
HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE P. KESHAVA RAO  

 

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No.408 of 2013 

 

ORDER:  

 

 Heard  the c ounsel for the petitioner and  first respondent who 

appeared  as pa rty-in-person. 

2. The p resent revision c ase is filed  aggrieved  by the orders 

da ted  21.12.2012 passed  in M.C.No.75 of 2011 on the file of the 

Court of the Judge, Family Court, Ranga  Reddy Distric t a t 

L.B.Nagar. 

 

3. The b rief fac ts of the c ase a re tha t the first respondent herein 

filed  M.C.No.75 of 2011 aga inst the petitioner c la iming a  sum of  

Rs.15000/ - per month towards ma intenanc e and  a lso a  d irec tion  to 

the petitioner to return the orig ina l c ertific a tes, gold  ornaments, in 

tota l Rs.15,00,000/ - to her.  The marriage of the petitioner was 

performed  with the first respondent on 19.02.1997 as per the rites 

and  c ustoms preva lent in their c ommunity a t Plot No.C-34, 

Greenpark Colony, Saroornagar.  It was an a rranged  marriage.  

Some time a fter the marriage, the first respondent joined  the 

c ompany of the petitioner.  During  the sa id  period , the petitioner 

used  to return home la te in the night in a  d runken c ond ition and  

used  to bea t the first respondent.  The parents of the petitioner a lso 

used  to ha rass the first respondent physic a lly and  menta lly for 

money.  On 17.01.2000 the petitioner sent the first respondent to 

Soud i Arab ia  wherea t she stayed  for a  period  of 3 to 5 years.  During 

the sa id  period , the first respondent used  to send  money to the 

petitioner by way of demand  d ra fts and  by way of hund i.  The first 
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respondent a lso sent gold  ornaments to the petitioner weighing 28 

grams of gold  c ha in, three c ha ins with d ifferent styles tota ling  140 

grams.  Sinc e the c ontrac t work of the first respondent was 

c omp leted , she c ame bac k to Ind ia  in the year 2004.  However, the 

petitioner sent the first respondent to Soud i Arab ia  onc e aga in for 

want of money for c onstruc tion of house a t Greenpark Colony, 

Saroornagar.  The first respondent obeyed  the words of the 

petitioner and  she went to Soud i Arab ia  and  stayed  up  to July, 

2009.  On 17.08.2009 the petitioner c ame bac k to Ind ia . On 

18.07.2009 the petitioner rec eived  the first respondent a t 

Shamshabad  Airport, Hyderabad  and  stayed  up  to 21.11.2009.  

From 29.09.2009 to 05.11.2009 the petitioner as well as the first 

respondent underwent trea tment a t Anu Test Tube Baby Centre a t 

Ra j Bhavan Road , Soma jiguda , Hyderabad .  On the instruc tions of 

the doc tor, they have undergone nec essary tests and  taken 

med ic ines for the sake of c hild ren by a ttend ing four sittings.  On 

19.11.2009 the petitioner informed  the first respondent tha t he has 

taken d ivorc e from the Family Court, Ranga  Reddy Distric t and  he 

c annot c ome to the house on the p remise tha t he c annot live with 

her.  Thereupon, the first respondent was shoc ked  and  c ontac ted  

her c ounsel.  On enquiry, the first respondent c ame to know tha t 

the Family Court was p leased  to pass an ex parte dec ree on 

17.07.2009 aga inst the first respondent.  The first respondent filed  set 

aside petition a long with delay c ondona tion app lic a tion.  However, 

the same was d ismissed . On 17.04.2010 the first respondent lodged  

a  c omp la int aga inst the petitioner and  his pa rents before Women 

Polic e Sta tion, Saroornagar for the offenc e under Sec tion 498-A IPC.  
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The petitioner was a rrested  on 19.04.2010 and  he was released  on 

ba il.  It is a lso the c ase of the first respondent tha t the petitioner has 

taken ear rings of the first respondent.  He was working  in A.P. 

Administra tive Tribuna l a t Hyderabad  as Senior Sec tion Offic er and  

earning more than Rs.30,000/ - per month.  The first respondent was 

in help less situa tion.  She being a  nursing  gradua te, the petitioner 

taken away a ll her c ertific a tes.  Therefore, she filed  the c ase. 

4. The first respondent filed  c ounter denying a ll the a llega tions 

exc ep t admission of the marriage with the first respondent.  The 

petitioner admitted  tha t he was working  as Typ ist in A.P. 

Administra tive Tribuna l and  the first respondent was working  as sta ff 

nurse in Yashoda  Hosp ita l, Hyderabad  a t the time of the marriage.  

Both of them lived  happ ily for a  period  of 7 to 8 months.  The 

petitioner spec ific a lly denied  tha t he hab itua ted  to d rink a lc ohol 

and  used  to c ome la te in the night and  bea ting  the first 

respondent.  The petitioner a lso sta ted  tha t p rior to the da te of the 

marriage, the first respondent was c onverted  into Christianity and  

aga in she herself c onverted  into Hinduism and  c onverted  her name 

as Laxmi.  He a lso sta ted  tha t the first respondent left him and  the 

c ountry in the month of January, 2000 p romising  to return within two 

to three years.  The petitioner wa ited  pa tiently and  a lso wrote 

severa l letters to the first respondent to return from Soud i Arab ia  and  

join the c onjuga l soc iety.  Fina lly, he sent a  notic e on 18.10.2007 

asking the first respondent to have d ivorc e by mutua l c onsent.  

Though, the first respondent rec eived  the notic e, she d id  not g ive 

any rep ly.  The petitioner a lso denied  send ing of money as well as 

gold  by the first respondent.  The petitioner even sta ted  tha t he 
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does not know tha t the first respondent c ame bac k to Ind ia  on 

17.07.2009.  Therefore, the question of petitioner aga in resid ing with 

the first respondent does not a rise.  On the c omp la int lodged  by the 

first respondent, a  c ase in Crime No.38 of 2010 for the offenc e under 

Sec tion 498-A IPC was reg istered .  Subsequently, she filed  DVC 

No.131 of 2010 before the III Metropolitan Magistra te, Nampa lly, 

Hyderabad .  On 17.07.2009 the petitioner ob ta ined  dec ree of 

d ivorc e and  resid ing  separa tely with effec t from 17.01.2000 to till the 

da te of filing  of the c ounter in the ma intenanc e c ase.  Henc e, the 

question of ha rassing the first respondent by the petitioner and  his 

family members does not a rise.  The petitioner a lso denied  tha t the 

first respondent sent RS.10 lakhs and  gold  worth Rs.5,00,000/ - to the 

petitioner.  In fac t, it is his spec ific  c ase tha t a fter the marriage both 

of them lived  together for a  period  of 7 or 8 months only and  

therea fter the first respondent sta rted  ha rassing, quarrelling  with the 

petitioner and  his family members and  thereby forc ing the 

petitioner to put up  a  separa te family in the month of August, 1998 

a t Ma lakpet, Hyderabad .  At tha t time, the first respondent was 

working as Nurse in Yashoda  Hosp ita l, Ma lakpet and  whereas the 

petitioner was working  as Typ ist in A.P. Administra tive Tribuna l, 

Hyderabad .  In fac t, the first respondent herself went to Soud i 

Arab ia  in the month of January, 2000 aga inst the wish and  will of the 

petitioner p romising  to return within two or three years.  Therefore, 

the petitioner was c onstra ined  to issue a  lega l notic e on 18.06.2007 

asking  the first respondent to ob ta in d ivorc e by mutua l c onsent.  

Though the first respondent rec eived  the notic e, she d id  not g ive 

any rep ly.  Therea fter, the petitioner filed  d ivorc e petition and  
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ob ta ined  the dec ree of d ivorc e on 19.02.2007.  Though the first 

respondent filed  a  petition to set aside the sa id  dec ree, the same 

was d ismissed .  After the d ismissa l of the app lic a tion to set aside the 

dec ree, the first respondent lodged  a  c omp la int for the offenc e 

under Sec tion 498-A IPC before Saroornagar Polic e Sta tion and  the 

same was pend ing.  The first respondent is a  qua lified  woman as she 

c omp leted  her nursing  c ourse and  worked  in Yashoda  Hosp ita l.  

Therea fter, she went to Soud i Arab ia .  The first respondent aga in 

working as Senior Nurse in Asian Gaestroenterology, Hyderabad  

and  getting  suffic ient amount as sa la ry to ma inta in herself.  Sinc e 

the marriage between them was a lready d issolved , the first 

respondent is not entitled  for any relief.   

   

5. During  the pendenc y of the revision c ase, the petitioner filed  

an app lic a tion in I.A.No.1 of 2019 under Sec tion 311 Cr.P.C. to 

rec eive the doc uments filed  a long with the app lic a tion as 

add itiona l evidenc e in the revision c ase.  However, the first 

respondent who is appearing  as pa rty-in-person submitted  tha t she 

is not interested  to file c ounter-a ffidavit in the sa id  app lic a tion.  

Therefore, a fter hearing  the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner, and  

in the light of the averments made in the a ffidavit filed  in support of 

the app lic a tion, I.A.No.1 of 2019 was ordered  on 26.11.2019.  Along  

with the app lic a tion, the petitioner filed  the sa la ry pa rtic ula rs and  

da te of joining  of the first respondent in Asian Institute of 

Gaestroenterology Pvt.Limited , Soma jiguda , Hyderabad  da ted  

27.06.2017 ob ta ined  under Right to Information Ac t, 2005.  From the 

perusa l of the sa id  c ertific a te, it is evident tha t the first respondent is 
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rec eiving  net sa la ry of Rs.14,148/ - per month.  The petitioner a lso 

filed  a  c ertified  c opy of the order passed  in DVC No.131 of 2010 

filed  by the first respondent aga inst the petitioner and  his family 

members under Sec tion 12 of Protec tion of Women from Domestic  

Violenc e Ac t, 2005 seeking an order of p rotec tion as well as grant 

of moneta ry reliefs under Sec tions 18, 20 to 22 of the sa id  Ac t.  A 

perusa l of the sa id  order, would  revea l tha t DVC No.131 of 2010 was 

a llowed  in pa rt restra ining  the petitioner herein and  his family 

members from c ommitting  any type of domestic  violenc e aga inst 

the first respondent and  the petitioner was d irec ted  to pay an 

amount of Rs.8,000/ - per month to the first respondent towards 

ma intenanc e and  a lterna tive ac c ommodation c harges whic h sha ll 

be pa id  on or before 5th day of every c a lendar month from the 

da te of the order.  The petitioner was a lso d irec ted  to pay a  sum of 

Rs.1,00,000/ - towards c ompensa tion to the first respondent in three 

insta lments within three months from the da te of the order.  

Aggrieved  by the sa id  orders, the petitioner herein p referred  an 

appea l vide DVC Appea l No.1309 of 2017 before the IV Add itiona l 

Metropolitan Sessions Judge, Hyderabad .  However, the sa id  

appea l was d ismissed  by judgment da ted  26.09.2018, c onfirming 

the orders passed  in DVC No.131 of 2010 da ted  31.10.2017. 

6. The first respondent to p rove her c ase, examined  herself as 

PW-1 and  marked  Exs:P-1 to P-6.  The petitioner examined  himself as 

RW-1 and  marked  the c ertified  c opy of the order and  dec ree in 

I.A.No.2924 of 2009 in O.P.No. 1280 of 2008 on the file of the Judge, 

Family Court, Ranga  Reddy Distric t a t L.B. Nagar as Ex.R-1.  The 

lea rned  Family Judge a fter apprec ia ting  the p lead ings and  
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evidenc e on rec ord , a llowed  the c ase in pa rt on 21.12.2012 

granting  a  sum of Rs.3,000/ - per month towards ma intenanc e from 

the da te of the order.  It is a lso mentioned  in the order tha t sinc e 

the first respondent fa iled  to p rove tha t her educ a tiona l c ertific a tes 

and  an amount of Rs.15 lakhs in c ash and  gold  was with the 

petitioner, the c ourt below ordered  tha t the first respondent is not 

entitled  for return of the same.  Aggrieved  by the sa id  orders, the 

petitioner filed  the p resent revision c ase. 

7. Learned  c ounsel appearing  for the petitioner submitted  tha t 

the order passed  by the Court below is c ontra ry to the evidenc e on 

rec ord  and  p robab ilities of the c ase.  Sinc e the first respondent was 

working as nurse in Asian Institute of Gaestroenterology, 

Soma jiguda , Hyderabad  and  a lso worked  in Gulf c ountry for severa l 

years, she is not entitled  for any ma intenanc e and  the impugned 

order is liab le to be set aside.  He a lso submitted  tha t the petitioner 

ob ta ined  dec ree of d ivorc e on 17.07.2009 on the ground  of 

desertion.  Therefore, the first respondent is not entitled  for 

ma intenanc e.  Lea rned  c ounsel a lso spec ific a lly emphasized  tha t 

there is no p lead ing in the ma intenanc e petition tha t the first 

respondent is unab le to ma inta in herself and  as suc h, the lea rned  

Family Judge c ommitted  an error in g ranting  ma intenanc e.  The 

petition for ma intenanc e under Sec tion 125 Cr.P.C. was filed  by the 

first respondent only to ha rass the petitioner, though she was 

a lready emp loyed  as nurse and  having suffic ient ea rnings to 

ma inta in herself.  Learned  c ounsel a lso submitted  tha t the first 

respondent filed  DVC No.131 of 2010 aga inst the petitioner and  

ob ta ined  orders d irec ting  the petitioner to pay a  sum of Rs.8,000/ - 
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per month towards ma intenanc e and  a lterna tive ac c ommodation 

c harges.  Therefore, she is not entitled  for further ea rnings in the 

p resent c ase. 

8. The first respondent who is appearing as party-in-person, 

supported  the orders passed  by the c ourt below.  She a lso 

submitted  tha t she is lead ing  a  destitute life sinc e the amount 

awarded  towards ma intenanc e is ha rd ly suffic ient to ma inta in 

herself.  She a lso submitted  tha t the c ertified  c opy filed  by the 

revision petitioner, c annot be relied  on sinc e no opportunity has 

been g iven to her to verify the genuineness of the doc uments.  The 

petitioner has taken away her orig ina l c ertific a tes and  a lso rec eived  

an amount of Rs.15 lakhs in the form of c ash by way of demand  

d ra fts and  hund i, gold  ornaments in a ll weighing 140 grams apart 

from another pa ir of ea r rings.  Sinc e the petitioner is working as 

Senior Sec tion Offic er in the A.P. Administra tive Tribuna l, Hyderabad , 

he is ea rning more than Rs.30,000/ - per month, the petitioner is liab le 

to ma inta in her in the same standard  of living  in whic h the petitioner 

is lead ing his life.  It is relevant here to mention tha t in the 

letter/ rep resenta tion da ted  30.09.2019 addressed  to the 

Honourab le Chief Justic e of this Court, she enc losed  a  xerox c opy 

of the sa la ry c ertific a te of the petitioner.  A perusa l of the sa id  

c ertific a te, would  revea l tha t the petitioner’ s gross sa la ry is a t 

Rs.84,689/ - and  a fter deduc tions, he is d rawing a  net sa la ry of 

Rs.60,334/ -.  Therefore, she is entitled  for ma intenanc e as c la imed  in 

the c ourt below. 

9. Having heard  both the pa rties and  from a  perusa l of the 

materia l on rec ord , the points tha t a rise for c onsidera tion a re: 
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1. Whether the first respondent deserted the petitioner and went to Soudi 

Arabia on her own ac cord or at the will of the petitioner? 

2. Whether the first respondent is entitled for maintenanc e? 

 

10. It is the c ase of the first respondent tha t she married  the 

petitioner on 19.02.1997 a t Greenpark Colony, Saroornagar.  

Subsequent to the marriage, the first respondent joined  the 

c ompany of the petitioner.  During  the sa id  period , the petitioner 

used  to return home la te in the night in a  d runken c ond ition and  

used  to bea t the first respondent without any reason.  The in-laws of 

the first respondent and  the petitioner a lso used  to ha rass the first 

respondent physic a lly and  menta lly for money.  The petitioner sent 

the first respondent to Soud i Arab ia . Ac c ord ing to the first 

respondent, she was sent to Soud i Arab ia  by the petitioner for want 

of money and  a lso for c onstruc tion of house a t Greenpark Colony 

a t Saroornagar.  However, the petitioner has taken a  spec ific  p lea  

tha t the first respondent was greedy for money and  therefore she 

herself on her own will and  wish went to Soud i Arab ia .  If the 

petitioner’s version tha t the first respondent herself deserted  him 

and  went to Soud i Arab ia , the question of send ing money by way 

of demand  d ra fts and  by way of hund i, may not a rise.  After the 

c ontrac t period  was over, the first respondent returned  to Ind ia  in 

the year 2004.  However, the first respondent was sent to Soud i 

Arab ia  by the petitioner for want of money for c onstruc tion of 

house, as sta ted  supra .  The first respondent agreed  and  she went 

to Soud i Arab ia  and  stayed  there up  to July, 2009.  But, the first 

respondent has taken a  spec ific  p lea  tha t she was sent to Soud i 

Arab ia  by the petitioner to sec ure money for c onstruc tion of house 
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a t Greenpark Colony, Saroornagar, Hyderabad .  If the petitioner’ s 

version tha t the first respondent deserted  him a t her own ac c ord  

and  went to Soud i Arab ia  sinc e she was greedy for money, is to be 

c onsidered , the question of send ing the money to the petitioner in 

the form of demand  d ra fts, may not a rise.  However, Ex:P-1 is 

demand  d ra fts five in number sent to the petitioner belies his 

c ontention tha t the first respondent left his c onjuga l soc iety.  The first 

respondent a lso sent gold  ornaments weighing  about 140 grams to 

the petitioner.  In fac t, on 18.07.2009 the petitioner rec eived  the first 

respondent a t Shamshabad Airport, Hyderabad .  Therea fter, they 

set up  a  family in a  rented  house in Fla t No.55, Poornodaya  Colony, 

Sa idabad , Hyderabad  and  during  whic h period , they underwent 

trea tment a t Anu Test Tube Baby Centre a t Ra jbhavan Road , 

Soma jiguda , Hyderabad .  On the advise of doc tor, they underwent 

nec essary tests up  to four sittings and  taken med ic ines for the sake 

of c hild ren.  On 10.04.2010 the first respondent lodged  a  polic e 

c ompla int aga inst the petitioner and  his pa rents and  she filed  

domestic  vio lenc e c ase aga inst the petitioner and  his pa rents.  It is 

a lso the c ase of the first respondent tha t she sent about Rs.15 lakhs 

for c onstruc tion of a  house in Greenpark Colony, Saroornagar.  If 

the first respondent left the c ompany of the petitioner on her own 

ac c ord , the question of send ing money through Ex.P-1 (demand 

d ra fts five in number) may not a rise.  Therefore, it c an be sa fely 

c onstrued  tha t the c ontention of the petitioner tha t the first 

respondent deserted  him for want of money is not susta inab le.  

Even Exs:P-2 to P-6 a lso belie the c ontention of the petitioner tha t 

the first respondent left his c ompany volunta rily.  The c ontention 
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ra ised  by the petitioner is tha t there is no p roof to show tha t the first 

respondent sent money and  the petitioner rec eived  the sa id  

amount.  Further, if the c ontention of the petitioner tha t the first 

respondent volunta rily left his c ompany in the year 2000 itself and  

sinc e then they a re living  separa tely, the question of petitioner and  

the first respondent undergoing trea tment a t Anu Test Tube Baby 

Centre for c hild ren, does not a rise.  In fac t, Exs:P-2 to P-6 med ic a l 

reports c lea rly estab lish tha t even-a fter return from Soud i Arab ia  to 

Ind ia , they lived  together and  undergone va rious tests to p roc ure 

c hild ren.  Exs:P-2 to P-6 support  the c ontention of the first 

respondent.  Further, the c ontention of the petitioner tha t by virtue 

of the ex parte dec ree ob ta ined  aga inst the first respondent on the 

ground  of desertion will not help  the petitioner to say tha t the first 

respondent is not entitled  for ma intenanc e.  Thus, on both grounds, 

the petitioner miserab ly fa iled  to p rove tha t the first respondent left 

his c onjuga l soc iety volunta rily. 

11. The other point tha t c rops up  for c onsidera tion is whether the 

first respondent is entitled  for ma intenanc e.  The first respondent 

spec ific a lly c ontended  tha t the petitioner has taken away a ll her 

c ertific a tes and  she is not ab le to sec ure any job  and  she is lead ing 

a  destitute life, is belied  by the c ertific a te ob ta ined  under Right to 

Information Ac t p roduc ed  by him from the Asian Institute of 

Gastroenterology, Soma jiguda , Hyderabad .  The sa id  c ertific a te 

amp ly p rove tha t the first respondent is getting  a  net sa la ry of 

Rs.14,148/ - per month.  The sa id  c ertific a te a lso p rove tha t the first 

respondent is still working  as sta ff nurse in the hosp ita l.  When the first 

respondent is working  as nurse in a  hosp ita l and  ea rning  Rs.14,148/ -, 
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she is not entitled  for any ma intenanc e as c ontended  by the 

petitioner.   

12. After apprec ia ting  the p lead ings and  a lso evidenc e on 

rec ord , it is c ulled  out tha t the petitioner is d rawing gross sa la ry of 

Rs.84,689/ - per month.  In fac t, a  d ivorc ed  wife is a lso entitled  for 

ma intenanc e.  Even a  working  wife is a lso entitled  for ma intenanc e 

sinc e she is expec ted  to lead  life in the same standard  of life in 

whic h her husband  is living .   

13. In fac t, if the monthly ma intenanc e of the petitioner and  the 

first respondent a re c ompared , the first respondent, is entitled  to 

c la im ma intenanc e from the petitioner sinc e the d ifferenc e of 

inc ome, is huge.  Further, sinc e the first respondent is working  as sta ff 

nurse in Asian Institute of Gastroenterology Pvt.Ltd . Soma jiguda , 

Hyderabad  as an effort to lead  a  d ignified  life for herself, a fter she 

separa ted  from the petitioner, it c annot be sa id  tha t the first 

respondent is not entitled  for any ma intenanc e.  Merely bec ause 

the first respondent is working as sta ff nurse, her emp loyment should  

not deprive the first respondent to c la im ma intenanc e from the 

petitioner.  

14. It is to be noted  here tha t it is not tha t only a  woman who is 

on verge of sta rva tion and  destitution, is entitled  to interim 

ma intenanc e, the amount of ma intenanc e should  be suc h tha t the 

wife is unab le to live in ‘ reasonab le c omfort’  c onsidering  her sta tus 

and  life style, she had  been enjoying  while living  with her husband .  

Though, the onus to p rove husband ’s financ ia l sta tus is on the wife 

but it bec omes d iffic ult for estranged  wife to furnish p roof, 
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espec ia lly in informa l ec onomy and  a  lot of women do not know 

anything  about their husband ’s inc ome or p roperty bec ause it is 

c onsidered  in bad  form and  in sa id  c irc umstanc es, it boils down to 

wha t the husband  himself d isc loses his inc ome to be an deprives 

the women to his lawful right to get ma intenanc e c ommensura ting  

to the standard  and  sta tus of living  enjoyed  by her husband .  The 

b ias tha t woman should  be happy with wha tever she gets, ra ther 

than wha t is her right, still c ontinues to p lague our soc iety.  

15. In fac t, in NAYANIKA THAKUR MEHTA v. MOHIT MEHTA1 the 

Delhi High Court observed  as under: 

“ Even an earning wife is entitled  to c la im ma intenanc e from her husband  

if the d ifferenc e of inc ome is huge.  In the instant c ase, the appellant 

sta rted  working as Assistant Professor in Amity University only as an effort to 

ensure a  d ignified  life for her self and  for her minor c hild , a fter she was 

forc ed  to leave the matrimonia l home.  In suc h a  situa tion, when the wife 

instead  of just depend ing on the money of others, tries to sec ure some 

emp loyment and  ea rn, her employment should  not deprive her to c la im 

ma intenanc e from her husband , whose inc ome is manifold  higher than 

the inc ome of his wife.”  

16. The Court should  a lso take into c onsidera tion the sta tus of the 

parties and  the financ ia l sta tus of the spouse to pay ma intenanc e 

and  in the c ase on hand , there is lot of d isparity in the ea rnings of 

the petitioner as well as the first respondent as sta ted  supra .  

Therefore, it c annot be sa id  tha t the first respondent is not entitled  

for ma intenanc e on the ground  tha t she is working  as a  sta ff nurse 

in the hosp ita l.  

17. In MANISH JAIN v. AKANKSHA JAIN2 the Apex Court held  as 

under: 
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“ The Court must take into c onsidera tion the sta tus of the parties and  the 

c apac ity of the spouse to pay ma intenanc e and  whether the app lic ant 

has any independent inc ome suffic ient for her or his support. 

Ma intenanc e is a lways dependent upon fac tua l situa tion; the Court 

should , therefore, mould  the c la im for ma intenanc e determining  the 

quantum based  on va rious fac tors b rought before the Court.”  

18. The petitioner is a lso duty bound  to ma inta in the first 

respondent as per his sta tus. The monthly ma intenanc e of the first 

respondent when c ompared  with the petitioner, is meagre and  with 

tha t amount, the first respondent will not be ab le to lead  a  life with 

a ll the c omforts as she had  been enjoying while living  with the 

petitioner.   

19. In these c irc umstanc es, this Court is of the op inion tha t there is 

no irregula rity or illega lity in the orders passed  by the c ourt below in 

award ing  a  sum of Rs.3,000/ - per month towards ma intenanc e to 

the first respondent.  Thus, there a re no merits in the revision and  the 

same is liab le to be d ismissed .   

20. Ac c ord ing ly, the c rimina l revision c ase is d ismissed .   

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

 

  ___________________        

                                                                                     P. KESHAVA RAO, J  

 

Da te:02.01.2020. 

CCM 

 

                                                                                                         
2 AIR 2017 SC 1640 
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