
 

THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE M.SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 

CRL.R.C. NO.187 OF 2017 

ORDER: 

This revision is filed  under Sec tion Sec tions 397 and  401 of Cr.P.C. 

c ha lleng ing the order d t.06.11.2016 in CrlM.P.No.886 of 2016 in unreg istered  

c rimina l appea l, passed  by the Princ ipa l Sessions Judge, Waranga l refusing to 

c ondone delay of 208 days in filing  the appea l aga inst the ac quitta l. 

  

2. The petitioner is the de fac to c ompla inant and  she lodged  c omp la int with 

the polic e aga inst the respondents 2 to 6 and  the same was reg istered  and  a fter 

investiga tion filed  c harge sheet before the III Add l.J.F.C.M., Waranga l whic h was 

reg istered  as C.C.No.402 of 2015 and  a fter full-fledged  tria l, the tria l c ourt found  

the respondents 2 to 6 not guilty and  ac quitted  them for the offenc es 

punishab le under Sec tion 498-A IPC and  Sec tions 3 and  4 of Dowry Prohib ition 

Ac t by judgment d t.28.09.2015 in C.C.No.402 of 2015. 

 

3. Aggrieved  by the ac quitta l, the de fac to c ompla inant/ petitioner 

p referred  an appea l before the Distric t Court a long with petition to c ondone 

delay of 208 days in filing  the appea l, on the ground  tha t she was suffering  from 

ill-hea lth and  gynaec  p rob lem and  therefore, she c ould  not c ontac t her c ounsel 

to file an appea l within the time.  But, the Sessions Judge d ismissed  the petition 

on the ground  tha t C.C. was d isposed  off on 28.09.2015 and  the D.V.C. filed  by 

the petitioner was a lso d isposed  off on 7.09.2015, but, she d id  not file any p roof 

in support of her c ontention tha t she was suffering  from ill-hea lth and  tha t she 

has no knowledge about the judgment passed  by the tria l Court. 

 

4. The judgment in C.C.No.402 of 2015 was p ronounc ed  on 28.09.2015 by 

the III Add l.J.F.C.M., Waranga l and  she made an app lic a tion for c ertified  c opy 

on 3.12.2016, rec eived  on 6.12.2016.  But, the appea l was p referred  with further 
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delay and  the c ause for the delay was ill-hea lth.  But, she d id  not p roduc e any 

p roof in support of her c ontention i.e. suffering  from ill-hea lth. 

 

5. The p resent revision is filed  on va rious grounds. During  hearing , lea rned  

c ounsel for the petitioner d id  not appear and  represent the matter.  However, in 

c rimina l revision c ase, this c ourt even in the absenc e of c ounsel, c an peruse the 

rec ord  and  pass appropria te orders.  Therefore, having no other a lterna tive 

exc ep t to d ispose of the revision by verifying the rec ord  ava ilab le, as per 

dec ision in NISHA SHARMA AND OTHERS v. VINOD KUMAR SHARMA
1
 

 

6. Therefore, persuaded  by the judgment of Delhi High Court, w ithout 

wa iting  for the c ounsel for the petitioner, I would  like to dec ide the revision 

pend ing  before this c ourt. 

 

7. The only c ontention ra ised  before this c ourt is tha t the petitioner is 

unaware of passing the judgment by the lea rned  magistra te find ing  the 

respondents 2 to 5 not guilty for the offenc es punishab le under Sec tion 498-A 

IPC and  Sec tions 3 and  4 of D.P. Ac t and  tha t she was suffering  from ill-hea lth i.e. 

gynaec  p rob lem.  The petitioner was examined  as witness before the magistra te 

and  she is pursuing the matter and  she a lso pursued  D.V.C. before the same 

c ourt and  both the c ases were d ismissed .  But, she d id  not file appea l aggrieved  

by the judgment in C.C.No.402 of 2015 on ac c ount of lac k of knowledge and  

suffering  from ill-hea lth a lleged ly.  Ignoranc e of law is not exc usab le and  the 

other ground  is ill-hea lth whic h is not substantia lly supported  by any materia l.  

Therefore, the c ourt below d id  c ommit no error in d ismissing the petition 

dec lining  to c ondone delay of 208 days in filing  the appea l and  I find  no merit in 

the revision warranting  interferenc e by this c ourt while exerc ising  power under 

Sec tions 397 and  401 Cr.P.C.  Henc e, the revision is liab le to be d ismissed  a t the 

stage of admission. 

                                                            

1
 1990 Crl.L.J. (NOC) 57 (Delhi) 
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8. In the result, the c rimina l revision c ase is d ismissed  a t the stage of 

admission. 

Misc ellaneous petitions, if any, pend ing in this c rimina l revision c ase sha ll 

stand  c losed .   

______________________________ 

           M.SATYANARAYANA MURTHY,J 

DATE:04-09-2017 

c c m 
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