
 

 

THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P. KESHAVA RAO 

 

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No.2280 of 2014  

 

 

ORDER: 

 

  

Heard  the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner and  the 

respondents 2 and  3. 

 The p resent Crimina l Revision Case is filed  questioning the 

orders passed  in C.R.P.No.154 of 2012, da ted  26.6.2014 on the file of 

the Court of the XI Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge, Tena li in 

award ing a  sum of Rs. 4,000/ - to the sec ond  respondent and  

c onfirming Rs. 1000/ - per month to the 3rd  respondent towards 

ma intenanc e. 

 The fac ts in b rief a re tha t the respondents 2 and  3 filed  

M.C.No.25 of 2011, c la iming a  sum of Rs. 1000/ - to the sec ond   

respondent and  Rs. 7,000/ - to the third  respondent,  aga inst the 

petitioner on the file of the Court of   the I Add itiona l Jud ic ia l First 

Class Magistra te a t Tena li. 

 It is the c ase of the respondents 2 and  3  tha t on 14.8.2008, 

the sec ond  respondent was married  to the petitioner as per the 

Hindu Rites and  Customs.  Out of wed  loc k, they were b lessed  with 

the third  respondent.     Sinc e d isputes a rose between the sec ond 

respondent and  the petitioner, it led  to filing  of the above sa id  MC.   

When the sec ond  respondent ob jec ted  to the demand  of 

add itiona l dowry, she was bea ten ind isc rimina tely by the petitioner.  

When the sec ond  respondent was c a rrying  third  month p regnanc y, 

the petitioner  and  his family p ic ked  up  quarrel and  nec ked  out the 

sec ond  respondent from the house sinc e she fa iled  to b ring  an 
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amount of Rs. 2,00,000/ -   as  per   their   demand .  Sinc e   then   the       

sec ond  respondent is  living  with her pa rents.  At tha t stage, the 

pa rents of the sec ond  respondent and  a t the instanc e of the elders,  

the petitioner ac c ep ted  the respondents 2 and  3.  However, aga in 

he sta rted  ha rassing her for the add itiona l dowry.  Aga in he nec ked  

out the respondents 2 and  3 on 25.7.2010.   The petitioner is working 

as Princ ipa l in Bashyam Pub lic  Sc hool, Anakapa lli and   getting  Rs. 

40,000/ - per month as sa la ry.  He is a lso having  Ac rs. 2.50 c ents of 

land  a t Srirangapuram, whic h is worth about Rs. 25,00,000/ - per ac re 

and  earning an inc ome of Rs. 75,000/ - per month on the sa id  land .  

It is a lso sta ted  tha t the petitioner is having a  house whic h is worth 

Rs. 5,00,000/ -, besides he is having a  house site worth  Rs. 60,00,000/ - 

etc . The petitioner filed  the c ounter denying the materia l  

a llega tions made aga inst him in the Ma intenanc e Case and  

c ontended   inter a lia   tha t  from the beg inning the 2nd  respondent  

used  to visit her pa rents’  house frequently.   In fac t, the 2nd  

respondent  lived  with him amic ab ly only for three days.  In fac t, the 

pa rents of the sec ond  respondent abused  the petitioner sta ting  

tha t they c ommitted  mistake in marring  their daughter with the 

petitioner.  When the petitioner and   his family members questioned  

the frequent visits of the 2nd  respondent to her pa rents house, they 

were informed  tha t the sec ond  respondent was not keep ing good  

hea lth.  In fac t, the 2nd  respondent filed  a  fa lse c ase in Crime No. 99 

of 2011 of II Town P.S. Tena li.  It is a lso spec ific a lly sta ted  in the 

c ounter tha t  the 2nd  respondent is ea rning Rs. 5,000/ - by doing a  

p riva te job  and  a lso another Rs.5,000/ - by way of stitc hing  c lothes.   

The   Mag istra te, a fter tria l, passed  orders on 5.11.2012  in M.C.No.25  
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of 2011  d irec ting  the petitioner to  pay a  sum of Rs. 1,000/ -  per 

month towards ma intenanc e to the third  respondent.   However, as   

fa r as the ma intenanc e  to the sec ond  respondent is c onc erned , it 

was nega tived .  Aggrieved  by the sa id  orders, the respondents 2 

and  3 filed  Crimina l Revision Case No. 154 of 2012 on the file of the 

Court of   IV Add itiona l Distric t Judge, a t Tena li.  The lea rned  Distric t 

Judge, a fter elabora te hearing , passed  orders on 26.6.2014,  

a llowing   the Crimina l petition d irec ting  the petitioner to pay a  sum 

of Rs. 4,000/ - to the sec ond  respondent herein and  c onfirming the  

ma intenanc e of Rs. 1,000/ - to the third  respondent.  Aggrieved  by 

the sa id  orders, the p resent revision is filed  to the extent of g ranting  

of Rs.4,000/ -  towards ma intenanc e to the 2nd  respondent. 

 Learned  c ounsel appearing  for the petitioner would  c ontend  

tha t the lea rned  Add itiona l  Distric t and  Session Judge  c ommitted  

an error in granting  ma intenanc e to the 2nd  respondent, without 

there being any materia l on rec ord .  The sec ond  respondent 

miserab ly fa iled  to b ring  on rec ord  with regard  to the financ ia l 

c apac ity and  the monthly inc ome of the petitioner.  In the absenc e 

of the same, granting  of ma intenanc e is opposed  to the c anons of 

law.  The XI Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge a lso fa iled  to 

c onsider tha t the 2nd  respondent was ob ta ining  Rs. 10,000/ - by 

doing a  p riva te job  and  by stitc hing c lothes.  Therefore, he  sought 

to set aside the orders passed  by the Revisiona l Court.    

 Per c ontra , lea rned  c ounsel for the respondents 2 and  3, 

supported  the impugned  orders  and  further c ontended  tha t the 

ma intenanc e as awarded  is too meager c ompared  to the p resent 

c osts of living .   
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 Having heard  both the c ounsel and    from the perusa l of  the 

materia l on rec ord , it is revea led  tha t the petitioner is the husband  

of the sec ond  respondent  and  fa ther of the third  respondent. Due 

to d isputes, the respondents 2 and  3 a re living  separa tely from the 

petitioner.  Though the sec ond  respondent has c a tegoric a lly 

p leaded  tha t the petitioner is ea rning  a  sum of Rs. 40,000/ - per 

month and  having immovab le p roperties, as mentioned  in the 

petition, no evidenc e is b rought on rec ord  by filing  any 

doc umenta ry evidenc e.  Simila rly, though the petitioner was 

working  as the Princ ipa l in the Bashyam Pub lic  Sc hool, Anakapa lli, 

he has a lso not p roduc ed  any evidenc e in the form of sa la ry 

c ertific a te as to how muc h he was d rawing per month.  Though he 

has taken a  spec ific  c ontention tha t by virtue of  498-A c ase filed  

aga inst him, he has been removed  from the sa id  sc hool and  the 

same is a lso not substantia ted  by filing  any doc umenta ry evidenc e 

exc ep t the ora l assertion tha t he has been removed  from the sa id  

sc hool. 

 Be tha t as it may, the petitioner being the  husband  of the 2nd  

respondent and  fa ther of the third  respondent is lega lly and  mora lly 

ob liga ted  to ma inta in them.    Though the petitioner has taken a  

spec ific  p lea  tha t a t p resent he is not doing any work and  he 

c annot ma inta in the respondents 2 and  3, but as long as the 

petitioner is ha le and  hea lthy, and  he being well educ a ted  person, 

he is bound  to ma inta in respondents  2 and  3.  Tha t apart, the 

ma intenanc e as awarded  by the Revisiona l Court a t the ra te of 

4,000/ -  and  Rs. 1,000/ -  respec tively  to the sec ond  and  third   

respondents,  c ompared  with the p resent c ost of living  and  ra te of 

infla tion, this Court is of the op inion tha t the   same   is not exc essive.   
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Therefore, this Court  is of the op inion tha t there a re no merits in the 

Crimina l Revision Case and  the same is liab le to be d ismissed . 

Ac c ord ing ly, the Crimina l Revision Case is d ismissed .    

 Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing if any, sha ll stand  c losed .   

 

 

 

____________________ 

P. KESHAVA RAO,  J 

 

Date: 10/ 9/ 2018 

Slk 
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