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STATE OF JAMMUJ & KASHM R Appel I 'ant (s)
VERSUS
MJUJAH D HUSSAI N & ORS. Respondent (s)

(with office report)

Date : 04/12/2002 This Appeal was called for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR. JUSTI CE N. SANTCSH HEGDE
HON BLE MR. JUSTI CE SHI VARAJ V. PATIL
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. P. SI NGH

For Appellant (s) M. Anis Suhrawardy, Adv.

Ashok Arora, Adv.
Shushi | Kunmar Jain, Adv.
A. B. Bhat, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
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UPON hearing counsel, the Court nade the follow ng

ORDER
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M . Anis Suhrawardy, |earned counsel argued this
matter for about 15 nminutes.
The appeal is dismissed. Bail bonds shall stand
di schar ged.
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(Pawan Kunar) (Shelly Sen Gupta)
Court Master Court Master
(signed order is placed on the file)
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State of Jammu & Kashmir .. Appel | ant
Vs.
Mij ahid Hussain & O's. . . Respondent
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This appeal is filed against the judgnent of acquitta
made by the Designated Court, TADA(P) Act, Janmu in File
No. 112/ CH dated |Ist of June, 2001. The said Court on
consideration of the material on record came to the concl usion
that the only injured w tness, PW2, Ashok Kumar Gupta, who
spoke about the incident in question i mplicating t he
respondents herein, his previous statenment was never recorded
under Section 161 C.P.C. by the investigating agency hence
the said Court refused to place any reliance on the evidence
of the said witness. The Court also cane to the concl usion
that the said witness has not specifically nmentioned the nane

of the respondents to inplicate in the crine. Havi ng
considered the naterial on record we agree with the |earned
Judge. W notice this witness was giving evidence, nearly

seven years after the incident and that too wthout his
previ ous statenent being recorded. Therefore, we think that
the inpugned judgnent does not call for any interference.
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In the said viewof the matter, we find no nerit in
this appeal, therefore, the sane is dism ssed. Bail bonds
shal | stand di scharged

( B.P. SINGH )
New Del hi ,
Decenber 04, 2002



