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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. 2201 OF 2010

RAVI NDER KUNMAR ... APPELLANT
VERSUS
STATE CF H. P. ... RESPONDENT
ORDER

In the present appeal, we are concerned with the conviction
of the appellant under Section 366/34, 302/34 and 201/34 of the
I ndi an Penal Code ("IPC'" in short). The appellant has been sentenced
to wundergo inprisonnent for ten years under Secti on 366/ 34,
i mprisonment for life under Section 302/34 and inprisonnent for seven
years under Section 201/34 of the |IPC.

2. It is unfortunate that the deceased, w fe of a Constable of
the I ndo-Ti betan Border Force, who was seen-off by her husband at
Uttarkashi in bus for her residence, neets a tragic death. It is the
case of the prosecution that on 9th January, 2002 she was seen-off by
her husband at Uttarkashi for her matrinonial home at Bhadsali in a
bus. The bus when reached at Una, the appellant and another convict
took her on a Maruti Van and ultimately her dead body was found in a
Canal . There is no eyewitness to the occurrence and the trial court
relying on the circunstantial evidence held the appellant guilty. The
circunstances relied on by it are that the deceased was taken on a
Maruti Van by the appellant, recovery of her ornanents at the
appel lant’ s instance and the confessional statement made before P.W
13, Ashwani Kumar. The aforesaid circunstances |led the Court to cone
to the conclusion that the circunstances point towards the guilt of
t he appel |l ant only.

3. W have heard M. Anmt Srivastava, counsel for the
appel l ant and M. Suryanarayana Singh, counsel for the respondent-
St at e.

4. P.W 4, Hazari Lal, PPW 7, Sehdev Singh and P.W 12

Ravi nder Kumar, have consistently stated in their evidence that the
deceased was taken on a Maruti Van by the appellant. The deceased was
physically chal |l enged and all these w tnesses have stated that she
was |inmping when she was taken by the appellant. The pajeb bel onging
to the deceased was al so recovered at the instance of the appellant.
P.W 13, Pradhan of the Village, had stated about the extra-judicial
confession made by the appellant. All these wtnesses are natura

wi tnesses and their presence at the bus stand being the shop-keeper
and the taxi-driver is quite natural. There is no reason as to why
they will falsely inplicate the appellant.

5. We are of the opinion that the circunstances proved
clearly point towards the guilt of the appellant and by no reasonabl e
hypot hesi s his innocence can be inferred. W are of the opinion that
the Hgh Court did not err in affirmng the conviction of the
appel | ant .

The appellant is on bail. His bail bond is cancelled. He is
dlrected to surrender forthwith to serve out the renmai ni ng sentence.
7. In the result, we do not find any nerit in the appeal and



it is dismssed, accordingly, with the direction aforesaid.

................................ J.
(Chandramaul i Kr. Prasad)
................................ J.
(Fakkir Mohaned | brahimKalifulla)
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Date: 14/03/2013 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE CHANDRAMAULI KR. PRASAD
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE FAKKI R MOHAMED | BRAHI M KALI FULLA
For Appellant(s) M. Amt Srivastava, Adv.
for Dr. Kailash Chand, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M . Suryanarayana Singh, A A G
Ms. Pragati Neekhra, Adv.
M. Parth Tiwari, Adv.
M. Shree Pal Singh, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER
The appellant is on bail. His bail bond is cancelled. He is
directed to surrender forthwith to serve out the renaining
sent ence.
The appeal stands dismissed in terns of the signed order.
| (S K Rakheja) | |(I'ndu Satija)

| Court Master | | Court Master



(Signed order is placed on the file)



