life of
.an adult citizen,'to live in a decent manner provided under law.

Mr. Subrata Chowdhury, learned Senior Advocate appearing on
behalf of the petitioner at the outset submits that éince 01.06.2013, the writ s
betitioner no.l and the respondent no.7 reside separateljf and subsequently
under customary law through priest the petitioner no.1 has already becn
divorced by respondent no.7 which has been admitted by the Respondent
No. 7 in his affidavit in opposition at paragraph No. 10 filed before this
Hon’ble Court on 15.02.2016.

In View of the submission made by Mr. Subrata Chowdhury, we are
not inclined to enter into At‘h‘c merit of the case and are of the view that the

Rule be disposed of.

Accordingly, the Rule is disposed of.

There is no order as to cost. g Vil s e
Naima Haider

Abu Taher Md. Saifur Rahman, J.

[ agree.
S. Rahman
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