IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BANGLADESH
HIGH COURT DIVISION
(CIVIL REVISIONAL JURISDICTION)

Present:

Mr. Justice Zafar Ahmed

Civil Revision No. 2060 of 2021

In the matter of:

Md. Mahatab Uddin being dead his legal heirs
Most. Mahfuza Begum and others

Plaintiff-appellant-petitioners
-Versus-

Upazilla Nirbahi Officer, Mohadebpur, Naogaon
and another

Defendant-respondent-opposite parties

Mr. Partha Sarathi Mondal, Advocate

...For the petitioners

Ms. Shahida Khatoon, DAG
... For the opposite parties

Heard on: 05.01.2026
Judgment on: 12.01.2026

The plaintiff-appellant-petitioners have filed this revisional
application under Section 115 of the Code of Civil Procedure
challenging the judgment and order No. 42 dated 04.03.2021 passed
by the learned Joint District Judge, 3™ Court Naogaon in
Miscellaneous Appeal No. 51 of 2016 dismissing the same and
affirming the judgment and order No. 16 dated 21.08.2016 passed by

the learned Assistant Judge, Mahadebpur Court, Naogaon in Other



Class Suit No. 48 of 2016 passing an order of status quo on an
application under Order 39 rule 1 of the Code of Civil Procedure,

1908 filed by the plaintiff.

The present petitioners as plaintiffs filed the instant suit for
permanent injunction impleading various offices of the Government
as defendants. In the said suit, the plaintiffs filed an application for
temporary injunction. On hearing the parties, the trial Court, vide
order dated 21.08.2016 passed an order of status quo. Being
aggrieved, the plaintiffs filed miscellaneous appeal which was
disposed of by the learned Joint District Judge, 3™ Court, Naogaon,
who, vide judgment and order dated 04.03.2021 dismissed the said
miscellaneous appeal. Being aggrieved, the plaintiffs moved this
Court and obtained the instant Rule. No interim order was passed at

the time of issuance of the Rule.
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Heard the learned Advocates of both sides and perused the
materials on record. I find no illegality or infirmity in the order passed
by the appellate Court below which is based on the materials on

record. Hence, the Rule fails.

In the result, the Rule is discharged. The judgment and order

passed by the appellate Court below is affirmed.
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