
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE FIRST DAY OF APRIL
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SMT JUSTICE K. SUJANA

GRLRC.Nos.691 oF 2023 AND 239 0F 2024

[ 33851

...Petitioners

criminal Revision case fired under section 397(1) of cr.pc R/w 401 ofcr.P-c aggrieved by the order dated 31 oz.2023 made'iri M.c.No 25 ot zoi,t onIne lrre ot the court of the Vl Additional District and sessions Judge-cum- Family
Court, Ranga Reddy District at Kukatpally.

Common Praver

CRLRC NO:691 oF 2023

Between:

AND

1. Neelima Vanguru, wife of Bommi Narasimha sankeerth Reddy, Aged about
17 years, Occupation Private Jobresiding at Flat No.81004,-10th- Floor, B
Block, Trendset Jayabheri Elevate, Kothaguda, Kondapur, Madhapur,
Hyderabad, Telangana State. (earlier resident of Flat No.1606, C_Block,
Ramky Towers, Gachibowli, Hyderabad)

2. Bommi_Aarush Reddy, Son of Bommi Narasimha Reddy, Aged about 11
years, Occupation Student

3. Bommi .Amaira Reddy, Daughter of Bommi Narasimha sankeerth Reddy,
Aged about 8 years, occupation Student All are presenfly residing at Frat
No.81004, 1Oth Floor,.B Block, Trendset Jayabheri Elevate, Kolhaguda,
Kondapur, Madhapur, Hyderabad, Terangana state. (earrier resident oi Frai
No.1606, C-Block, Ramky Towers, Gachibowli, Hyderabad) petitioners No.2
and 3 are minors and represented by petitioner No.1 being the mother and
Natural Guardian

1

2

Bommi Narasimha Sankeerth Reddy, Son of B.Ramana Reddy Aged about
41 years Occupation Overseas Employment, Resident of U.i.to.it, Vlaya
Raghava Road, T-Nagar, Chennai, Tamil Nadu.
The state of relangana, Represented by its public prosecutor, High court for
the State of Telangana

...Respondents



Petition under Section 482 of Cr.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to direct
the Respondent No.1 to Forthwith pay the arrears of maintenance to the Petitioner

No.1 to 3 of Rs.42,37,5001 which is as per th_e orders dated 11.06.2021 and
02.06.2023 passed by the Learned Vl Additional District and Sessions Judge-cum-

Family court, Ranga Reddy District at{ukatpally in M.c.No.25 of 2021 , pending

disposal of the above Criminal Revlslon uase'

l.A. NO: 1OF 2023

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2023

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2023

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2024

Petition under Section 482 of Cr.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in
the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to drrect
the Respondent No.1/ Fiespondent No.1 herein: (a). To file his bank statements of all
his bank accounts holding in lndia and the U.S.A from January, 2017 to till the date
of the Order in this lA; (b). To explain the unaccounted amounts of more than Rs.
1,50,00,000/ - transferred'by him into the Account No.52011972074, (c). To file his
pay slips of the year 2021 ,2022,2023 and 2024' (dl. To file his lncome Tax Returns
of years 2021, 2022 and 2023.

Counsel for the Petitioners: Sri Dharmesh D'k'jaiswal

Petition under Section 482 of Cr.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the_High Court may be pleased to direct
the Respondent No 1 io produce his lncome_Tax R-eturns of 2021,2022 and 2023,
Bank Statements of all his Bank Accounts from 2020 to October, 2023, pay slips
from 2O2O to October. 2023, pending disposal of the above Criminal Revision Case.

Petition under Section 482 of Ct.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High_Court may be pleased to direct
the Respondent No.1 to pay monthly maintenan^ce of Rs.14,41 ,971.53/- per month to
the Petitioner No.1 to 3 irom November,2023, pending disposal of the above
Criminal Revision Case.

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: Sri Arun Kumar Doddla,
Additional Public Prosecutor

Counsel for the Respondent No.2 : Sri J Prabhakar, senior Counsel
representing Sri Kuldeep Jadhav



CRLRC NO: 239 OF 2024

sri Bommi Narasirnha sankeerth Reddy, S/o. Late sri Ramana Reddy, Aged about42 years, Occ pvt. Emotoyee, nto ri.ruo. ail'u,i, Raghava Road, T_Nagar,

33il*,, 
Tamitanadu. present nooress adi W.'itiStr"ut, Apt2110,Austin, Texas,

Between:

AND

4

1 Neelima Vanguru, Wo. Sri Bommi Narasimha Sankeerth Reddy Aged 37about years, Occ pvt. Service nlo. ffat frfo.'idod',"c_efo"t, Ramky Towers,Gachibowli, Hyderabad, Telangana, f nJia 
'- ---' '

Bommi Aarush Reddy, Son of Bommi Narasimha Sankeerth Reddy, Agedabout I1 years, Occupation Student
Bommi Amaira Reddv. Daughter of Bommi Narasimha Sankeerth Reddy,
fg9!.anoyt 8 years, 

-OccuOition 
StuOent nir O[r".t,y residing at Ftat No.81004, 10t1 Ftoor, B Btock, Trendi"i J.vr[r,lri Etevate, Kothaguda,

l."jdjfil [Ihapur, Hyderaoao, rerinsana GIi"] p"titioners No.2 and 3are mrnors and represented by Respontent No. 1 being tfre mottrei anJguardian.

The State of Telangana, Rep. by it,s public prosecutor, High Court atHyderabad

...Petitioner

... Respondents

2

J

t.A. NO: 4 oF 2024

t.A. NO; 5 0F 2024

Petition under Section 4g2..of Cr.p C praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support of the petition, tn6 iig'r, b*or.t may be preased to issue astay in the orders of MC.No.2S of 2021, p"nJing drsposar of the above criminarRevision Case.

Petition under section 4g2 0f cr.p c praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support,o-f the.petition, iri" ilig;b"rrt may be preased to directRespondent No.1 to fire ail bank statements ro. ini r""t 4 years for the sBr accountinto which the monthry maintenance ,r;;t ir .rri."try being deposited into bv thePetitioner, the bank statements ror tne rast s y"-# ".no*ing 
the withdrawar of iumsof money from the bank to mare their tnt".l-rontnry expense payments thatRespondent No. i is ctaimllO- 

l"^!^" trki.S Jy-"rrn", n".pondent No. t,s tatest tTReturns for 2021' 2022 and zozs nespJn;L.t"rri; r's ratest 3 vears of Bank



statements of arr her Bank accounts, pay srips rrom 2020, pending disposar of theabove Criminal Revision Case.

Petition under section 4g2 of cr.p c praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support of the petition, thl nig; dor.t may be preased to reducethe monthly maintenance amount to a more nominar ano manageabre amount aboutpending disposal of the above Criminal Revision Case.

LA. NO: 6 0F 2024

l.A. NO:7 oF 2024

l.A. NO:1 oF 2025

t.A. NO:2 oF 2025

Petition under section 492 0I cr.p c praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired rn support of the petition. tti" iigh corrt may be preased to directthe Respondent No.1/ petitioner herein: a. To fire iis oant statements of ail his bankaccounts holding in rndia and the U.s.A rrom Lanuary, 2017 to ti, the date of theorder in this lA; b. To explain the unaccounteJ amounts of more than Rs.1,50,00,000/ - transferred by him into th; A;;;;ti,o52011972074; c. To fite hispay srrps^of the year 2021 ,.2022, 2023 ana zozi; i to fire his rncome Tax Returnsof years 2021 , 2022 and 2023.

Petition under section 52g of BNSS praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support of the petition. tn6 iign clr.t may be preased to producebefore this Hon'ble court the copy of fOn io'r i..:Z,SA,7OZ5f-pr.,-rii.n'nrO
originally matured on 16.09.2014 ind was r"n"*ui from time to time with rcrclBank, Banjara Hiils, Hvderabad vrde tuc r.r" oaaiiLooo263 within .r"n iir.-".'r"ybe directed by this Hon'bre coyt ang on tne reiponoent No.1 fairing to do so, thisHon'bre court mav be preased to direct ir'L 

^rrJ*g"r, 
rcrcr Bank, Banjara Hirs,

|lo;fi,l.rjg ,!iZl'". copy of the same nJoiJ ti, uon,ure 
'coulil*plnoing

Petition under section 52g of BNSS praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support of the petition tn" irigh'corrt .rt6;i"r;;io"oir".trespondent No.I to produce before this Hon'bre tourt the statement of account inrespect of the accounr bearing A/c No.000000egza2iogass *itn-state rl"* 
"iiloir,Madhapur Br', Hyderabad forlhe period sr ii.ioli'n'tdate within suc;;;;;r'rrybe directed bv this Hon'bre cpyrt,?nd 9l the respondent r.ro.i iriring io'oo"Jo, tni.Hon'ble court may be preased to direct tne rrrrrn"iei, state Bank of lndia, Madhapur

!ii:#i,?,i?ilrtoproduce 
copy of tne same-ieiore tris Hon,oie 

""ri,''p".oi"g



t.A. NO: 30F 2025

Petition under section-s2g.,of BNSS praying that in the circumstances stated inthe afrrdavit fired in support of the petition tnL nig; court may be preased to receivecopy of the registered sare deed ai.lrtoltzoiz nl:"rirg Doc.No.5886/2022 registeredin the office of Jt.Sub.Reqistrrr_1, nrnj. neoiii]6., 
"r".rted 

by Dr.K.Narayana infavour of Mrs Neerima iei, Respondeni rrro.inli"i.".r"rating to the property bearingFlat No B 1004 on 1Oth froor, .arur.uiing- i'oeo sq.tt., sareabre area whichcomprises 2842 sq.mtrs., o-f carpet 
31e^111rOi.O 3 car parking area(s) in multi_storied residentiar comprex known as "TRENosei invnenenr eievniEri incruoingundivided share of land of 10g sq.yards.iLrLa rt Kondapur (v) Seriringampary(mandat), Ransa Reddv District, .;6 ;;;.il"r-iii ."r" at the time of Disposar ofCrt. RC. No. 239 t2024 (atong with the 

"onn".tuo 
irilnb. No 693/202 1 ).

Counsel for the petitioners: Sri J prabhakar, senior
Counsel representing Sri Kuldeep Jadhav

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 to 3 : Sri Dharmesh D.k.jaiswal

Counsel for the Respondent No.4: Sri Arun Kumar Doddla,
Additional public prosecutor

The Court made the following: COMMON ORDER



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

THE HONOURAtsI,E SMT. JUSTICE K. SIJJANA

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE Nos.691 of 2o23 & 239 of
2o24

DATE: O1.04.2O26

Crl.R.C.No.69L of 2o23

BETWEEN:

Neelima Variguru and othe r r

petltroners

And

Bommi Nar:rsimha Sankeertl'r Reddy and another

I?:spondents

Crl.R.C.No.239 of 2o24

BETWEEN:

Bommi Narasimha San jlc-,..1'i iL Rldriv

And

petitioner

Neelima Vanguru and othcrs

F,espondents
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SKS,J
Crl.R.C.Nos.691 of 20/23 & 239 of 2024

COMMON ORDER

Since a common issue arises in both the criminal

revision petitions, they are being taken up for disposal

together by -.r.ay of this common order.

2. Cr1.R.C.i\o.69 7 ol 2023 is llied by the petitioners-wife

and children, challenging the order dated 31.O7.2O23 passed

in M.C.No.25 of 2O2l by the learneC VI Additional District and

Sessions .Iudge-cum-FarrrilJi Court, Ranga Reddy District at

Kukatpalil'.

3. Crl.R.C.No.239 of 2024 is fileci by the petitioner-

husband challenging the order dateC 31.07.2023 passed in

M.C"No.25 of '20'21 by the learneci r./I Additional District and

Sessions .-trrdr,.e-cum-Family Colrrt, Ranga Reddy District at

Kukatpall-,."

4. For the sake of convenience, the parties herein are

referred to as they were arrayecl in tr4.C. No. 25 of 2O21

5. The brief facts of the case arc that petitioner No'1 had

filed the maintenance case contelding that petitioner No.1

was the iegaily wedded rvife ol the respondent and that
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Crl.R.C.Nos.691 o{ 2023 & 239 of 2024

petitioners Nos.2 and 3 u.cre their minor chilclren born out of

the wecllock. The marriagc r,,,as solemnized on O3.O6.20O8,

and the parties initia111.' resided in the United States, where

the respondent was employcci. Due to matrimonial disputes,

petitioner No. 1 along u.ith the children returncd to India in

October 20 15 on thr: assru'ance that the respond ent would

relocate to India, u,hich he failed to do. Petitioner No.1 had

earlier obtained a decree icr restitution of r:onjugal rights,

while the respondent's ciivorce petition v.ras Cismissed

Despite the said decree and interim maintenaricc orders, the

respondent neither j r,rinecl the petitioners nor paid

petitioner No.1 r,l.as earnii'rg a modest salarv. r,;hereas the

maintenance regularlv. Ihe petitioners asserted that

respondent was working as a Director in a U.S. based

company earning su bsta r-itia.1 income, airi. sought

maintenance of Rs.12,OLt.r,i(]iii - per month

6. The respondent adinitteC the marital rc-lationship but

denied neglect and deserlir,;n. He contended lha-i petitioner

No.1 had voluntarily trave lled to India along with the children

on vacation r.ith retuflt ti,---kets ai'rd subsequentiy r:hose not to

return to the U.S. He Ceuied having promised to relocate to
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Cil.R.C.Itos.691 of 2023 & 239 of 2024

India and asserted '&at petitioner No.1 was gainfully employed

with a higir income suff,rcient to maintain herself and the

children. The respondent ciaimed that his take-home salary

after tax decluctions 'was limited and that the maintenance

claimed $ias exorbitant and exaggerated. He further

contendeci *.hat petitioner No.1 had transferred substantial

lunds from the sale of their tJ.S. property to her father's

account and vias living a lavish iifestyle. He asserted that he

had opened fixed deposits in the rames of the children and

that he \l'as n.)1, liable to pay mair-i tenance to petitioner No. I

7. Upon consideration of the pleadings, ora-l and

documentarv ':vidence, and the trial Court partly a11ou'ed the

petition vide order dated 3 i.O7.2023, holding that the

responCent, having sufficient means, had neglected to

maintain t!,e. petitioners. The trial Court found that the

responderrt ha.C failed to comply wi:h the decree for restitution

of conjugat rights and had i-'cen irregular in paying

maintenance despite Court dire ctions. It further held that the

petitioner lic. i did not have sutficient income to maintain

herself anC rli.: children at the starrdard of living to which they

were accusLomed, particularly cc'nsitlering the respondent's



SKS,J
Crl.R.C.Nos.691 of 2023 & Z3g of 2OZ4

earnlng capacity. l)rawing adverse inlerence against the

respondent for non-disclosure of complete incorne details, the

5

triai Court partiy aiiorveci the perition and granted

malntenance of Rs.SO,0O0/_ per month to petitioner No.1 and

Rs.2,O0,000/- per montli each to

totailing Rs.4,50,000/ pcr rnonth.

petition after adjusting interim maintenance atready paid

pehtloners Ncs.2 and 3

payable from the date of

appearrng behalf of

Aggrieved lry the saicj orcler, the petllilrrers fi1ed

Crl.R.C.No.69 I of 2023 ancl rcspondent filecl Cri.R.C.No.239 of
2024

8. Heard Sri Dharmesh D.K.Jaiswal, iearned counsel

appearing on behalf of rhc petitioners_wife asj lartrll as Sri J.
Prabhakar, learned Senrr_rr Corrnsel representing Sri Kuldeep
Jadhav, learned counseil appearing on beh.ilf of the
respondent _ husbanrl artrj Sri D.Arun Kr.Ln:ar. learned

Additional public prosecLrtor

respondent - State in botit r::rses

9. Learned counsel for the petitioners had submitted that
the trial Court failed to propcrly consider the oi:al and written
submissions, resulting ii,r an erroneous fh:ation of the
quantum of maintenance ancl that although the lrial Court

ctf
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Crt.R.C.t{os.691 of 2023 & 239 of 2024

had drawn an adverse inference against the respondent for

suppressing his true income and had noted his substantial

earnings as ret-lected in his income tax returns, it failed to

correctly determine his actual rnonihly income at the time of

trial and cor: sequently anvarded an inadequate amount of

maintenancc. He further submitted that the trial Court

incorrectly recorded the claim of the petitioners regarding the

percentage r-rf income payable as rnaintenance and ignored the

detailed cal,:ulations and justificati'ons placed on record'

10. Learni:rl counsel for the petit.ioners contended that the

respondent deliberately withhelcr, his assets and liabilities

afhdavit, bzr::li statements, anci updzrted income tax returns in

violation of th: lau' laid down in Rajnesh v. Neha, warranting

a stronger a.ch,erse inference. [{e fur+-her contended that the

proven an C r-rnrebutted monthly expenses of the minor

children were not adequately covered by the maintenance

awarded a;:d that the reduction of maintenance below the

interim amou-i1t, which had been erhanced by the High Court,

was unjustified and unsupportecl t'y' reasons. In support of his

submissions. he relied upon lhe i:rinding precedents of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court and vaiousiJigh Courts, asserted that
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Crl.R.C.Nos.691 of 2023 & 239 of 2024

maintenance ought to have been fixed in proportion to the

respondent's income, sta.tL1s, and standard of Living, and

prayed for enhancement of the maintenance accordingly.

Therefore, he prayed the Court to set aside the order of the

trial Court by allowing Clrl. R.C.No.691 of 2023.

1 1. In support of his s,-rbmissions, the learncC counsel lbr

the petitioner u-ife relied ttpcn the judgments oi lhe Hon'ble

Supreme Court in Sunita Kachwaha v. Anil Kachwaha 1,

Vinny Parmvir Parmar v. Parmvir Parmar2, Kalyan Dey

Chowdhury v. Rita Dey Chowdhury3, Chaturbhuj v. Sita

Baia, Rajnesh v. Nehas, Jasbir Kaur Sehgal v. District

Judge, Dehradun6, Kulbhushan Kumar v. Raj KumariT,

Vipul Lakhanpal v. Pooja Sharmas, Mussauddin Ahmed v.

State of Assame, Kiran Tomar v. State of U.Plo. and

contended that maintenancr' nl-lsl be fixed keepirrr: rn vie w the

status of the parties, Lhe inconle and earning caaacit.r of the

' (zor+) ro scc;ts
'1zott1 t: scc ttz
' 1zorzl ra scc zoo
o (zoos) z scc:to
' lzozt) z scc zz+
" ltss't1 'l scc t
'(tgzo) : scc rzg
3 

2015 sCC Online HP 1252
n 

lzoos; ta scc s+t
10 

2022 scc onLine sc 1539
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Cri.R.C. os.691 of 2023 & 239 of 2024

husband, and the reasonable needs ol the wife and children.

He further contended that suppression of income by the

husband warlants drawing of ad,rerse inference and fixation ol

maintenance on a just and reasonable basis.

12. Learneci counsel for the respondent-husband had

submitted that the trial Court erred in hxing an excessive

quantum ci ;naintenance rvithout properly appreciating the

respondent's actual disposaLrle incorne, ongoing expenses, and

liabilities. He further submitted Lhat substantial amounts

belonging 1,.) rhe responclent, including fixed deposits and

monies transferred ffO?r the u.ife's zrccount in the U.S. prior to

separation" were ignored while cornpi-Lting arrears and that the

income and expenses of the respondent were both in U.S.

Dollars ancl that a utecltani.cal conversion into Indian

currency resr-rited in a distortecl assessment of his standard of

living, which l-ras modest, as eviiienced by his residence in a

one-bedroorn aoartment and use orl an o1d vehicle.

13. Learned counsel for the respondent contended that

petitioner l.lo.1 was gainfully ernployed, living at a higher

standard c.1' :r.iing, and had exaggerated the expenses of

petitioner Nos-2 and 3 without supporting proof and that the



I
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Crl.R.C.ros.691 ol2023 & 239 of 2024

respondent had consister-rti1' produced documeutary evidence

of his income, bank statements, and expenses, whereas

petitioner No.1 failcd to disclose her bank statemeits and true

income. He further contcnded that the resp: ndent was

bearing additional tlnancial responsibilities. rncluding

insurance poiicies for tl'rc children, travel expenses to visit

them. and rnaintenance c,i his widowed mother, aad that the

trial Court lai1ed to give dr-ie rveight to these faclors, resulting

in an unjust and unsusiainable award of rtaintenance.

Therefore, he prayecl the Court to set aside the order of the

trial Court b-v allou,.ing Crl.R.C.No.239 of 2024.

14. In the light of the submissions made b''r both the

learned counsel and upon careful examination of the material

available on record, thr: main issue thert arises for

consideration in these cnrninal revision petitions is whether

the quantum of rraintenance awarded by thr: tr a1 Court is

just, proper, and in accorclance lt'ith lau..

15. This Court observes that the principles gov.-'rning grant

of mainte nance are r,l-e1l se ti led b1i the Hon'ble Sui.lre me Court

in catena of judgments. It has been consiste;rtlv held that

maintenance must be determ,-ned having r€gdi-r-, tr: ihe status
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Crl.R-C.Ios.69l ot ZOZI A 239 ot ZO24

of the partics. the reasonabie needs of the wife ald children,

and the financial capacitl, of the husband. In Rajnesh v.

Neha (cited supra), the l{onble Supreme Court emphasized

the mandatonr disclosure of income and assets and held that

adverse inlerence may be drawn in case of suppression.

Similarly, ir Kalyan Dey Chowdhury v. Rita Dey

Chowdhury (cited supra), it was observed that a reasonable

proportion of the husband's incorne may be awarded as

maintenancc. depending upon the facts of each case. Further,

in Chaturbhuj v. Sita Bai (cite<i supra), it was held that the

u'ife ne erl ir,:,t be absolutely destitute to claim maintenance,

and the tesr i:r \.hether she rs able to maintain herself in the

same stanciar ri of living as in the matrimoniai home. In

Jasbir Kaur Sehgal v. District Judge, Dehradun (cited

supra), it w..ts reiterated that the arnount of maintenance must

enable the r.r ile to live ra'ith digniu' consistent with her status.

Thus, the liirv rirandates a realistic zmd holistic assessment of

the income of the husband. and u,h-ere there is suppression or

non-disclos',rr-e, the Court is jr:stihed in drawing adverse

inference and fi-xing _iust and rcasonable maintenance.
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16. In the present case. it is the specific contention of the

learned counsel for the rcspondent-husband that petitioner

No.1 is gainfrrllv emplor.ed :urd earning a substantial monthly

income and, thcrefole, rs r:apable of maintainl-rg herself as

w-ell as contributing tou,.ar ds the maintenance o[ the minor

children. It is further conLended that the expenses shown bv

petitioner No.1 in re spccl of [he children are highly

exaggt--ratecl, unsupported by ciocumentary proof. and includc

imaginan' heads sn<:h as recurring monthl-,' birthdav

celebrations, multipk: domestic servants, and infletted lifeslvle

costs, n,hich, accordrng to rlre respondent, are neither realistic

nor reflectivc of their actlt:il stan(lard ol living. particularlv

r,r'hen tl're respondent himseil'resides in the United States in a

modesl one beclroonr aD.trlment and mana;les householcl

chores 'ulithout do:ncstir help. The respcndent also

emphzrsized rhat his incr,rrti. is subjecL to sLlllsLantial t€Lx

deduc'trons rn the United Sl.rtes a.nd that his: c\.rensers are

incurred in U.S. I)olla;-s, and therefore, a mechanical

conversion of his gross in.:ome into Inciian r:',Lrrency u'ould

lead to an erroneous ar-rd clistorted assessmcnl oi his actual

financial capacitl'.
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17. Per conlra, it is the contention of the learned counsel for

the petitioner-wife that the respondent deliberately

suppressed his true income, assets. and liabilities by failing to

file a comprehensive affidavit as mandated by the law laid

down in Rajnesh v. Neha, and that despite drawing an

adverse infcrence, the trial Court failed to accurately assess

the respondent's actual earning capacity. It is further

contended that petitioner No.1 specifically claimed an amount

of Rs.4,86,C0O l- per month towards rhe expenses of the minor

children, supported by details relating to school fees, tuition,

medical expenses, transporta Li(n1, and general upkeep,

u,'hereas the trial Court awardeci only Rs.4,00,00O/- per

month tot':r'ds their maintenance. According to the

petitioners, t.]re aw.arded amcllnr is inadequate, especially

considering rhe respondent's admitted income and the

standard o l- i iving to which the children were accustomed

while residing in the United Stares.

18. As sct:n irom the record, it is not in dispute that the

marital re lationship between petitioner No.1 and the

respondent stands admitted anct that petitioners Nos.2 and 3

are the ciiLirlren born out .:[ itre said rvedlock. It is also
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evident that the parties have been iiving separalely since

20 15. The dispute rt:garcling separate reside nce primarily

revolves arountl Lirt: aiiegaiion oi peLitioner No.I that the

respondent hacl assurr:d licr of relocating to Ir dia, w'hich

assurance r,l'as allegccll-r' not Jullllled, whereas the respondent

categoricall-v de nies having made an-v such o'omise and

contends that clecision ol petitioner No.1 to rerrrrir-r in Indra

was unilateral. It is al-so borne out from the . ercord that

petitioncr No. t had obtaincci a decree for rcs,t.itution of

conjugal rights and th.rt the respondent's divorce p'etition rvas

dismissed, and the challcnsc: thereto is statecl to i.;e pending

before the Hon'ble Suprcn.c Oourt.

19. It is flrrther evidenl that petitioner No. l :s presently

re siding in lnclia alonli u illr the Lrvo minor cl-iililren and is

emplot-ed in a bank, carninq apprc.ximatell'Rs.1-:ii.O00/- per

month. On the other- lrrrid. i i-ic respondent is r-esiling in the

United States arrd, accorrlii,lg to his own version is earning

approximatelv Rs.19.75.50iJ,/ per month before taxes. The

trial Court has takcn into consideration the respective

incomc-s of borh parties, the earning cal..aciry of the

respondent. his failurc ro lttlly disckrse his incr-,nt carticulars,
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his non-corrpliance with earliet maintenance orders, as well

as the nee<ls a.nd welfare of the minor children'

20. The lrjal Court has also taken into account the

expenses cji,'.irned towards schoo! fees, tuition, medical needs,

and other necessities of the chilciren, and while it did not

accept t]ne ( n\'reflr of the expenses, it arrived at Rs.4,0O,OO0/-

pe r month i o',r, ards the maintentrnt;e of petitioners Nos' 2 and

3, in adcirtrr. n iti Rs 50,0O01- per tnonth awarcled to petitioner

No. 1. The .iward reflects a r:onscious balancing of the

respondent's earning capacitl" the wife's income, the

chilclren's n:t,Js, and the overzrll 1at:ts and circunrstances of

the case

21 . This i,: -rrt finds that tne triai Cottrt has exercised its

discredor-i juoiciously and has ncit-her" acted arbitrarily nor

ignored anl' r.aterial evidence' Th': r152n1srn of mainlenance

awarded cant-Lot be said to 'r;c cither shockingly low or

excessivel-l/ high so as to wzil t.int interference in revision

jurisdictir:n. i r is well settle d th'lt t'he revisional Clourt ought

not to re-apDii:ciate evidence or sltllstitute its own view merely

because ar tt ilei: vieu' is possibic, unless the order under

challen€lc :.ir.irrs from perr'crsttl'. iliegaliry, or material
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irregularity. Howevcr, this Cotrrt deems it -'rcp:-opriate to

grant libert]' Lo petitionL'r No. 1 to seek enhalroement of

mainlenance hclbre thc l1 lal Cor lrt in the event of ',rn,v change

in circurnstances.

22. [n vie."r, of the above discussion, there is ncr rllegalitl in

the order passed by the t ri;ri Court, and the re are no merits in

the rcvision petitions to itll,el'fere with the order of the trial

Court and thcrelbre, rhc s:trnt: art: Iiable to be ciisrrLl;sed.

23. Accordingly, this Clrimrnal Revision Cases are dismissed

conlrrnring the order datcr.i .l 1 .O7 .2023 passed il t'l C No.25 of'

2O2l lw tht: lt:arncd Vl l\clditional District atlrl Sessions

Judgc-cum Famil'r'Court. Ranga Rcddv District art Iiutkatpall,r'.

However, the petitiollcrs, irl-e at liberty to app:.,ri'-'h the trial

Courr l-or ennancement oi f)aintenance in lhe t'r'cnt of anv

change in cir, ttmslatr,, s.

Miscellaneous applicaitorrs, if any pending, shall stand

closecl

SD/- MOHD.ISMAIL
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