
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P. KESHAVA RAO  

 

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No.984 of 2018 

 

ORDER:  

 

 Heard  the lea rned  c ounsel appearing  for the petitioner.  

 Though notic e is served  on the sec ond  respondent, she has 

not c hosen to appear either in person or engag ing any c ounsel.  

The servic e of notic e has been filed  by way of p roof of servic e vide 

USR NO.28979 of 2018, da ted  04.06.2018. 

 The p resent revision c ase is filed  aga inst the orders da ted  

27.12.2017 passed  in Crl.R.P.No.18 of 2017 on the file of the Court of 

the VI Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge, a t Sidd ipet, Medak 

Distric t, mod ifying  the orders da ted  29.12.2016 in M.C.No.31 of 2012 

on the file of the Add itiona l Jud ic ia l First Class Magistra te, Sidd ipet 

by award ing ma intenanc e @ Rs.4,000/ - per month and  Rs.3,000/ - 

per month to the petitioners 1 and  2 respec tively from the da te of 

filing  of the ma intenanc e c ase i.e. from July, 2012. 

 The fac ts of the c ase a re tha t respondents 2 and  3 herein 

filed  ma intenanc e c ase vide M.C.No.31 of 2012 aga inst the 

petitioner herein c la iming a  sum of Rs.10,000/ -, on the file of the 

Add itiona l Jud ic ia l First Class Magistra te, Sidd ipet, Medak Distric t.  It 

is the c ase of the sec ond  respondent tha t her marriage with the 

petitioner was performed  on 9.11.2000 a t Sidd ipet as per Hindu rites 

and  c ustoms.  At the time of marriage, her pa rents have g iven a  

dowry of Rs.1,10,000/ - to the petitioner a long with other ac c essories.  

From the da te of marriage, the behaviour of the petitioner was 

adamant and  two months therea fter, he sta rted  harassing the 

sec ond  respondent to get add itiona l dowry on the ground  tha t she 
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gave b irth to a  hand ic apped  son.  The petitioner neither 

ma inta ined  family nor looked  a fter the welfa re of the respondents 2 

and  3.  In sp ite of severa l panc haya ts held  by the elders of the 

c ommunity, there was no c hange in the a ttitude of the petitioner.  

The petitioner nec ked  out the respondents 2 and  3 from his house 

and  when the respondent No.2 was with her pa rents, he filed  

O.P.No.25 of 2007 for restitution of c onjuga l rights. It is c urious to 

note tha t a t the intervention of elders, the petitioner a llowed  the 

respondents 2 and  3 to live with him, and  during  the sa id  period , the 

above sa id  O.P. was a llowed .  Therea fter, the petitioner and  his 

pa rents ind isc rimina tely bea t the sec ond  respondent and  nec ked  

out both the respondents from the house threa tening not to c ome 

aga in to his soc iety, otherwise, he will marry another lady.  Though 

the petitioner filed  a  petition for d ivorc e vide O.P.No.92 of 2009, the 

same was d ismissed .  In those c irc umstanc es, she filed  the 

ma intenanc e c ase.  The petitioner herein filed  a  c ounter admitting  

the marriage and  rela tionship  with the respondents 2 and  3 but 

denied  a ll the a llega tions made aga inst him with regard  to 

ha rassing the sec ond  respondent for add itiona l dowry etc .  The tria l 

Court, a fter elabora te enquiry, a llowed  the ma intenanc e c ase on 

29.12.2016 granting ma intenanc e of Rs.2,500/ - per month to the 

sec ond  respondent and  Rs.1500/ - per month to the third  

respondent.  Aggrieved  by the sa id  orders, the respondents 2 and  3 

filed  Crl.R.P.No.18 of 2017 on the file of the Court of VI Add itiona l 

Distric t Judge, a t Sidd ipet.  After hearing , the sa id  c rimina l revision 

petition was a llowed  mod ifying  the orders da ted  29.12.2016 by 

award ing ma intenanc e of Rs.4,000/ - per month to the sec ond  
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respondent and  Rs.3,000/ - per month to the 3rd  respondent from the 

da te of filing  of the ma intenanc e c ase i.e. from July, 2012 by orders 

da ted  27.12.2017.  Aggrieved  by the same, the p resent c rimina l 

revision c ase is filed .   

 Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner would  c ontend  tha t the 

lower appella te Court fa iled  to apprec ia te and  c onsider the 

financ ia l c apab ility of the petitioner to pay the awarded  amounts 

to the respondents 2 and  3 apart from ma inta ining  his old -aged  

parents and  physic a lly c ha llenged  son. The lower appella te Court 

ought not to have enhanc ed  the monthly ma intenanc e sinc e it is 

not the c ase of the respondent No.2 tha t she is unab le to do any 

work or in sp ite of doing any work, she is not in a  position to ma inta in 

the family.  He a lso c ontended  tha t both the Courts below fa iled  to 

apprec ia te the evidenc e of RW-4 in a  p roper perspec tive as fa r as 

working of the sec ond  respondent as teac her in Sri Jasmine Eng lish 

Med ium Priva te Sc hool. 

 Having heard  the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner and  a fter 

perusing the materia l on rec ord , the und isputed  fac ts a re tha t the 

sec ond  respondent is the lega lly wedded  wife of the petitioner.  

Out of wed loc k, they were b lessed  with a  son and  daughter.  At the 

time of marriage, the fa ther of the sec ond  respondent gave 

Rs.1,10,000/ - in c ash towards dowry apart from other household  

a rtic les.  However, a fter the marriage, the petitioner was harassing 

the sec ond  respondent for add itiona l dowry of Rs.50,000/ -.  In sp ite 

of the fac t tha t the sec ond  respondent is living  with him, he filed  

petition for restitution of c onjuga l rights and  a fter the petition was 

a llowed , they nec ked  out the sec ond  respondent from his c onjuga l 
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soc iety.  Therea fter, he filed  another petition in O.P.No.92 of 2009 for 

d ivorc e aga inst the sec ond  respondent whic h ended  in d ismissa l.  

The c ase of the sec ond  respondent is tha t the petitioner 

intentiona lly, neg lec ted  them and  he has not taken any c a re for 

their welfa re.  The petitioner is working as Zoology Lec turer in 

Degree College and  is ea rning Rs.20,000/ - per month and  having 

va luab le land  of 13 ac res in whic h he is ra ising  paddy and  

vegetab les and  ea rning  Rs.2 lakhs per annum.  Though the 

petitioner filed  c ounter-a ffidavit admitting  the marriage and  the 

rela tionship  with the respondents 2 and  3, denied  the other aspec ts 

rela ting  to the harassment and  the financ ia l aspec t.  He spec ific a lly 

p leaded  tha t he does not have any means to pay the sa id  amount 

to the respondents 2 and  3. 

 The sec ond  respondent to p rove her c ase examined  herself 

as PW-1 besides examining her materna l unc le as  

PW-2.  She marked  Exs:P-1 and  P-2 on her beha lf.  The petitioner 

examined  himself as RW-1 and  RWs.2 to 4 on his beha lf.  Ex.P-12 

ind ic a tes tha t the petitioner is getting  monthly sa la ry of Rs.20,700/ -.  

The sec ond  respondent denied  in the c ross examina tion tha t the 

mother of the petitioner is suffering  from old -aged  a ilments and  a lso 

denied  tha t their hand ic apped  son requires Rs.10,000/ - per month 

towards med ic a l trea tment.  Though suc h suggestions a re g iven, 

the petitioner fa iled  to adduc e any evidenc e in tha t regard .  PW-2 

is the materna l unc le of the sec ond  respondent and  he supported  

the version of the sec ond  respondent and  he deposed  tha t the 

mother of the petitioner is living  with her other sons and  in fac t, the 

petitioner never lookeda fter his mother.  In the c ross examina tion, 
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RW-1 has deposed  tha t he does not own any landed  p roperty in 

Chand lapur village and  does not know the extent of agric ultura l 

land  owned  by his fa ther.  This fac t appears to be improbab le sinc e 

the petitioner who is working as zoology lec turer c annot be 

expec ted  to be ignorant of the land  possessed  by his fa ther in the 

village.  On the basis of the a foresa id  evidenc e, the tria l Court 

awarded  ma intenanc e @ Rs.2500/ - per month and  Rs.1500/ - per 

month to the respondents 2 and  3 respec tively.  In revision, the 

lea rned  VI Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge, taking  into 

c onsidera tion Ex.P-2 wherein the petitioner was getting  Rs.20,700/ - 

per month towards sa la ry and  when the lower appella te Court 

questioned  the petitioner as to any c hange in his sa la ry, he 

answered  in the nega tive and  a lso tha t the petitioner is resid ing  in 

his own house and  sinc e RW-2 admitted  tha t the petitioner got 

agric ultura l land  and  mango garden and  c onsidering  the 

responsib ilities of the petitioner, enhanc ed  the ma intenanc e to 

Rs.4,000/ - per month and  Rs.3,000/ - per month respec tively from the 

da te of filing  of the ma intenanc e c ase.   

 As fa r as mod ific a tion of the orders of the tria l Court from the 

da te of filing  of the ma intenanc e c ase is c onc erned , the revisiona l 

Court, found  tha t no reason has been assigned  by the tria l Court for 

not g ranting  ma intenanc e from 2012 to 2016 i.e. for more than four 

years.  Sinc e the sa id  period  is long , the respondents 2 and  3 c annot 

be deprived  of the ma intenance.  Therefore, the order was 

mod ified  by granting  ma intenanc e from the da te of filing  of the 

ma intenanc e c ase i.e. July, 2012 onwards.   
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 A c a reful sc rutiny of the orders of the revisiona l Court, would  

ind ic a te tha t it will not suffer from any irregula rity or illega lity.  

Further, in the p resent days, when the c ost of living  is very high, and  

looking  a t the infla tion ra te, this Court is of the op inion tha t the 

respondents 2 and  3 c annot be expec ted  to lead  the same life as 

tha t of the petitioner @ Rs.2500/ - and  Rs.1500/ - per month.  

However, the payment of enhanc ed  ra te of ma intenanc e from the 

da te of filing  of the ma intenanc e c ase i.e. with effec t from July, 

2012 @ Rs.4,000/ - and  Rs.3,000/ - per month is c onc erned , it would  

c ause hardship  for the petitioner to pay the a rrea rs.  In these 

c irc umstanc es, this Court is inc lined  to mod ify the orders passed  by 

the lea rned  VI Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge, Sidd ipet in 

Crl.R.P.No.18 of 2017 to the extent of payment of ma intenanc e a t 

the enhanc ed  ra tes from the da te of order in Crkl.R.P.No.18 of 2017 

i.e. with effec t from 27.12.2017.  Ac c ord ing ly, the petitioner is 

d irec ted  to pay the ma intenanc e as awarded  by the revisiona l 

Court from the da te of orders passed  in the c rimina l revision petition 

and  c ontinue to pay the same. 

 With the a foresa id  observa tions, the c rimina l revision c ase is 

d isposed  of.   

 Misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll a lso stand  d ismissed . 

 

___________________ 

  P. KESHAVA RAO, J  

 

Da te:26.06.2018. 

CCM 
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HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE P. KESHAVA RAO 
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