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ORDER
The Criminal Revision Case has been filed to set aside the judgment of

conviction passed by the learned II Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry in
Crl.A.No0.29 of 2017 confirming the judgment passed by the learned Principal
Assistant  Sessions Judge, Puducherry in S.C.No.54 of 2014, dated

08.09.2017.

2. The learned Counsel nominated by the Legal Aid Committee
attached to this Court, Thiru. Ethirajalu submitted his arguments. As per the
arguments of Thiru. Ethirajalu, the sole Accused before the learned Principal

Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry is the Revision Petitioner herein.

3. The Brief facts of the case are as follows:

3.1. As per the Prosecution case, the Daughter-in-law of the Revision
Petitioner had committed suicide by self-immolation on 14.07.2023 by
around 11.45 a.m. P.W-1 was the house owner, the landlady. The landlady
had let out the upstairs portion of her house to the Son and Daughter-in-law

of the Accused. The Accused's son married after love affair. Therefore, the

2/27

https://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



Crl.R.C.No.830 of 2019

Accused had set a separate residence for her Son and Daughter-in-law. After
setting up a separate residence in the house of the P.W-1, within one month
from the date of occupying the leased out premises, the Daughter-in-law of
the Accused had committed self-immolation. The landlady/P.W-1 had given
the complaint before the Sub-Inspector of Police, Mettupalayam Police

Station, Puducherry.

3.2. P.W-1 was the landlady of the Deceased. P.W-2 was the Father of
the Deceased. P.W-3 was the Mother of the Deceased. P.W-4 was the elder
Sister of the Deceased. P.W-5 Husband of the Deceased, he turned hostile.
P.W-6 was the Mahazar witness for the Observation Mahazar also turned
hostile. P.W-7 and P.W-8 were neighbours of the Deceased also turned
hostile. P.W-9 was the Doctor in the Casualty Ward. P.W-10 was the Ward
Doctor who had certified the consciousness of the Deceased, when the
Deceased was alive under treatment. P.W-11 was the Doctor who had
performed Post Mortem on the body of the Deceased. P.W-12 was the
Tahsildar/Sub Divisional Magistrate who had conducted Inquest over the

body of the Deceased and conducted the mandatory enquiry regarding the
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newly married woman dying within 7 years of the marriage. P.W-13 was the
Police Photographer who had deposed regarding taking photograph of the
body of the deceased and also the place where the alleged self-immolation
had taken place. P.W-14 was the learned Judicial Magistrate who had
recorded the dying declaration of the deceased when she was alive under
treatment in the hospital. P.W-15 was the Sub-Inspector of Police who had
received the complaint under Ex.P-1 from P.W-1/landlady of the house and
registered FIR under Ex.P-9. P.W-16 was the women Police Constable who
had typed the statement of the witnesses. P.W-17 and P.W-18 were the

Investigation Officers.

3.3. P.W-1-landlady had given a Complaint under Ex.P-1 before P.W-
15-Sub Inspector of Police who had registered the case in Cr.No.53/2013 for
the offence under Section 309 of IPC. P.W-17 recorded the statement of
landlady as L.W-1 and statements of other witnesses. Subsequently, he was
transferred P.W-18 took up further investigation. After the completion of
investigation and after getting opinion of the post-mortem Doctor who

conducted the post-mortem and after getting opinion, he had filed the final
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report of the investigation before the learned Judicial Magistrate concerned.
The learned Judicial Magistrate, on completion of investigation, after the
filing of Investigation report had taken cognisance of offence as PRC and
issued summons to the Accused. When the Accused appeared, copies were
furnished under Section 207 of Cr.P.C. The case was committed to the Court
of the learned Principal Sessions Judge. On point of jurisdiction, the case
was made over to the file of the learned Assistant Sessions Judge,
Puducherry. The Accused was bound over to the Court of the learned
Assistant Sessions Judge. The Court of the learned Assistant Sessions Judge,
after hearing the arguments of the Prosecution and the Accused, framed the
charges for the offence under Section 306 of IPC. Since the Accused denied
the charges, the learned Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry ordered trial.
In the trial, the Prosecution had examined 18 Witnesses as P.W-1 to P.W-18
marked 15 documents as Ex.P-1 to Ex.P-15 and marked 5 Material Objects as
M.O-1 to M.O-5. After full trial, on appreciation of evidence, the learned
Assistant Sessions Judge convicted the Accused. Aggrieved by the same, the
Accused filed Appeal in Crl.A.No.29 of 2017. After hearing the Appeal, the

learned II Additional Sessions Judge had dismissed the Appeal preferred by
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the Accused and confirmed the Conviction for the offence under Section 306
of IPC recorded by the learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge,
Puducherry. The learned II Additional Sessions Judge had relied on the
evidence of P.W-1 to P.W-3 and the dying declaration recorded by the

learned Judicial Magistrate and convicted the Accused.

4.Aggrieved by the same, the Appellant before the trial Court and
appellate Court had preferred this Revision seeking to set aside the Judgment
of Conviction recorded by the learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge,
Puducherry which was confirmed by the learned II Additional Sessions

Judge.

5.0nly focus of the learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner is that
the technical plea alone is raised in the Revision Case. The learned Assistant
Sessions Judge had relied upon the dying declaration of the deceased to
convict the Accused. The evidence before the Court is otherwise. Therefore,
the Judgment of Conviction recorded in Crl.A.No.29 of 2017 on 03.06.2019

confirming the judgment of conviction passed by the learned Principal
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Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry in S.C.No.54 of 2014 is to be set aside

as perverse.

6.1t is the submission of the learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner
that the learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry had
convicted the Accused solely based on the dying declaration recorded by the
learned Judicial Magistrate. Therefore the judgment of conviction recorded
against the Accused sentencing the Accused to undergo Rigorous
Imprisonment of 7 years and to pay a fine of Rs.1000/- is perverse. The
Appeal preferred by the sole Accused in C.A.No0.29 of 2017 was also
dismissed by the learned II Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry.
Therefore, this Revision Case had been filed seeking to set aside the
judgment of conviction recorded by the learned Principal Assistant Sessions
Judge, Puducherry in S.C.No.54 of 2014 which was confirmed in C.A.No.29

of 2017 by the learned II Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry.

7. It is the contention of the learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner
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that the dying declaration was found to be in contradiction to the evidence of

the Prosecution witness.

8. The learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner invited the attention
of this Court to the evidence of P.W-1 to PW-4. P.W-2, PW-3 and P.W-4
were the parents and elder sister of the Deceased. They had in their evidence
deposed regarding the fact that the Son of the Accused and the Deceased had
married. It was a love marriage against the wish of the parents of the
Deceased. The parents of the Deceased had not attended their marriage.
There was evidence that after marriage, the Deceased had gone to the
residence of her parents and resided there for a month. Only on her return
from her parent's home, she had committed self-immolation. There was no
moral support from her parents which had resulted in depression for her. The
learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry had solely relied on
the dying declaration recorded by the learned Judicial Magistrate/P.W-14 and
through whom, Ex.P-8/dying declaration was recorded. Ex.P-4 was the
certificate issued by P.W-10/Dr.Ramakrishnan regarding the mental stability

and consciousness of the Deceased when she was alive under treatment.
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Except Ex.P-8, the evidence of the Prosecution witness does not prove the
charge of Section 306 of I.P.C against the Accused. Originally FIR under
Ex.P-9 was registered for offences under Section 309 of [.P.C. Subsequently

1t was altered to offences under Section 306 of [.P.C.

9. The learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner also invited the
attention of this Court to the version of P.W-1/landlady of the Deceased who
had in her evidence deposed that she gave the complaint. When she was
confronted regarding contents of Ex.P-1. She had stated in her cross
examination that she was unaware of the details of the family of the Deceased
and the Accused and she does not know who had written the complaint under
Ex.P-1. She admits that she had given complaint and but who had taken it
down was not known to her. The ingredients of the contents of Ex.P-1 was
not stated by her in her deposition as Examination in Chief. She had also
stated the criminal law in motion by registering the case for the Accused had
taken the upstairs portion of the house of P.W-1 on rent to set up a separate

residence for her Son and daughter-in-law. The Accused was a Hindu, while
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the deceased daughter-in-law belonged to Christian faith. It was a love and
interfaith marriage. There was objection from both the families. At the time
of death, the Deceased was aged 19 years. Presuming that she suffered
depression immediately after marriage, the learned Principal Assistant
Sessions Judge, Puducherry had convicted the Accused based on the dying
declaration stating that the mother-in-law of the Deceased visited the house
of the deceased and scolded her son. When the Deceased intervened, the
Accused also scolded her. Immediately after the mother-in-law left the house,
the Deceased committed self-immolation and she was rushed to the hospital
by the neighbours. P.W-1 the landlady in her complaint had stated that her
tenant had committed self-immolation, during her evidence in the Court as
P.W-1, she had stated that she does not know who had taken her to the
hospital. She had not accompanied the Deceased to the hospital. Also in the
evidence before the trial Court, the landlady/P.W-1 had stated that at that
time, while she was talking to the Husband of the Deceased, there were
flames emanating from the upstairs portion. Therefore, P.W-1 went up along
with the P.W-4/Husband of the Deceased and found the Deceased in flames.

P.W-1, along with the P.W-4/Husband of the Deceased put out the fire using
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blanket and also by pouring water on her. The neighbours rushed her to
Hospital. She did not know to which hospital she was taken to. Except those

facts, she had not stated incriminating against the Accused.

10. P.W-2 to P.W-4 had in their evidence stated that the P.W-2/father
of the deceased and P.W-3/Mother of the Deceased had stated that they had
not seen the Accused. P.W-4/elder sister of the Deceased had stated that she
had seen the Accused and she knew her. P.W-12/Sub Divisional Magistrate
in his enquiry report clearly stated that this was not a case of dowry death. He
had given the finding based on the statement of the witnesses who attended
the enquiry when the deceased had committed self-immolation stating that
her mother-in-law scolded her. She does not stated any reason to arrive at a
conclusion that the mother-in-law abated the Daughter-in-law to commit

suicide.

11. The learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner also invited the
attention of this Court to the statement given to the P.W-12/Sub Divisional

Magistrate by the Parents of the deceased and the Husband and mother-in-
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law of the deceased and also the statement of the neighbours of the deceased.

12. It is the contention of the learned Counsel for the Revision
Petitioner that the Son of the Accused after marriage was not going for work.
For his daily requirements also, he used to get money from his mother.
Therefore the Accused had scolded her Son/Husband of the deceased for
being irresponsible. After the marriage, there had been misunderstanding
between the Husband and the Wife, as the Husband was not allowed to co-
habit along with his parents. Therefore the Deceased had given a complaint
to the Police. The Police had summoned the Deceased and her Husband and
counselled them to live as Husband and Wife. Accordingly a separate home
was set by the Accused for her Son and daughter-in-law. Also, the Deceased
before committing self-immolation had gone to her parents house and resided
there for a month. Subsequently she came back. Only after the return from
her parents house, within in a day or two, she committed self-immolation.
She had uttered a word that her mother-in-law scolded her. But she had not

used any specific words used by the Accused.
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13. Also it is the contention of the learned Counsel for the Revision
Petitioner that the parents and elder sister of the Deceased had influenced the
mind of the deceased while she was undergoing treatment in the hospital.
Therefore, the reliance placed on the dying declaration by the learned
Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry to convict the Accused is

perverse and is to be set aside.

14. The learned Public Prosecutor Puducherry, Mr.K.S.Mohandoss by
way of reply submitted that the judgment of the learned Principal Assistant
Sessions Judge, Puducherry had been confirmed in the Appeal by the learned
IT Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry are well reasoned judgment and

does not warrant any interference by this Court.

15. The learned Public Prosecutor vehemently objected to the line of
arguments of the learned Counsel for the Revision Petitioner. It was the
submission of the learned Public Prosecutor, Puducherry that there were
materials available before the trial Court regarding the abusive words used by

the Accused/ Mother-in-law of the Deceased. There was evidence through
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P.W-1, P.W-2, P.W-3 and P.W-4. The Mother-in-law of the Deceased used to
visit her Son, once in a while. On the date of occurrence, the Accused had
scolded her Son and also the daughter-in-law using abusive words. Because
of the mother-in-law, the Deceased had gone to the house of her parents and
requested them for providing dowry or any other materials in lieu of dowry.
Since the parents of the Deceased refused, the Accused who was the mother-
in-law of the Deceased had abused the newly married woman that she had

come to her matrimonial home without any materials (i.e., dowry) and
scolded her using abusive words (Qaupmswstst® amgea) and

(@seaygwir). For using such abusive words, the Deceased protested stating
that if ever the mother-in-law use such abusive words, she would commit

self-immolation. Immediately for that, the mother-in-law yelled as “you

commit self-immolation, you end your life” (“f GQssgn Gur”).
Therefore she had committed self-Immolation. P.W-1/landlady of the house
who was residing on the ground portion and was aware of the family

circumstances had given the complaint under Ex.P-1.
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16. The learned Public Prosecutor, Puducherry had relied on the
contents of Ex.P-1, wherein the entire events had been stated resulting in
self-immolation by the Deceased. Therefore the dying declaration under
Ex.P-8 given by the deceased incriminating the mother-in-law is natural. The
learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry solely relying on the
dying declaration cannot be considered as perverse. The Appeal preferred by
the Revision Petitioner before the learned II Additional Sessions Judge,
Puducherry was dismissed and confirmed the judgment of the learned
Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry. When the two Courts had
appreciated evidence had arrived at a conclusion that the Accused had
committed offences under Section 306 of IPC. This Revision has no merit
and has to be dismissed. This Court as Revision Court cannot re-appreciate

the evidence.

17. The learned Public Prosecutor, Puducherry relied on the following
rulings in support of his arguments, in the cases of,
(1) State of Uttar Pradesh -vs- Veerpal & Another in Crl.A.No.34 of

2022 by the Hon'ble Supreme Court, reported in 2022 4 SCC 741;

15/27

https://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



Crl.R.C.No.830 of 2019

(1) Mahalingam -vs- State in Crl.A.No.214 of 2014 by this Court,
reported in 2016 3 Crimes(HC) 209.

Point for consideration

Whether the judgment of conviction recorded by the learned
Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry in S.C.No.54
of 2014 dated 08.09.2017 and the dismissal of the Appeal in
C.A.No.29 of 2017 by the learned Il Additional Sessions
Judge, Puducherry dated 03.06.2019 are to be set aside as
perverse?

18. Heard the learned Counsel nominated by the Legal Aid Committee
for the Revision Petitioner, Thiru.Ethirajalu. Heard the learned Public
Prosecutor, Puducherry, Thiru.K.S. Mohandoss. Perused the judgment of the
learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry in S.C.No.54 of 2014
and the learned II Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry in C.A.No0.29 of

2017.

19. On perusal of the judgment by the learned Principal Assistant
Sessions Judge, Puducherry, it was found that the learned Principal Assistant
Sessions Judge had relied on the dying declaration. On perusal of Ex.P-8, it
was found that the deceased had in her dying declaration recorded by the
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learned Judicial Magistrate/P.W-14 stated that on the date of occurrence, the
mother-in-law had scolded, but she had not stated the specific words uttered
by the mother-in-law. P.W-1/landlady had given complaint under Ex.P-1
wherein the evidence had been narrated from the date of marriage till the date
of self-immolation. P.W-1 had deposed before the Court, had not disclosed
the contents of the Ex.P-1 in her evidence. In the cross examination, P.W-1
had stated that she does not know who had taken down the complaint under
Ex.P-1. She admits that she had given complaint to the Police Station,
Mettupalayam regarding self-immolation committed by the Deceased. The
Inquest report under Ex.P-14 stated that the deceased committed self-
immolation, as She was unable to bear the abusive words of her mother-in-
law. In the dying declaration it was stated,

‘ToreE  Smweeons) Vo LrsLTSng. 6T 60T
& 6T0T GUIT g 6OITUITIT & o G, HTRIGET @ mau(mHL
SONGGHSATD LSS  aImSEHTLD. 6TEOT  LOMLENLIT (1,65
6TRIGH 6T &5 Lo6veT &85k FLOLOGLD @evemev. 9 &&lg
Hlpsterar® @ossrr.  mrar Guuess  SLGsE
UGG SSTTN QEWsTT. &I OSSTIFLL, SeITs LS
Nss ams o\ CLer saTm, STHIGmET Il &STa)
Qs Qsresl & GEsTIFLD Sy  HIEST el

CuCrey Q&g QomeTCLmD.  SETTR 6T LML (TGS S
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sTeoTemeTLl  Lilg &&6m60. 6T SHEUTOIMHL  SRIT S (Helms
ST QSTETaIEkImED. EETEMETSHE STemeey  6T6ar  LomLALLITT
@@m@l_m sugr,gu (&G OaeflGw &gz GuTL L.
6T 60T L& G607 @m&&TES 6Rlg O 0) 6T 6T Y.
ENELAE T Y E AT &L 19 6oTITTY. @1iLng S L rEmis,
g{ﬁrblaaﬁlu@g;g)rrﬁrblaa EFGUI'(BHJGDT. I DSGSET  6UBS 6760 66T
Ol &HSTT. HT6T & smmg)gjaa QamerCoieer sTerGment. (PG6SkV
oms Qs 6T 60T MITTY. HTeT AL (&G Qe
Ln6BT O\ 6T0T 67T STI6TOT GTOILI THS S oar Ml &
DAUSGSASTETCLAT. YBSD LSS 2 GTOTOITSHT bS]
STUUTHN.TTTSOT. GHTETTSS STl  SQIITETD STHISTN &
6168 518 @\ 6t0T GL_6T. LeEgs  CslGLer  GQEmeTerLiy
gAluTs o erergl. TfEG Qomameme@L CUTE .l oeur
(aamTth@Lﬁ, Lnrruﬂurr@Lb) suﬁ,gj aarrﬁugﬁmsﬁkf)smsu. qu;gja::

CoL GLer Gemsraruy &flurs o 6Ters) .

20. From the evidence, it was found that the P.W-2 and P.W-3 were
parents of the deceased, they had not attended the marriage. They have not
seen the Accused. In their evidence, they had stated that the deceased had
come to their house seeking some materials in lieu of dowry, as she was
unable to bear the scoldings of her mother-in-law. The parent of the
Deceased refused as they had objected to the love affair. She had returned
after one month of stay from her parents house. Their evidence through the

statement of the witnesses before the P.W-12/Sub Divisional Magistrate, that
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prior to committing self-immolation, there was a complaint with the Police
that the deceased wanted to go back to her parents house. After one month
she came back to her matrimonial house after counselling by the Police
regarding the dispute between the Husband and the Wife. The Deceased
wanted to set up a separate house as there was objection to their love
marriage in both their families. Under those circumstances, the deceased had
felt humiliated by the conduct of her husband who was not going for work
after the marriage. He was dependent on the Accused for his daily
requirements. There is evidence by P.W-1/landlady that the Accused took out
the premises on lease to set up the family of the Son of the Accused. Since
both the families objected to the love marriage, it is natural for the Accused
to set up a separate home for her Son to lead a responsible marriage life.
Instead the Son of the Accused was not going for job and depended on his
mother for his requirement. Therefore on the alleged date of occurrence, she
scolded her Son. P.W-1/the landlady in her evidence in cross examination
stated that she was talking to the husband of the deceased in the front portion
of her house when she observed flames emanating from the upstairs portion,

she rushed along with the Accused and put out the fire. Originally the case
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was registered under Section 309 of IPC. Subsequent to the death of the
deceased, the case was altered to offence under Section 306 of I.P.C, as
though the mother-in-law abated the deceased to commit self-immolation.
When the mother had scolded the son and the daughter-in-law objected
stating that she will commit suicide for which the mother-in-law reiterated
“You do so”. That cannot be a sole ground to convict the Accused. It is true
that the dying declaration mentioned about the scolding the Son by his
Mother. That cannot be sole reason for a woman aged about 19 years to
commit suicide. The evidence of P.W-2 and P.W-3/parents of the deceased
that they objected to the love affair. The deceased went out along with the
son of the Accused and performed marriage in Chennai. Subsequently they
came back to Puducherry and took up a house on rent. After setting up a
separate house, the deceased alleged to have gone to residence of her parents
seeking material support to lead family life. But they refused. On her return,
the mother-in-law came and scolded her son for being irresponsible after
marriage, for not going to work and for seeking financial help from her. At
that time, the deceased wife watching the discussion between the Mother and

the Son from the upstairs, Mother and son talking in the presence of the
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landlady in front of the house in the ground floor. She had observed from the
front upper portion and got frustrated. Immediately, she alleged to have

committed suicide.

21. As rightly pointed out by the learned Counsel for the Revision
Petitioner, the learned II Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry had relied
only on the dying declaration to convict the Accused/the mother-in-law of the
deceased. There were other circumstances available before the Court through
the witnesses P.W-1 to P.W-4 that there was objection to the love marriage
by the parents of the deceased as well as the in-laws of the deceased. After
marriage, the mother-in-law of the deceased had set a separate home for the
well being of her Son. Whereas, her Son was irresponsible and seeking
financial help from his Mother without going for job. That had contributed to
the depression in the mind of a young women aged about 19 years. It was true
that she had stated that her mother-in-law scolded her but that is not the
entire case. She was in depression that she was not in a position of getting
the moral support from her parents. That was available from the evidence of

P.W-2 and P.W-3. The fact that the dying declaration mentioned about the
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love marriage and objection by both the families. One part of the dying
declaration alone was relied by the learned Principal Assistant Sessions

Judge, Puducherry.

22. As per the ruling relied by the learned Public Prosecutor,
Puducherry in the case of Mahalinga -vs- The State reported in (2016) 3
Crimes (HC) 209, the learned Judicial Magistrate who had recorded the dying
declaration of the deceased had clearly stated in his cross examination that
the deceased had stated she was depressed and had committed self
immolation was admitted by P.W-14 in his cross examination. The learned
Principal Assistant Sessions Judge, Puducherry failed to consider the totality
of the consideration and merely blaming mother-in-law alone cannot be

justified.

23. Here, the learned Judicial Magistrate had recorded the Ex.P-8
following all the due procedures. Still there were circumstances available in
the dying declaration that the deceased committed self immolation due to

depression. The evidence of P.W-2 and P.W-3/parents of the deceased clearly
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stated that they had objected to the love marriage. They also denied materials
and moral support, when deceased came to their house and sought financial
help. Only later she committed suicide. Therefore the blame cannot be put
only on the Accused. The Accused as a responsible Mother and responsible
mother-in-law had set up a house for separate family whereas the Son of the
Accused was irresponsible and not going for employment and earning for
which she had naturally as a Mother as a responsible Mother scolded her son,

which had caused the depression in the mind of the deceased.

24. The reported ruling of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, relied by the
learned Public Prosecutor, Puducherry in the case of State of Uttar Pradesh
-vs- Veerpal and another, reported in 2022 4 SCC 741, where it is not
applicable to the facts of the case herein. In the facts of the reported decision
there were multiple dying declaration. Therefore the trial Court had rejected
the dying declaration. Here it is not the case, the dying declaration was relied
by the learned trial Judge and the entire dying declaration gives out the
circumstances leading to the self-immolation. There need not be any

corroboration evidence of P.W-2 and P.W-3 clearly stated that there were
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objection to the relationship. They have denied moral and material support
when the deceased sought support. Only after returning from her Parents
home, the deceased had committed suicide. That much is available in the
dying declaration. Therefore the judgment of conviction on the mother-in-law

cannot be accepted as reasonable.

25. As per the reported ruling of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, there
were many circumstances that contribute to a person committing suicide.
Financial difficulties lead to depression, lack of moral support from the
elders in the family to face challenges, contributes to depression. There are
many factors which cannot be identified in the cases dealing with suicide.
Here the facts available in the trial leads to circumstances that both the
families of the parents of the deceased as well as the parents of in-laws of the
deceased objected to the love marriage. Under those circumstances, the
Accused who is the mother-in-law of the deceased had taken out the rented
portion to set up a separate residence for her Son and her daughter-in-law.
when the Son was not going for any job and not earning and being dependent

on her, the Accused had scolded her son. she was standing down stairs in
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front of the house and in the presence of the landlady, the Accused was
scolding her son. The deceased was watching the development from the first
floor portion, having suffered depression, she had committed self-
immolation. It is true, that she had narrated the events from her marriage till
her committing self-immolation. Under those circumstances, blaming the
Accused alone for the death of the deceased cannot be considered as
acceptable reason. The reliance placed by the learned Principal Assistant
Sessions Judge, Puducherry solely on the dying declaration that too a
particular portion of the dying declaration and not taking the entire dying
declaration to convict the Accused is found perverse. The learned II
Additional Sessions Judge, Puducherry upheld the judgment of conviction

and rejected the ground of appeal is also found perverse.

26. In the light of the above discussion, the point for consideration is
answered in favour of Revision Petitioner and against the Prosecution. The
judgment of the conviction recorded by the learned Principal Assistant
Sessions Judge, Puducherry and confirmed by learned II Additional Sessions

Judge, Puducherry are to be set aside.
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In the result, this Criminal Revision Case is allowed. The judgment
of the conviction recorded by the learned Principal Assistant Sessions Judge,
Puducherry and confirmed by learned II Additional Sessions Judge,

Puducherry are set aside.

11.03.2024
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SATHI KUMAR SUKUMARA KURUP, J.

shl/dh

To:

1.The II Additional Sessions Judge,
Puducherry.

2.The Principal Assistant Sessions Judge,
Puducherry.

3. The Section Officer, VR Records,
High Court, Madras.
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