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I ndi rani Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS

A. Mt husany Respondent (s)
(Wth office report)

Date : 23/01/2002 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE N. SANTOSH HEGDE
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE DORAI SWAMY RAJU
For Appellant (s) Dr. A Franics Julian, Adv.
M. Sunil Kumar, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. V Prabhakar, Adv.
Ms. Revat hy Raghavan, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
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Dr. A Franci s Julian, Ilearned counsel
started argunents at 2.25 P.M and argued till 2.30
P.M Thereafter, M. V. Prabhakar, |earned counsel
addressed the Court for two ninutes.
The appeal is dismssed in terms of the signed
order. No costs.
. SP1
(Prem Prakash) (Kanchan Jai n)
Court Master AR- cum PS
Signed order is placed on the file.
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Bei ng aggrieved by the judgnment of the High
Court of Judicature at Madras in Gvil Msc. Second
Appeal No. 7 of 1992, the appellant before wus is
challenging the same. The respondent-husband filed a
petition for divorce in the trial court alleging,
anong other things, cruelty as one of the grounds.
The basis of this allegation was that the wfe had
filed a crimnal conplaint of denmand of dowry,
puni shabl e under Section 498 A of Indian Penal Code,
thus causing himmental agony. The trial court, while
rejecting other grounds, upheld the contention of the
respondent that the wife was guilty of the charge of
cruelty and decreed the suit of the respondent and
granted him the divorce. The first appellate court
and the High Court have agreed with the said finding of
fact and rejected the appeal of the appellant-herein.
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We have heard | earned counsel and perused the
records.

Havi ng considered the material on record, we
are of the viewthat there is no ground to
interfere with the concurrent findings of the three
courts bel ow. Therefore, this appeal has no nerits
and the sane is dismssed. No costs.

( DORAI SWAMY RAJU)
New Del hi
January 23, 2002.



