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CRIMINAL REVISION UNDER SECTION 19( 4/!0F THE FAMII.Y - - _
| COURTS ACT o
Civil and Revenue District- Mahasamund” ) : |

Case Number- M. J. C. No. 71/2012 _




Date of Impugned order- 08-11-2013,

' Name::of the subordinate court- Prlnc1pal Judge Famll" :
Mahasamund N

i __,_.The appllcant abovenamed respectfully presents: the rese ﬂnetltlon

of Criminal Revision under section 19(4) 0Of the Famlly Courts_‘;f-Act‘ L

..against the order dated 08-11-2013 passed by the Pr|nC|paI Judge, |

_-j_'Famlly Court, Mahasamund in M. J. C. No. 71/2012 wherein the

learned court increased the maintenance of amount_, :20005?:‘-1:_0‘ 6000

" Rs. Per month under section 127(1) of the Criminal P'chedd}e Code' "

.'-The order of the court is hereby annexed and marked as Annexure
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‘2. - The applicant abovenamed states that she has not;ﬁled.ﬁ.ahyz.other e

- petition of similar nature before the Hon'ble Supreme Courl:,l_‘l'-_fl'orifble‘

High Court or the court below. | R R

3. FACTS OF THE CASE
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HIG wﬁ oo HRE" CF CHEATTIBGARH AT BILASPUR
CRIMINAL REVISION NO. 108 OF 2014

APPLICANT Komanial Sahu
VERSUS
RESPONDENT - : Smt. Sushila Sahu

REVISION UNDER SECTION 19 {4 OF THE
FAMILY COURTS ACY, 1584

Anpearanos: Mr. Kighore Naravan, &dﬁ;acaite. for the Aoplicant.

{Bingle Bench : Hon'bie Mz, P. Sam Eﬁ&gm'ﬁ% o .}

ORAL ORGER
{14-2-2014}

{11 Heard on LA "NoD1/2014 which is an application for

condonation of delay in filing of the present criminal revision. As per
the office report, the instant criminal revision is barred by limitation

of 3 days.

{2} On dues consideration, since sufficient cause has been
explained by the applicant in not filing the criminal revision within
the limitation period, LA. No.01/2014 is sllowed and the delay in

filing of criminal appeal is hereby condoned.
{37 Also heard on the question of admission.

i4; By way oi instant criminal revision, the applicant has
challenged the order dated 8.11.2013 passed in M.J.C. No.71/2012
by Family Court, Mahasamund. .

5} By impugned order dated 8.11.2013, the Family Court has
enhanced the maintenance amount that was already being paid to
the respondent {Smt. Sushila Bzil from an smount of Re. 2000/ -
Rs.6000/ - per month,

{67 Brief fzets of the case are that the respondent {Smt. Sushila
Bail had fhsd an sapplication seeking maintecance from the

applicant (Komanlal Sahuj before the Family Court, Mahasamund,

which was registered as M.J.C. No.23/2006. The said M.J.C.
Ng,23/20006 w s allowed vide order : dated 22.6.2007 wherein if was

rdered that the present applicant shall pay an amount of




" Rs.2000/- per month to the respondent towards maintenance 31;&
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nt applicant has been paying the said smount

without default.

{7y Subseguently, the present respondent had filed an application
before the Family Court, Mahasamund, under Section 127 ({1} of

CrPC for enhancement of the maintenance amount. The said

application was registered as M.J.C. Ne.71/2012.

i2) Contention of the present respondent before the Family Court

was that when initially the order was pessed on 23.6.2007, the

prescnt applicant was getting monthly salary of Re.9000/-, wheréas

subseguent to the revision GF pay the applicant is drawing monthly

salary of more than E&Qﬁ%@ﬁ%ﬁ. Therefore, the maintenance

amount which has been ecavlier awarded to the present respondent

should be enhsnced.

9y The Family Court, Mahasamund, after due consideration of
theé contentions made by the present respondent in MJ.C
No.71/2012, vide impugﬁﬁd order dated 8.11.2013, reached to the

fit case where the maintenance amount of

conclusion that it was a
Rs.2000/ - per month which is being paid to the preseqt regponder
by the present applicant should be enhanced from Rs.2000/- to

Re2.6000/- per month.

]

{108 Tt is this order dated 8.11.2013 which has been put ¢

s

challenge by the applicant ieﬁaﬁw Sahu in the instant revision

petition. o

{11} Taking info consideration t"ﬂé total facts and circumstances of
the casc which have been considered by the Family Court
particularly the fact that in the evidence of the parties, if is an
admitted position that when the earlier order of granting
maintenance of Re.2000/- per month was passed, the salsry of the
present appiic&ﬂt was mere Rs.S000 f— per month. Subseguently,
under the revised pay structure, the present applicant is drawing a
monthly selary of more than Rs.26,00C/-, which has been prc:%ﬁé

by way of documentary evidence brought before the Family Court.
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(12} Taking infc consideration this aspect, if the Family Court has

enhanced the monthly mdintenance szllowance psyasble to the

oresent respondent frem Rs.2000/- to Rs. 6000 /-, the same cannot

be said fo be arbitrary and cant:ra_z}f te the evidence on record.

{13} In view of the above, I am of the opinion that i is not 2 case

where this Court should interfere with the finding arrived af by the

{14} Accordingly, the criminal revision being devoid of merits is

dismissed. No order a8 to costs.
P. Sam Koshy
Judge




