C.R.P.(MD)No0.3805 of 2025
BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
DATED: 10.02.2026
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE N.SENTHILKUMAR
C.R.P.(MD)N0.3805 of 2025

and
C.M.P.(MD)No0.20041 of 2025

J.Vellaiammal @ Sumathi ... Petitioner

Vs

Adiveerapandiyan ... Respondent

PRAYER :-Civil Revision Petition filed under Article 227 of the Constitution
of India, to call for the records pertaining to the fair order and decretal order
dated 18.09.2025 in .LA.No.7 of 2025 in H.M.O.P.N0.347 of 2022 on the file of

the Family Court, Tirunelveli and set aside the same.

For Petitioner  : Mr.Sanjay Sundaram
For Respondent : Mr.Ilam Bharathi
for Mr.S.Kishore Kumar
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C.R.P.(MD)No.3805 of 2025

ORDER
The present Civil Revision Petition has been filed challenging the order

passed by the learned Judge, Family Court, Tirunelveli, in [.A.No.7 of 2025 in

H.M.O.P.No.347 of 2022, dated 18.09.2025.

2.Heard Mr.Sanjay Sundaram, learned Counsel for the Revision
Petitioner and Mr.Ilam Bharathi, learned Counsel representing Mr.S.Kishore

Kumar, learned Counsel for the respondent.

3.The petitioner is the wife and the respondent is the husband. Their
marriage was solemnized on 16.11.2011. Since there were issues raised
between them, they are living separately and the respondent herein has filed a
petition in H.M.O.P.No.347 of 2022 before the Family Court, Tirunelveli,
seeking divorce. During the pendency of the proceedings, the petitioner herein
has filed an application in 1.A.No.4 of 2023 seeking interim maintenance and
the same was allowed. Aggrieved by the same, the respondent herein has filed

an appeal and the same was dismissed by the appellate Court. Thereafter, the
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petitioner herein has filed an application in [.A.No.7 of 2025 for production of
certain documents. The Court below, vide impugned order, dated 18.09.2025,
has dismissed the said application on the ground that the documents sought by
the petitioner are not relevant to the main petition and those documents can be
necessary for seeking interim maintenance and as already the petitioner herein
has received a sum of Rs.50,000/-, as interim maintenance, the present
application is not maintainable. Challenging the same, the present application

has been filed.

4.The learned Counsel for the petitioner submitted that very inception of
initiation of the HMOP proceedings, the respondent has not disclosed his job
status and has not filed his assets and liabilities in his application and that to
ascertain the same, the present application has been filed. Further, in the
affidavit field by the respondent before the Court below, there is no whisper
about his present avocation and the place of residence at the time of desertion
and that in order to restitute the conjugal rights, the petitioner has filed the

present application, which has been wrongly dismissed by the Court below.
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5.He further submitted that the Court below has erred in dismissing the
application filed by the petitioner herein holding that the documents sought by
the petitioner can be necessary for deciding the interim maintenance, which is
per se illegal, as the petitioner sought those documents in order to restitute her
conjugal rights. Further, the Court below has not considered the statement of
the respondent during cross examination, in which, the respondent has not
stated anything about his whereabouts and his present job status. Without
considering these facts, the Court below has erroneously dismissed the

application filed by the petitioner, which needs interference of this Court.

6.Per contra, the learned Counsel for the respondent denied the
submissions made by the learned Counsel for the petitioner. He submitted that
the petitioner herself has already filed all the details along with assets and
liabilities in the application for interim maintenance and that the petitioner's
request for production of certain documents is only with an intention to drag
on the proceedings and to humiliate the respondent. The learned Counsel also

submitted that the Court below after considering the entire facts and materials
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available on record has rightly passed the impugned order, which does not

warrant interference of this Court.

7.This Court, vide order, dated 22.01.2026, had passed the following
order:

“This Civil Revision Petition has been filed challenging the
order dated 18.09.2025 made in 1.A.No.07 of 2025 in H.M.O.P.No.
347 of 2022 on the file of the Family Court, Tirunelveli.

2.Perusal of records would reveal that the respondent/P.W1, in
his cross-examination had stated as follows:-

e [BIT6dT 67607  HIDLT  FBBHTLIT6MTIQUIGH — OBMID — 6T60T
DHNS  OBSHIUDMETULID 3 LUBISSTTT  eTeimrey  FflisDev.
6TeUTeIGML_LI  osDIe)ley  [pTedT  GlFerementuiley  Ceuemev  LITTLILIGHTS
OlFmevelluyeriCertenr  6TeoiBTeD 202160 106D HTHHED CFUILD  CLITSHI
b6l GlFeremeniley  Couemsv LITTSHSHI MbECHe.  ClFeiremennuiled 615
BLOGILIUTD,  oTetteor  Couemev  LITTSHCH60  6I60TLIeNS 61607  LDGDIN6D
G 6)leVemev  6Te0IBT6D  @bS  UPSHBIBEGLD BT 61mih  E6)emev
LITT&BIEm60r  6160BILD  FIOOBBLD QeV6VTSHBT6V BT G eflsDemsv.
Q0  eweelB@  Bewioued  6TBIG — GeNemev  LITTHBIBTT  6T60ILIG/
O fliBeusoihLD eteuiny GlFmevteonte 2013 60 Lflbgh el GLmbd Liflbhi
12 oML mIBOT YD L HTVID, @bSH  6UPHBBS  [BT6d  6T60T60T
Cousmev  ClFUIBICweT.  6TBIG 2 _6TCeNed  6TGNILIGI  BIM(BBHEG
o fliBeusmniguidlevsmev.  201368BHSHI  BABIGOT  LIfIESBLILIBTS
UPSHDBIBBTE  CUITUIITE — CIFTODICBT  6TIBILD,  UPHESH — HTHBH6ED
OFuwnpd GLmsml eleiieDll 60T BT SBHBTT  6160BTeD  FIIULIED6V.  [BT6T
wsniled  Fmmiluyerien  GlFeirememiiley 2 _efter  (wpBUSlULileD  6T6)ENTEY
YeWi(hBeT  GlpullmBbCHe0r  eleiimred 2021  (pHed 2023 cuemy
GluilmBEH6. .............. 7

3.Such a stand taken by the respondent is absolutely interferes
with the justice delivery system. The respondent is hereby directed to
appear before this Court in person on 10.02.2026, without fail.

4.Post on 10.02.2026 for appearance of the respondent in

»

person.
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8.Pursuant to the order passed by this Court, the respondent appeared

before this Court.

9.According to the revision petitioner, the revision petitioner has posed
several questions with regard to the place of employment and for this specific

question, the respondent has not answered properly.

10.The respondent submitted that he has not answered the specific
question with regard to his employment, as according to him, it is only to fill

up the lacuna by the revision petitioner/wife.

11.Mr.Ilam Bharathi, learned Counsel for the respondent submitted that
the specific case of the petitioner is that they were living as husband and wife
and there is no question of desertion, as pleaded by the revision petitioner
herein and therefore, the said question is posed only to fill up the lacuna to

ensure that where the husband was residing at the time of the separation. If
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actually the respondent and the revision petitioner was living as husband and
wife, the address would have been very well known to the wife and therefore,

the respondent has not answered this question.

12.This Court is of the view that there may be a valid reasons for the
respondent to give a reply, but there should be a reply, which will not traverse
the truth, because the truth is the ultimate end of justice, which was about to be

thrashed out by putting suggestion and to fill up the lacuna.

13.From the documents, it is not in dispute that the respondent is the
husband and the petitioner is wife and they after their marriage, due to
misunderstanding, they are living separately and the respondent herein has
filed a petition for divorce. During the said proceedings, the petitioner has filed
an application for interim maintenance and the same was allowed.
Subsequently, the petitioner has filed another application seeking certain
documents from the respondent. However, the Court below, vide impugned

order, has dismissed the said application.
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14.The respondent has filed the petition for divorce by giving his
Chennai address, as he is working at Chennai. From the perusal of the
document would reveal that the petitioner has sought the documents, ie., the
details with regard to the name and address of the place of work of the
respondent; income tax return of the respondent, pan card details, bank
statements, salary certificate, passport copy, etc. It is not relevant for the
petitioner to sought those documents, as already she has received interim
maintenance and that those documents, as rightly contended by the respondent,
has been sought only to fill up the lacuna. As rightly held by the Court below
that the documents sought by the petitioner are all not relevant to deciding the
case and from the perusal of the impugned order, this Court does not find any

infirmity or irregularity, which does not warrant interference of this Court.

15.In the result, the Civil Revision Petition is dismissed. No costs.

Consequently, connected miscellaneous petition is closed.

10.02.2026
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NCC :Yes/No
Index :Yes/No
To

The Judge, Family Court, Tirunelveli.
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N.SENTHILKUMAR, J.

cmr
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