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JUDGMENT:-  
  
 This Criminal Revision Case is arising out  of the order 

dated 09.07.2018 in Crl.M.P.No. 849 of 2018 in D.V.C.No. 131 

of 2017 passed by IV Met ropolitan Magist rate (M.V.Act ), 

Hyderabad. 

 Crl.M.P. was f iled by the 1st respondent  under Sect ion 23 

of P.W.D.V. Act  for a direct ion to the pet it ioners to pay 

Rs.15,000/ - p.m. towards interim maintenance pending 

disposal of the main D.V.C.  The t rial Court ,  on considerat ion 

of the material,  has directed the pet it ioners to pay interim 

maintenance of Rs.5000/ - p.m. to the 1st respondent  on or 

before 10th of every succeeding month.  Being aggrieved by 

the same, the pet it ioners f iled the present  Revision Case. 

 As against  the orders passed in Crl.M.P.No. 849 of 2018, 

the lower appellate Court  has confirmed the orders passed by 

the t rial Court . 

 Heard the learned counsel for the pet it ioners and 

perused the material on record. 

 The learned counsel for the pet it ioners submits that  the 

t rial Court  has not  considered the evidence on record properly 

and though no documentary proof is placed before the t rial 

Court  interim maintenance was granted.  It  is further 
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submit ted that  the t rial Court  may be directed to dispose of 

the main D.V.C. expedit iously. 

 Heard the submissions made by the learned counsel for 

the pet it ioners. 

 Both the Courts have held that  the 1st respondent  is 

ent it led to interim maintenance of Rs.5,000/ - p.m. 

 The learned counsel for the pet it ioners contended that  

no evidence was placed before the Courts below for grant  of 

interim maintenance of Rs.5,000/ - to the 1st respondent . 

 The grant  of interim maintenance by the t rial Court  is 

only based on the pleadings of  part ies, and it  is only 

interlocutory order in nature; it  does not  effect  the merits of 

the case.  It  would be appropriate if  the t rial Court  disposes of 

D.V.C. it self  within a period of three months from the date of  

receipt  of a copy of this order. 

 With the above observat ions, the Criminal Revision Case 

is disposed of.  No order as to costs. 

  As a sequel, Miscellaneous Pet it ions, if  any pending, 

shall stand disposed of as infructuous.  
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