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220 IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRR-586-2024
Date of Decision: 30.04.2024
Navneet Kaur ...Petitioner
Versus
Jatinder Singh and others ...Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE HARPREET SINGH BRAR

Present: Mr. Mohit, Advocate for
Mr. Bhuwan Vats, Advocate for the petitioner.
skskesk

HARPREET SINGH BRAR, J.(ORAL)

CRM-12746-2024

The present application is preferred under Section 5 of the
Limitation Act, 1963 seeking condonation of delay of 238 days in filing the
present revision petition.

For the reasons mentioned in the application, the present
application is allowed and the delay of 238 days in filing the present revision
petition is hereby condoned.

CRR-586-2024

1. The present revision is preferred against judgment dated
20.03.2023 passed by the learned Additional Sessions Judge, Patiala whereby
judgment of acquittal dated 31.01.2020 passed by the learned Judicial
Magistrate Ist Class, Patiala in FIR No. 527 dated 01.11.2008 registered under
Sections 406 and 498-A of the IPC at Police Station Sadar, Patiala, was upheld.
2. Briefly, the facts are that the marriage between the petitioner-
complainant and respondent No.l1 was solemnised on 23.02.2008. Soon after
the marriage, the petitioner was harassed for bringing less dowry and asked to
bring Rs. 2,00,000/-. On her refusal to fulfill the said demand, the petitioner

was physically and mentally tortured. Respondent no.1 and Daljit Kaur,
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mother-in-law made the petitioner to consume some medicine in lieu of
conceiving a male child, which cased her various ailments. When the
petitioner refused to take the said medicine, respondent No.3- sister-in-law
insisted on performing a second marriage of respondent No.l. Respondent
No.1 and respondent No.2- father-in-law also threatened to kill the petitioner.
On 05.04.2008, respondent No.1 and respondent No.2 took her clothes out of
the almirah and burnt them, while threatening to set her on fire if she fails to
bring money from her paternal house. Thereafter, on 12.04.2008, the accused
gave her beatings and shunned her out of the matrimonial home and refused to
rehabilitate her till she satisfies their dowry demands.

3. Learned counsel for petitioner submits that the learned Courts
below have fallen into grave error by acquitting the respondents-accused. The
family of the petitioner had spent about Rs. 5,50,000/- on the marriage and
many gold ornaments were gifted to the family of the respondents. The dowry
articles were recovered by the police from the respondents-accused, thereby
proving entrustment of the same to them. The same is also supported by the list
of dowry articles exhibited in Court after effecting recovery. Further, the
respondents-accused have failed to bring forth any reasonable explanation qua
the recovery in their respective statements under Section 313 Cr.P.C. The
petitioner only failed to disclose the instances of cruelty to her family members
in order to save her matrimonial life. Finally, the non-examination of the typist
who typed the complaint was given undue importance by the Courts below as
the same was skipped merely because of a bona fide lapse in memory qua his
name and the same is non fatal to the case of the prosecution.

4. Having heard the learned counsel for the petitioner and after
perusing the record with his able assistance, it transpires that admittedly, no bill

of any dowry articles have been placed on record. The list of dowry articles

MANISHA

2024.05.07 16:55

I attest to the accuracy and
authenticiy of this
order/judgment



CRR-586-2024 3 2024:PHHC:062343

(Ex. PA) bears the signature of one Gurpreet Kaur, elder sister of the petitioner.
The signatures of the petitioner on the said list of articles are conspicuously
missing. While it has been claimed that about Rs. 5,50,000/- was spent on the
wedding, the father of the petitioner has not been examined to prove the same.
Mere recovery of alleged dowry articles is not sufficient to attract the offence
under Section 406 IPC. Since the petitioner and the respondents were residing
in the same house, it cannot be conclusively said on the basis of material
available on the record that the dowry articles were specifically entrusted to a
particular accused. The petitioner in here statement as PW1 also fails to
mention the date on which she asked the accused to return the said articles.

5. Furthermore, the petitioner had moved a complaint before SSP,
Patiala, in furtherance of which, her statement was recorded on 02.11.2008
wherein she makes no mention of the alleged incident of burning her clothes or
receiving beatings at the hands of the respondents. The petitioner was admitted
to Rajindera Hospital, Patiala on 06.04.2008 on account of falling unconscious.
She was visited by her father and sister, however, she did not mention anything
relating to the instances of cruelty meted out to her, by them.

6. In view of the facts and circumstances of the case, this Court finds
that learned counsel for the petitioner has failed to point out any perversity or
illegality in findings recorded by the learned Courts below, which warrants any
interference. Accordingly, the present revision petition is dismissed, being

bereft of any merit.

7. Pending miscellaneous application(s), if any, also stand disposed of.
(HARPREET SINGH BRAR)
April 30, 2024 JUDGE
manisha
(1) Whether speaking/reasoned Yes/No

(i) Whether reportable Yes/No
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