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J U D G M E N T  
 

The propriety, legality, correctness and regularity have 
been questioned in this revision preferred U/s.399 Cr.P.C. in 
respect of an order dated 21-02-2011 passed by learned S.D.J.M 
(M), Bilasipara in Misc. Case No.47/2010 u/s 127 Cr.P.C.  

 

2.  Being aggrieved and dissatisfied with the aforesaid 
impugned order, the revisionist assailed the impugned order on a 
numbers of grounds, which are narrated in the memo of Revision. 
 

3.  During hearing the L.C.R is called for also learned 
counsels of the parties are heard.   
 

4.   I have carefully perused the impugned order and also 
examined in the light of the submissions rendered by the learned 
counsels of the parties and the relevant provision of the law of the 
land. After careful analysis, it appears that the O.P. Ms. Bhalo Ray 
preferred an application for the enhancement of maintenance 
allowance passed in her favour U/s.127 of Cr.P.C. It was stated 
that an amount of Rs.300/- was only ordered as maintenance 
allowance for herself and her child. Therefore, for 
enhancement/increase of the maintenance allowance, the 
aforesaid petition was preferred. Thereafter, learned trial Court 
below issued notice to the O.P. i.e. the present revisionist. The 
revisionist caused his appearance and finally after hearing both 
side, learned trial Court below vide the order dated 21-02-2011 
passed an order whereby the maintenance allowance was 
increased from Rs.300/- to Rs.1,500/- per month. Thus the 
occasion of the present revisionist to prefer the instant revision.  
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5.   During hearing learned counsel of the revisionist 
submits that reasonable opportunity of being heard was not 
granted to the revisionist nor he was given chance to file written 
objection and also no opportunity was granted to him to adduce 
the evidence. 
 
6.   But on careful perusal of the impugned order, it is 
found that the submissions rendered by the learned counsel of the 
revisionist carries no force. On the other hand, considering the 
amount of maintenance, it appears that the amount of 
maintenance of Rs.1,500/- is not unreasonable considering the 
present day price index of the essential commodities. Further, 
aforesaid amount was granted for two persons i.e. O.P. and her 
child.   
 
7.   Therefore, considering the aforesaid facts and 
circumstances in the light of the relevant provision of the law of the 
land, I find no merit in the present revision. Therefore, same is 
dismissed on contest and without cost. Judgment is delivered in 
the open Court. Send back the L.C.R. along with a copy of the 
judgment.  

 

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 
20th day of August, 2013. 

 
 
 

Dictated & Corrected by me 
                 Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

 

Sessions Judge, Dhubri   


