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RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

TRANSFER PETITION (CIVIL.) NO(s). 293 OF 2013

EKTA KUVARI Petitioner(s)

VERSUS

PRABHANJAN KUMAR CHAUDHARY Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for stay and office report )

Date: 30/08/2013 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE SURI NDER SI NGH NI JJAR
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE FAKKI R MOHAMED | BRAH M KALI FULLA

For Petitioner(s)
M. Ardhendunmaul i Kumar Prasad, Adv.
M. N rnmal Kumar Anbastha, Adv.
M. Ariral Shukla, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
M. Praveen Agrawal, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER
The transfer petition is allowed in terms of the
or der.
(Sukhbir Paul Kaur) (I'ndu Bal a Kapur)

Court Master Court Master

(Signed order is placed on the file)

si gned



I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CVviIL ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI ON

TRANSFER PETI TION(CI VIL) NO 293 OF 2013

| EKTA KUMARI | Appel | ant (s)
Ver sus
| PRABHANJAN KUMAR CHAUDHARY | Respondent ('s)
ORDER

This is a petition filed by the wife seeking transfer of
HMA No. 478 of 2012 titled as Prabhanjan Kumar Chaudhary versus
Ekta Kumari filed by the respondent herein seeking dissolution of
marriage under Sections 13(1)(i-a) and 13(1)(i-b) of the Hindu

Marriage Act pending before the Judge - |, Famly Court, Saket, New
Delhi to the Court of Principal Judge, Fanily Court, Ranchi
Jhar khand.

Havi ng heard | earned counsel for the petitioner, we are
satisfied that the prayer has to be all owed.

However, |earned counsel for the r espondent has
controverted the claimnade in the petition by disputing the fact that
the petitioner is not the resident of Ranchi and still she is wanting
transfer to the Family Court, Ranchi. The second objection taken by
the | earned counsel for the respondent is that the Principle of
rel ative hardship
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woul d enable this Court to reject the claimmade by the petitioner-
wi fe. The respondent claims that for attending the Court at Ranchi he
will have to seek | eave at various intervals for a period of 2-3 days
at atime. This leave may not be pernitted by the AIMS, as the
respondent is a resident doctor

Havi ng considered the entire natter, we are not inclined
to accept the subm ssions made by | earned counsel for the respondent.
The only objection of substance is with regard to obtaining | eave from
Al M5 for attending the Court at Ranchi. W are confident that the
adm nistration of AIIMS would not reject the | eave application as and
when made by the respondent for the purpose of attending the Court.
The respondent quite candidly adnits that the wife is not enployed and
therefore, she would not be able to afford the expenses for attending
the Court in Delhi. He has, therefore, offered to conpensate the
petitioner for travel to Del hi

We are of the considered opinion that in the facts and
circunstances of the case, the petition deserves to be allowed.
Consequently, H MA No. 478 of 2012 titled as Prabhanjan Kunar
Chaudhary versus Ekta Kumari is directed to be transferred to the
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Princi pal Judge, Fam |y Court, Ranchi, Jharkhand.

The Transfer Petition is, accordingly, allowed.

.................................. J.
(Surinder Singh Nijjar)

.................................. J.
(Fakkir Mhamed | brahim Kalifulla)

New Del hi ,
August 30, 2013



