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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE :::::::: DHUBRI 
 

C.R. Case No. 24 (2)/ 2013 

 
Revisionist   :        1. Nozrul Islam 
    2. Azad Miah 
 

       - Vs -  
 

Opp. Parties :    1. Soiyod Hussain Sarkar 
2. Rezaul Karim 
3. Choto Sk 
4. Pintu Sk. 

 
Present :  Sri A. Bhattacharyya, AJS 
   Sessions Judge, Dhubri 
 
Sri Giasuddin Ahmed, Advocate for the revisionist. 
Sri K. Anam, Advocate for the O.P. 
  
Date of Hearing     :    25-09-2013 
Date of Judgment  :    26-09-2013 

 
J U D G M E N T  

 

  The propriety, legality, correctness and regularity have 
been questioned in this revision in respect of an order dated        
27-05-2013 passed in Misc. Case No.31/2013 by the learned 
Executive Magistrate.  
 

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

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

4.  Learned counsel of the revisionists during hearing 
vehemently submits that a proceeding U/s.144 Cr.P.C. was drawn  
by the learned Executive Magistrate by observing necessary 
formalities. But the same learned Executive Magistrate vide the 
impugned order and by violating the relevant provision of the sub-
Sections  5, 6 and 7 of the  Sec. 144 Cr.P.C. had withdrawn the 
order of the Court U/s.144 Cr.P.C. As such, according to the 
learned counsel of the revisionists, the impugned order is liable to 
be set aside. 
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5.   On the other hand, learned counsel of the O.P. argued 
that the original order U/s.144 Cr.P.C. was promulgated on         
09-05-2013. Since the said order remains in force for a period of 
two months as the span of the life of the said order has not been 
extended, thus by this time no purpose would be served if the order 
in question is set aside. 
 

6.   I have carefully perused the submissions rendered by 
the learned counsels of the parties in the light of the impugned 
order. For the sake of convenience the impugned order is 
reproduced her in below: 
 

 “Seen the police report of Mankachar P.S. dated 20-05-2013. 
The Police Report clearly states that there is no Law and order 
problem at present in the locality and there is no possibility of any 
further breach of public peace and tranquility in the area in near 
future. 
 

 Now, I have gone through the Police Report and of the 
opinion that there is no need for continuing the proceeding under 
Section 144 Cr.P.C. So, Sri R.C. Malakar, ACS. Sub-Divisional 
Magistrate, South Salmara Mankachar Sub-Division, Hatisingimari 
do hereby withdraw the order of the Court U/s.144 Cr.P.C. passed 
on 09-05-2013 with immediate effect.”  
 

7.   The order dated 25-07-2013 shows that before passing 
impugned order, learned trial Court below based the police report 
only and learned trial Court below was not inclined to give 
reasonable opportunity of being heard to any party. The proceeding 
under Section 144 Cr.P.C. was drawn by the learned trial Court 
below vide order dated 09-05-2013 and there are no materials to 
show the exigency or emergency as to why the C.R. of the case 
record was put up on 27-05-2013. This apart, the impugned order 
does not disclose that opportunity was provided to the parties to 
place their respective cases before the Court and before passing 
the impugned order. Therefore, for the aforesaid reasons force is 
found in the submission of the learned counsel of the revisionists. 
 

8.  On the other hand, it is revealed from the L.C.R. that 
the original order of drawl of proceeding U/s.144 Cr.P.C. was 
passed on 09-05-2013 and the life span of the said order has not 
been extended beyond 09-07-2013. Today is the 26-09-2013. 
Under the aforesaid facts and circumstances, it is felt that if at this 
stage the impugned order is set aside no purpose would be served 
as the life span of the order dated 09-05-2013 has already been 
over. 
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9.  Considering the entire circumstance, as revealed here 
in before, it is found that the order dated 09-05-2013 has become 
in-fractious and as such it is felt that no purpose would be served in 
the continuance of the instant revision. Accordingly, same is 
disposed of.  Send back the L.C.R. along with the copy of the 
judgment.  
 

Given under my hand and seal of the Court on this 26th 
day of September, 2013. 

 
 

Dictated & Corrected by me 
                Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

 

Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

   


