
 

 

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

 

C.R. No.14 (4)/ 2010 
 

 

Revisionist :     Sri Raj Kumar Bhakat 
    

          - Vs -  

 

Opp. Party :      Smti. Sarobala Roy 
         

Present :  Sri A. Bhattacharyya, AJS 
   Sessions Judge, Dhubri 
 
Sri Jamsher Talukdar, Advocate for the Revisionist. 
Sri Anupam Roy, Advocate for O.P. 
 

Date of Hearing   :      11-02-2014 
Date of Judgment  :      11-02-2014 

 

 

 

J U D G M E N T  
 

   The propriety, legality, correctness and regularity are 
question in the revision in respect of the order dated 22-07-2010 
passed by learned Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Dhubri in Misc. 
Case No.82/2009. 
 
2.  Being aggrieved and dissatisfied with the aforesaid 
impugned order, the revisionist Raj Kumar Bhakat, assailed the 
impugned order on a number of grounds, which are narrated in the 
memo of revision.   
 
3.  During hearing L.C.R. is called for. Learned counsel of 
the revisionist is found absent and as such I heard the learned 
counsel of the O.P. only in this case. 
 
4.   On a careful perusal of the L.C.R. in the light of the 
impugned order and the submissions rendered by learned counsel of 
the O.P. it appears that the O.P.- Petitioner Smti Sarobala Roy 
brought an application under Section 125 Cr.P.C. before the trial 
Court below praying for maintenance against the revisionist Raj 
Kumar Bhakat. 
 
5.  The story of the O.P. was that she got married to the 
revisionist about 9 (nine) years ago according to the Hindu rites and 
customs and after marriage both the parties led conjugal life as 
husband and wife and out of their wedlock a male child was born, 



 

 

2

whose age is at present 7 ½ years. It was alleged that about 4 (four) 
years ago the revisionist without any reason assaulted the O.P. and 
drove her out of the matrimonial home and since then the revisionist 
did not take care of her and her child and did not provide any 
maintenance to them thus the O.P. had to take shelter at the house of 
her brother. The O.P. has no source of income of her own 
maintenance for herself and her child. The revisionist is a rich man 
having 15 (fifteen) bighas of landed properties and fishery and his 
monthly income was not less than Rs.15,000/- (Rupees fifteen 
thousand only).  
 

6.  The revisionist contested the case by filing written 
objection. During hearing the O.P. examined 3 (three) witnesses 
including herself to prove her case. The O.P. did not adduce 
evidences. Learned trial Court below at the conclusion of the 
evidences, heard the arguments of the case from both the parties and 
finally delivered the impugned order whereby prayer for maintenance 
of the O.P. was rejected but the Court was pleased to award 
maintenance allowance of Rs.1,000/-(Rupees one thousand only) for 
the minor child of the revisionist with effect from the date of filing of 
the case i.e.  27-02-2010 and the revisionist in this revision 
challenged the aforesaid maintenance order. 
 

7.  I have carefully gone through the impugned order. 
Learned trial Court below for deciding the matter in controversy took 
up two points for determination and also have given reasonable 
opportunity to the parties to adduce evidences. 
 

8.  Considering the impugned order which was delivered on 
appreciation of evidences I find nothing to interfere with. Therefore, 
the impugned judgment and order is affirmed. The revision is devoid 
of merit and as such the same is dismissed on contest and without 
cost. Judgment is delivered in the open Court. Send back the L.C.R. 
alongwith the copy of judgment. 
 

  Given under my hand and seal of the Court on this 11th 
day of February, 2014. 

 
Dictated & Corrected by me 

 
                 Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

Sessions Judge, Dhubri 


