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UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER
The appeal is di smi ssed in terns of t he
si gned order.
( KALYANI GUPTA) (VI NOD KULMI)
SR P. A COURT MASTER

[ SI GNED ORDER | S PLACED ON THE FI LE. ]
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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRI M NAL APPEAL NO 1168 OF 2003

JAGAU S| NGH



LANT

VERSUS
STATE OF U.P. & ANR RESPON

DENTS

ORDER

1. This appeal is against the concurrent finding of the
trial court as well as the High Court whereby respondent

No. 2, the husband has been acquitted for the offences

under Sections 304B and 498A of the Indian Penal Code for

havi ng caused the dowy death of his w fe about two years

after the marri age. Both the courts have noted that a

sui ci de not e had been witten by t he deceased sho
rtly

bef ore her death in which she had observed that nobody was
responsi ble for her death either fromthe side of her in-

| aws or from t he si de of her parents and she
was

committing suicide as she had lost interest in life and

that nobody shoul d be hel d responsi ble for her death.
The

courts bel ow have al so not ed t hat t he att enpt of
t he

appel I ant herein Jaggu Singh, the father of the deceased,
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to bring in evidence in Court with regard to the cruelty

meted out to his |ate daughter could not be believed for

the sinple reason that he had made no such statement under

Section 161 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. W are,

t herefore, of the opinion that in the I'i ght of t he
concurrent findings of fact recorded by the trial court as

well as by the High Court, no interference is called for

in this appeal

2. For the reasons aforesaid, the appeal is dism ssed.
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