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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
CRIMINAL REVISION No.839 of 2018

Arising Out of PS. Case No.- Year-1111 Thana- District-

Abhay Anand Son of Sri Vinay Kumar Pandit, resident of Village- 249 Old
Bhatti Gali Bihari Mill/ Anaithi P.S. Ara Nawada, District- Bhojpur.

...... Petitioner/s
Versus
Ranju Devi Wife of Abhay Anand, Daughter of Ram Bahadur Pandit, resident
of Village- Kakra, P.S. Jagdishpur, District- Bhojpur.

...... Respondent/s
Appearance :
For the Petitioner/s : Mr.Parmatma Singh, Advocate
For the Opposite Party : Mr.Ajay Kumar Singh, Advocate
For the State : Ms.Asha Kumari, APP

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE BIBEK CHAUDHURI
ORAL ORDER

In the instant revision, quantum of maintenance
passed in Maintenance Case No. 20 of 2013 on 17" of May,
2018, by the Principal Judge, Family, Court at Bhojpur is under
challenge on the ground that the petitioner has no financial
capacity to maintain his wife and minor child.

2. It is the case of the Opposite Party No. 2/wife that
the petitioner has a shop and he earns Rs. 9,000/- per month.
The petitioner, on the other hand, pleaded that he has no shop
and there is of course a shop in the name of his father. He does
not have any regular income.

3. On the basis of the said pleading, both the parties
led evidence before the Trial Court. The learned Trial Judge on

appreciation of evidence made the following findings:-
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4. The learned Trial Judge also found that unless the

petitioner has no sufficient means to maintain his wife, he had
not married another lady for the second time. Second marriage
of the petitioner is admitted fact.

5. In view of such circumstances, accepting the
evidence of the petitioner on the principle of preponderance of
probability, I do not find any reason to interfere over the

impugned order.

6. Accordingly, the impugned order is affirmed and

the revisional application is dismissed.

(Bibek Chaudhuri, J)
uttam/-




