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IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH
AT INDORE

BEFORE
HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE GAJENDRA SINGH
ON THE 22" OF MAY, 2026

CRIMINAL REVISION No. 3517 of 2019

SMT. CHANDA BAI @ CHANDARBAI AND OTHERS
Versus
MAYARAM AND OTHERS

Appearance:
Shri Mohit Matta — Advocate for the petitioners (through video

conferencing).

Reserved on 08.04.2026
Pronouncedon : 22.05.2026

ORDER

This criminal revision, filed under Section 397/401 of the
Cr.P.C., 1973 is preferred being aggrieved by the order dated
30.05.2019 in CRA No.378/2018 by Additional Sessions Judge,
Tarana, Ujjain arising out of order dated 18.06.2018 in RCT
No0.20/2018 by JMFC, Tarana, Ujjain, whereby, relief sought under
Section 20 and 22 of Protection of Woman from Domestic Violence
Act 2005 has been partly allowed.

2. The facts of the case in brief are that the revision petitioner
No.l Chandabai was married to Mayaram as per Hindu Rituals and
customs and revision petitioner No.2 Manisha was born out of the
said wedlock and after the birth of girl child, revision petitioner No.1
was subjected to domestic violence. Respondent No.l Mayaram
performed second marriage with Sushila (respondent No.2) and all the

family members were involved in arranging the second marriage of
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respondent No.l with respondent No.2. Petitioner No.l preferred an
application for maintenance under section 125 of the Cr.P.C., before
JMFC, Tarana, Ujjain. In these proceedings, a family settlement was
arrived at and for maintenance she was given land bearing Survey
No0.339/2, area 0.10 hectare, land Survey No0.380/2 area 0.25 hectare,
land Survey No.564/2 area 0.40 hectare situated at village Banjari and
agricultural land bearing Survey No.14/1 area 0.50 hectare situated at
village Limboda was settled in favor of Chandabai and the settlement
was affirmed in the Court of JMFC, Tarana vide order dated
07.07.2011. When order dated 07.07.2011 was not complied with,
revision petitioner No.1 preferred an application for mutation but
revenue authorities rejected the prayer vide order dated 24.12.2011 in
Revenue Case No0.43/A,27/10-11.

3.  The appeal before SDO was allowed and vide order dated
06.07.2012 in Case No.6/Appeal/2011-12, the name of revision
petitioner No.1 was mutated in the revenue record. The order of SDO
was challenged before the Additional Commissioner, Ujjain and vide
order dated 26.08.2013 in Case No0.593/Appeal/2011-12, the
challenge to the order of SDO was unsuccessful. Despite these orders,
the revision petitioners are deprived from agricultural operations and
their crops are being destroyed.

4.  The complaints to Collector, Ujjain, and police station: Maksi,
Shajapur are in vain because respondents are politically supported
persons and they caused huge loss alongwith mental harassment. The
respondent No.3 and 5 have filed a Civil Suit No.77-A/12 in the Court
of Civil Judge, Class — II, Tarana, Ujjain to deprive the revision
petitioners from their land, therefore, application under Sections 20
and 22 of the Act of 2005 has been preferred.
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5. The application was opposed by filing the joint reply and denied
that revision petitioners were allotted any agricultural land in family
settlement. These proceedings have been preferred only to avoid the
results of civil suit filed in the Court of Civil Judge, Class — II, Tarana,
Ujjain in the form of Civil Suit No.77-A/2012 and an order of
temporary injunction has been passed in their favor and challenge to
the order have also been unsuccessful vide order dated 10.07.2013 in
Misc. Appeal No.7/2013 by Fourth Additional District Judge, Ujjain,
the relief sought cannot be achieved under the provisions of
Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, 2005.

6. JMFC, Tarana, Ujjain recorded the testimony of revision
petitioner No.l as (PW-1) and her brother Mangilal as (PW-2) and
admitted the documents (Ex.P-1 to P-32) but no evidence was
adduced by the respondents.

7.  Appreciating the evidence, trial court recorded the fining in para
7 and 8 on the ground that claim of revision petitioners through
documents (Ex.P-1 to P-32) have no substance in the light of findings
of Civil Courts reflected in (Ex.D-1 to D-2) and awarded only
compensation of Rs.10,000/- in favor of revision petitioner No.l for
causing mental harassment to be satisfied by respondent No.1, 3 and
5.

8. The order of the trail court was challenged by both the parties.
Respondent No.1, 3 and 5 preferred CRA No.283/18 for challenging
the award of compensation of Rs.10,000/- under Section 22 of the Act
of 2005 and present petitioners preferred CRA No0.378/18 and prayed
for issuing injunction for not disturbing in collecting the crop and

provide compensation.
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9.  Both the appeals were heard analogously and both the appeals
were dismissed.

10. Challenging the order dated 30.05.2019 in CRA No.283/2018
arising out of order dated 18.06.2018 in Case No0.20/18 revision
petitioners preferred this revision petition on the ground that trial
court as well as appellate court committed error in relying on the
(Ex.D-1 and D-2) which were only copy of the orders and relates to
the period after the claim of the revision petitioners and further
committed error in not concluding that revision petitioners suffer loss
of agricultural crop and awarded only meager amount of
compensation.

Heard and perused the record.

11. The findings recorded in para 26, 27 and 28 in Regular Civil
Case No.14-A/2017 by Additional District Judge, Camp at Tarana
arising out of judgment and decree dated 18.12.2015 in Civil Suit
No.33-A/13 by Civil Judge, Class-I, Tarana, Ujjain is being

reproduced as below:-

<26. gaoT # Ig fAfdaricd § 6 agaead o e T GIRA &
Taiffica g 3nfucy & & aor 3% HfFar ardemT grT ufaard) weves-1
deEls PN ROT GINOT &g &7 A5 A dA IH FIY H FAGT A
Tolrar oY ueda fohar aram on, foed YR W SIRITed gRT Ues 3
T 3T TR fopar aram om| 3rdrendferor fr 3R T I Ib o T ¥
fr afg o ofF ufd A RoT Qwor & T veag A 73 & T@ 39 Qo
Tafdca @ ReR Aea & Sar € d@ &l g ) osaer aH
AATIRG BT, g IfE fREll 30 ATdeR gRT Ued &7 915 & a9 34
qH T@Eel & 3R¥BR Foa a8 Ad ¥ 3@ HdY A sAd IR @
=A—GEId 1999 I A0 418 AREE Td 31y foeg UsiEd #Avsd T
I gEgd fhar = §, A 6 Al Aqueyr 3w SRre gro
Jg fAuRa frar =an § 6 & & o 3=y AeRT & @Fufa S 38k
FROT TIoT dF ford 3Mag A€F § Ud dhad FROT GWOT @ AFRAGR Ued
frar amam & g O weufn W 38 qUl w@el AGa A@ @enl dad
3a% Ofd gRT Ued TEUN W 38 qU T@ifdca Ao @dr ¥ adena
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gHoT # Y I8 ag Tuy ¥ 5 ufdard) sdAme-1 deers @ ageror &
R TN & ded HROT OINUT ¥ S Ued AT IS ¥ qr ufdardr
hATh-1 TSETS & 3TP Ufd ARRIH & gRI ST Ued a8 & 7S &l

o RUfd # 3% ~g¥eEid & YR A UfAddigl HHIG-1 B Aeded
STl W ofA @l RSN & A ¥
27. 38 UPR ARMEE 2003 HAET-1 A.Y. RFeh aAle 100 oG feg

BIYdls & TR0l H AGAT Faled aaed & gR1 Je fAaRd e
T ¥ 6 dqge gFuRal # dgerl & oA § JRAGR U e & dor
39 ufd & ROT UoT & dqUIE: A6 G ST FhdT 1 e gaior H
oY areaed gFufy Ufdard) $haAih-1 TS & Uid A”RNIA & Tidcd
A e ¢, I arcaed geulaat o dge Feufy AT o S a9 o 3%
FFafd &l 3 «aIeeid & UHIT # gfd P HOT GINOT H HYUIA: el
fear S @ehaT B

28. GGIEd FFUfT o & Farfdca wd fAuey Hr A gur gfdardr
$heAlh-1 Terds gRT U ufd & fa%g ¥ROT GIWoT &7 drg Uedd femar
T T, TFEF T T gfaard) shefid-1 b $ROT aiweT R S
g afcada a8 A a9 i Reg sfeR fafRasd & arr 143 &
ded gfadrdl deers d dgaRd HiA # Iegorifae JRSGR grEr F@ e
I
12. The findings recorded by the learned Civil Court are the subject

matter of challenge before the competent forum. However, one aspect
is clearly established that the family members had amicably settled
the dispute with the revision petitioners and, in lieu of their claim
towards maintenance, agricultural lands bearing Survey No0.339/2
admeasuring 0.10 hectare, Survey No0.380/2 admeasuring 0.25 hectare
and Survey No.564/2 admeasuring 0.40 hectare situated at Village
Banjari, as well as Survey No.14/1 admeasuring 0.50 hectare situated
at Village Limboda, were allotted in their favour on 07.07.2011.
Pursuant thereto, the names of the revision petitioners were also duly
mutated in the revenue records.

13.  Subsequently, however, two of the respondents instituted a civil
suit and obtained a decree, thereby depriving the revision petitioners

of the benefit of maintenance which had already been settled in their
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favour. The course adopted by the respondents amounts to economic
exploitation of the revision petitioners and constitutes a graver form
of domestic violence, inasmuch as they were deprived of their
legitimate right to maintenance and were compelled to engage in
avoidable litigation for a period of more than 14 years.

14. In the considered opinion of this Court, the compensation
awarded by the learned Trial Court as affirmed by the First Appellate
Court, quantified at Rs.10,000/-, is wholly inadequate and
disproportionate to the loss and hardship suffered by the revision
petitioners. The compensation awarded under Section 22 of the
Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act is required to be
commensurate with the nature of deprivation, the value of the
property involved, and the prolonged litigation faced by the aggrieved
persons.

15. Accordingly, taking into consideration the area (1.25 hectare
agricultural land) and value of the lands in question, as well as the
delay (more than 14 years) and harassment caused to the revision
petitioners, this Court is of the view that the compensation requires
enhancement from Rs.10,000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand) to
Rs.10,00,000/- (Rupees Ten Lakhs only). Consequently, the present
Criminal Revision stands allowed. The impugned orders, to the extent
of quantification of compensation under Section 22 of the Act, are
modified and the respondents No.1, 3 and 5 are directed to pay a sum
of Rs.10,00,000/- (Rupees Ten Lakhs only) to the revision petitioners
within a period of three months from the date of receipt of certified
copy of this order. In the event of failure to pay the aforesaid amount
within the stipulated period, the said amount shall carry interest at the

rate of 6% per annum till its realization.
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16. With the aforesaid, this criminal revision stands allowed and

disposed of.

(GAJENDRA SINGH)
JUDGE

Vatan
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