BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
DATED: 05.12.2023
CORAM:
THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE K.K.RAMAKRISHNAN

Crl.R.C.(MD).No.675 0f 2019

Gomathi ... Petitioner

Vs.
1.Veerabaghu
2.Arumugam
3.Thiripurasundari
4.Jeyalakshmi
5.S.Veerabaghu (@ Karthee
6.Thiripurasundari ... Respondents
PRAYER: Criminal Revision Case filed under Section 397 and 401 of
Cr.P.C. praying to call for the records relating to the impugned order of
the learned I Additional District and Sessions Judge, Tirunelveli passed
in Crl.A.No.12 of 2017 dated 20.10.2017 dismissing the order passed by
the learned Judicial Magistrate, Sankarankovil in M.C.No.16 of 2012
dated 26.09.2016 with the relief No.l granting protection order under

Section 18 of the Act against the respondents herein that they should not
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harass the petitioner by demanding dowry and set aside the same and
allow this revision petition.
For Petitioner : Mr.R.J.Karthik

For Respondents : Mr.S.Kiruba Vijayanand for R1 to R6

ORDER
The petitioner herein has filed this Criminal Revision Case as
against the impugned order of the learned 1 Additional District and
Sessions Judge, Tirunelveli in Crl.A.No.12 of 2017 dated 20.10.2017
dismissing the order passed by the learned Judicial Magistrate,
Sankarankovil in M.C.No.16 of 2012 dated 26.09.2016 with regard to the
relief No.l granting protection order under Section 18 of the Act as

against the respondents herein.

2. The petitioner is the wife of the first respondent. The marriage
between the petitioner and the first respondent took place on 09.05.2010.
Thereafter, on 03.02.2011, a male child was born. In the said
circumstances, within a period of four months, he left the matrimonial
home. Thereafter, there was some dispute regarding the demand of dowry

and other cruelty. Hence, a complaint was laid before the jurisdictional
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police station and the same was registered in Crime No.20 of 2012.
Thereafter, the first respondent filed the divorce petition before the

jurisdictional Court. The petitioner herein has filed a petition in M.C.No.

16 of 2012 under the Domestic Violence Act.

P.W.2 and also exhibited Ex.P1 to Ex.P3. The first respondent did not

appear, but the learned trial Judge considering the evidence granted the

3.To prove her claim, she examined herself and another witness

following reliefs:
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QuAWTE (1)  THITOBTIIHONT  OYBTIHIL 1D Fn(BSH6V
ISl Femeor  CHLB  o16)6)H  CBTHBIOND — CFUILIS
Inl_TH| 6T60lW GL DL 6UGTOET(BewD HBLILFL L 1D Lifley
18-Lig LITHIBTLIL] 2_5HFHT6) 6UIPBIBILILD

(2) 11D GIBITIDEYSTI] — ODISTIHDSEH — UTIHDHNE
CLITBE S  CIBTENHUITS  OSTTT  CHmiflusrienes. 7000
OMIHTEHD  CIFUISH  Breiembs 2016 1D eIIFLLD
OFLI_1DLIT LOTSHLD eUemUflevTeoT
Olpremsiilensr Qeimiellipbskl (26.09.2016) Sgewi(h  LOTSH
BIVHDIMBHT 0STTIIL 1D CFsvShSH Ceewi(hLD 6TeolmILD
2016 10 Yewih HHCLIUT 10THSHHBHSI CIFeVISHS
Ceusmiigus g36ueTIOF GIHTENBHUIHIT 66UCIUTIH DY/BIBIEV
rHUptd 510 CHPHBGH6OT DBTI] UFLH  CFSHSD
CouemiiBLd 6T60IILD L DL UTOIBTBeND HBLILF FL L LD

Ltifley 20 eiing 2 &6y LIBLISSHID




(3) 1D CIDIOMISTI]  DISTIBSEG GBI
2GS IeileLig CUTLPSH6MF GlLITIBEB B
QUIDBIBTIOEY B (BbhI  CUITIHTTHTT 201w 6Xilemeriad]shhl
GLIDLI  UGIPEDT  DWIPHBHHIL TSI 6Teoiml  CLomiLig
FUL1D Ufley 18601®lp LITHIBTLIL] 2_5556) LIBLLISSHID
(4) GIBITIODIBHTITHENT  ODIBTIAL 1D  MUTHITSHHI CHL (B
OIBTHMIOLILIBSH DS Inl T&HI 6T60W LITHIBTLL 2_5HHT6)
6)1pBIE Coemil(BLD 616013 LOGDYSBTITIT @1 (horien
LfBTgSHensLl  CLITBISS! 0D lenedT HeTTE1pLI  GIFUISILD
2 SSTill LILIBBIBEI.

G) 85 2 HFyoel BBV DS TI(BSGLD
SIDITLODIBTITBOBBGLD DEVNFIONE  6UIPEHIGOYLD  LOBMILD
LTl L LITGIBTLIL] D{BVIGUGVIT BB 6)B6VEaICY
HUTHOBSE HDILILTDUSBD 2 BTN LILIBBHBEI.

Challenging the same, the statutory appeal was filed under the Domestic
Violence Act before the learned I Additional District and Sessions Judge,

Tirunelveli.

4.The learned Appellate Judge considered the evidence and also
the impugned order and dismissed the relief regarding Section 18 of the
Act ie., restraining the respondent from demanding any dowry. The
learned Appellate Judge relied the order of this Court and also the closure
report of the jurisdictional police officer to be declined the salary. The

learned trial Judge, on appreciation of the evidence and also the
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document, gave a finding that there was no demand of dowry on the part
of the respondents herein. He also placed the reliance on the order of this
Court in Crl.O.P.No.13911 of 2016. The closure report of the respondent
police was challenged by the wife before the jurisdictional Court. The
jurisdictional Court also dismissed the said petition and the same was
taken on file in C.C.No.248 of 2019. The same was also challenged by
the respondents and this Court allowed the quash petition. This Court
also finds that there was no merit in the allegation against the
respondents that they demanded dowry. In view of the above situation,
this Court finds no merit in the petition after considering the evidence

available on record.

5.Admittedly, the petitioner preferred the complaint before the
jurisdictional police stating that alleged demand of dowry. The
jurisdictional police officer conducted the investigation and filed a
negative report before the learned Judicial Magistrate. The said negative
report itself specifically found that there was no demand of dowry. The
said finding was challenged by the petitioner by filing a private
complaint and the private complaint was taken on file in C.C.No.240 of

2019. The said private complaint was quashed by this Court with specific
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finding that there was no demand of dowry.

6. In view of the above proceedings, the learned Appellate Judge
has correctly dismissed the relief under Section 18 of the Act, ie, the
claim of the petitioner praying injunction restraining the respondents
from demanding dowry. Apart from that the parties are in a straigned
relationship from 05.06.2011 onwards. In the said circumstances, the
divorce proceedings were also initiated. The same also ended in favour of
the husband. In view of the said fact also, this Court is inclined to

confirm the finding of the learned Appellate Judge.

7. Accordingly, this Criminal Revision Case stands dismissed. The
Judgment passed by the I Additional District and Sessions Judge,

Tirunelveli in Crl.A.No.12 of 2017 dated 20.10.2017 rejecting the relief

under Section 18 of Domestic Violence Act is confirmed.
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To

1. The Judicial Magistrate,
Sankarankovil.

2.The I Additional District and Sessions Court,
Tirunelveli.

3.The Additional Public Prosecutor,
Madurai Bench of Madras High Court, Madurai.

4.The Section Officer,

Criminal Section (Records)
Madurai Bench of Madras High Court, Madurai.
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K.K.RAMAKRISHNAN, J.
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