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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CR No. 8124 of 2015 (O/M)
Date of decision : 2.12.2015

Harinder Pal Singh ... Revisionist

Versus

Kamaldeep Kaur .. Respondent

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH

Present:- Mr. Raman Mohinder Sharma, Advocate,
for the revisionist.

1. Whether the Reporters of local newspaper may be allowed to see
the judgment ?

To be referred to the Reporter or not.

Whether the judgment should be reported in the digest ?

W N

KULDIP SINGH, J. (ORAL)

The revisionist is aggrieved by the order dated
11.8.2015, passed by the learned Additional District Judge, Sangrur,
whereby pendente lite maintenance at the rate of Rs. 6,000/- per
month was allowed to the wife in an application filed under Section
24 of the Hindu Marriage Act, 1955.

The learned counsel for the revisionist contends that
pendente lite maintenance at the rate of Rs. 6,000/- per month was
allowed by the lower appellate Court by observing that in the

application filed under Section 125 Cr.P.C., Rs. 6,000/- per month
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maintenance has been allowed to the wife. However, the perusal of
copy of the order dated 19.1.2015, passed by the learned Sub
Divisional Judicial Magistrate, Dhuri, under Section 125 Cr.P.C,,
shows that in the said case, Rs. 3,000/- per month maintenance was
allowed to the wife and Rs. 3,000/- per month was allowed to the
child of the present revisionist. The learned counsel contends that
the total maintenance to the wife would thus come to Rs. 9,000/- per
month.

After going through the facts and circumstances of the
case, | am of the view that keeping in view the level of prices of the
essential commodities, pendente lite maintenance at the rate of Rs.
6,000/- per month to the wife is not on the higher side. The
revisionist belongs to a good family, wherein his father owns 32
bighas of land. Therefore, there is no ground to interfere in the

impugned order. Hence, the present revision is dismissed.

(KULDIP SINGH)
JUDGE
2.12.2015
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