233}

‘ 033ﬁd$£ZE§Z;51wé662

APPLICANT: Abdul Salim, son of Abdul Rauj
aged about 32 years, working as
Driver, Chirimiri Open Cast
Colliery, resident of Chirimkri
Colliery, P.S. Chirimiri,

.+ presently residing C/0 Zahin

‘i’ \go‘x /5dﬁﬁﬂv e Hussain, pay load operator,

U@ xe  resident of Pondi colliery,
P G P.O. Pondi colliery, Tah:Manendragarh,
\/ﬁ“ﬁ-*ﬁwﬁ Dist: Korea (Chhattisgarh).
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NON-APPLICANT: Abdul Ranf, son of Abdul Rajak,

aged about 66 years, retired
colllery employee, resident of
&odripara, Kurasia colliery,

P.S. Chirimiri, Tah: Manendragarh,
Dist: Korea (Chhattisgarh).
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| dated 13.03.2002 passed by the

1 maintain him.

2171172002: - |
Heard Shri R.P. Gandharva, le

hrned counsel for the applicant.

The applicant has in this revision petition challenged the order

learned Additional Sessions Judge,

Manindragarh, in Criminal Revision No.121/ 2001, arising out 6f the order

dated 26.05.2001 passed by

| Manindragarh, in M.Cr.C.No.11/2000,

the learned Judicial Mcigis?r-a"re,

_The responden'r herein filed q petition under Section 125 of Cr.P.C.

élaiming maintenance of Rs.4,000/-

application. . Thereafter, the

per month from the applicant. The

| learned Magistrate by his order dated 26.05.2001 rejected his

respondent filed Criminal Revision

No.121/2001 before the Additionali Sessions Judge, Manindragarh. The

learned Sessions Judge allowed ﬂre revision petition and directed the

| applicant to pay Rs.1,000/- per m_on‘éh as maintenance to the respondent.

The respondent was working in S.E.CL. He was declared medically

respondent and the allegation is

unfit. The applicant was given compassionate appointment in place of the

that the applicant has neglected to
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rejected.

- Having regard to the facts and circumstances of the case and the

fact that the applicam‘ is working in S.E.CL. and earning sufficient
income, fhé _impu'gnedi order' passed by the learned Sessions Judge,
directing the applicant to pay Rs.},000/- per month as maintenance to
the respondent is just and pfoper. In the circumstances, I am of the

opinion ‘that this revision petition| is liable to be rejected and it is

Sd/-
Chief Justice




