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BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
DATED : 12.06.2023
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE C.SARAVANAN
C.R.P.(MD)No.683 of 2023

and
C.M.P.(MD)No0s.3172 and 3174 of 2023

1.J.Kalyanasundaram

2.Dr.K.Jega Mohan

3.J.Krishna .. Petitioners
Versus

C.Vidhya .. Respondent

Prayer :- Petition filed under Article 227 of the Constitution of India, to strike off
the petition in D.V.C.No.65 of 2022, on the file of the Judicial Magistrate Court

No.IV, Tirunelveli.

For Petitioners : Mr.M.Asif Mohamed
For Respondent ; Mr.M.Saravanakumar
ORDER

The petitioners herein have challenged D.V.C.No.65 of 2022, pending on the
file of the Judicial Magistrate Court No.IV, Tirunelveli. The above D.V.C.No.65 of
2022 has been filed by the respondent herein against the petitioners under Section

12(1) of the Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, 2005.
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2.The first petitioner and the respondent got married on 13.12.2018. The
respondent herein has levelled certain allegations primarily against the first
petitioner, though in Paragraph No.10 allegations have also been made against the
petitioners 2 and 3 for defending the conduct of the first petitioner. The allegation of
the respondent is that the first petitioner was constantly torturing her and therefore,
she had asked the petitioners 2 and 3 as parents of the first petitioner and parents-in-
law of the respondent to intervene. However, they have declined to intervene and
have instead threatened the respondent. That apart, it is submitted that the
respondent has also delivered a child. However, none of the petitioners have come

forward even to see the child.

3.That apart, in Paragraph Nos.16 and 17, the respondent has made the

following allegations against the petitioners, which read as under:-

"16.1pHMSD LImbs% BHB6)U6D Gl (h 1 ERY, 3-410
GIBITOIHTTIEET 10 BT ST  weSryflesr  GLUBEmIT 6l 1960  eUBbHI
SmIBUA BB,  edeuTny  SHIBUNBBS CLTH 101kl  GIHITODIBTIT (LoD
Corupd  GgsHH M B CBLL  UTTHNSHENTE)  IDDIBTTDT B 19
SIUDTETLILIBSS] 2L 6V6eNaieVILD, eTHENTNGID — BIUIIIBS BTN,
OIS DIBIew6e)  FIBIFDF [APSVIDTS  GIphewd  Glmmeli  eTeimyl  Fpfihid
B (HEW6RTULIGOEVTLOED SN 164/ 6THITLOGDISHTITIT SHQLILIGILD,
OB IIBIOTS B (IBHDHINTONITN.

17.  1wepismgfledr  Hhewsd 2-64H| OWWID  3-6UBh|  ODISHTIHAL 1D  6T60T
&Beweuld,  CUeweTLD  GTLIGLITAPSI — HWPSHHIF — GlFeveVLI  BLITSNSTH61T?
oteolyl  C&L L Hmeh 6TLICLTSI [BIHIGET CHL L UFHL FDGMLITHBIL  ABLITLI 5
VLFID O EBSHBI_01 10  Ueyedl  HBIE  [BWBEBOT  HIBBITHC6T
SIICLITSHIBTOT 2_[BIH6T 10BW6NT IR OB Te1TCalTD.  @606mev6ILIsHD 61" 196D
Caiibd oM GLTiD 6Te0Iml  Smmlujerionieoni.  Dibeol Lileoi) 2 [BIL &6 BIOIGHD]
163 61BN TT  CFBOLITSI  DH6)UBLD  [BABIGOT CHL L LoTHI]  HeDBHBH6NT
LOBMID  LIwTHewd FHBITLD HIBOUBMEBTET ULLenULILIITT! B6Denev0lLIfls) 6160
2 eciiemend CFibHBLomL CLTD 6Teoimy Fnmiedl L mi.  BlipLoswr  SbshdHled
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90 &Bsor 1wl CMBTWTIQMHBS 164HI  GIBHITODIBTT  HUBTENT Glg  LOBAILD
2_eIeLILIPSESHSHTeV 130 BB 616wl TnlgUilBBSH  BTTOTSBIE)  BHBIHNT
2 1 60 [BVSIeVTeNH 61601 CLFWF CHL (B DIEHNB CIFVISHBIBIGBE 6T
LosDIGTIT  163H  GIHITODISTIAL D FnmUiBBS  “Cumg  BTGUI,  [BT6T 6760
FIDUTSHSHNUID — 6T60T  SJIIT — FIDUTSHBIUIND,  CIFTHBIBHBONT — DIeW6uheNSBHU LD
SO IIGI_ 65T 2 60T  [BeNBBWTUJD B DI ICLI6T.  Y6oTeD 2 60T
CusemsF  BCxL &  wr GLer.  puyp 2 6  10BEID  LIFDFOUIBSHSI
Lilemipu EIB 6T 6160713/ InMULISH] CaL (B LOGDISHTTIT 10w 6)1D
CougmemeniLisnL_BaIeTeNTE. BB Cosvd 6160 6IBHTTHL  CLFlemTed 61607
QUFID 2 66T 2 60T  BHVMFFTISDSL) — ommiD  LTerOCLITL ewL  6THGH B
N(BCouer e160T3l 164 GTHITIODIBHTH  LOL 19U jerTeni."”

4.The learned counsel for the petitioners further submitted that the

respondent's father is a practicing Advocate in Tirunelveli Bar and is putting spokes

into the family by refusing to co-operate with the conciliation by the first petitioner.

5.1 have considered the arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the

petitioners and the learned counsel for the respondent.

6.In my view, the proceedings initiated against the petitioners 2 and 3 appears

to be unnecessary. The respondent is entitled to initiate proceedings against the first

petitioner alone, who is the legally wedded husband and is alleged to have tortured

the respondent.

7.The proceedings under the Protection of Women from Domestic Violence

Act, 2005 cannot be a tool for harassing the in-laws, if indeed, there is no case made
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out for punishing them under the Act. This is a fit case where the proceedings
against the petitioners 2 and 3 are liable to be dropped.

8.In view of the above, this Civil Revision Petition stands partly allowed as far
as the petitioners 2 and 3 alone are concerned. The learned Judicial Magistrate
No.IV, Tirunelveli, shall also attempt to refer the matter for mediation considering
the fact that the first petitioner and the respondent are aged about 32 and 27 years
respectively and dispose D.V.C.No.65 of 2022 within a period of six months from the

date of receipt of a copy of this order. No costs. Consequently, connected

Miscellaneous Petitions are closed.

NCC :Yes/No

Index : Yes/No 12.06.2023
Internet : Yes/No

smn?2

To

The Judicial Magistrate No.IV,
Tirunelveli.
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C.SARAVANAN, J.

smn2

Order made in
C.R.P.(MD)No0.683 0f 2023

12.06.2023



