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JUSTICE SFIIV NARAYAN DHINGRA

1. Whether Ieporters of local papers may be allowed to see the judgment? YES.

2,To be referred to the Reporter or not? YES

3.Whether the judgment should be reported in the Digest? YES

SHIV NARAYAN DHINGRA, J

l. This petition under Section 482 of Cr.P.C. has been made on behalf of petitioner for
quashing/setting aside the order dated 20th July, 2006 passed by learned Additional Sessions

Judge, Delhi whereby the learned ASJ upheld the order of the Trial Court discharging
appellanrs Bishan Pal Singh, Smt. Santosh Devi, Gajendar Singh and Toshan Singh. Bishatr Pal

Singh is the tather-in-iaw of the complainant, Smt. Santosh Devi is the mother-in-law of

complainant and Gajender Singh and Toshan Singh are the brothers-in-law (husband's brorhcrs)

of thi complainant. The complainant made allegations involving almost every member oi'tire

fagrily of her in larvs. Learted Metropolitan lvlagisuate, after going through the evidence

observed as under,



?l?erusal Qf record shows that the allegations of the complainant are against the acctlsed perso't

c.{cept the accusecl,,'usband with respecffi;*hgro' u'inJinl ;"?ntit"11iwry' But there'

,,, ,',,i o singie u'.gution tr'at the "::,::[lht':i,f*:li Xltr'?'::lilyiilil1i'llfffi'
;::l*r:1.::rii""'i*i:1il:Hi,i'i#i:i::*''"'Jffi lm**;,1i;i::'*'
cornptainanr ml:r ";;;; 

iim. ,rriarO *itt i.,tt tturUunO it n*uri' It was held in AiR

ree6(Supren,. ,ouirj-67 ,tu, taunting^fli# il;;* 'uffttitnt dowrv is distitrct fronr

.lernanci o[ clt:*,ry ,ni it outa nor be :*fril;.!: 
i;"rgt 

"i*nrine for bringing i'suft-rcient

rlorvry is also -* -".i"iiir;J^; Uu, Ao., n"l tome rvithin tt't futult* oI Section '1984'

s'ftrcie.r,o .onr,,ili;';;. ;r'f'."ce i.e. ir.,. t*trry to the compioinont rvith tt:f?:llii!!,.*.0.,

li,irilff rH:mlki*it*::H.Yi1i$itiliq[:'#lllrxi**;
prima facie case u'iat''itttion 498A^is not made out agarr

"C;;;;<]* Singh rncl l(aushan SinBh'?^,'^-.orr 
o reviqion oetitiou before the Co,rt of Sessio's

2,Against ' f ' t i *u" i t ' ' lhepet i t ionerpret 'er ledlrev ' ]s ion'get i t ionbeforetheCot
a*il rhe le;irne.i s.rri"n, i*dge after considering the tnti'e irateiiul obtttutd as uncler:

? in rhe prese *r case, husbancl, y.llrrwant Singh, afte'marriage w-or':ritrg--ltpututely 
ti'.m his

r>afen[ anct brtirheLr.'t-{. *,i. resicling tint"'*i' Hary.ana' itt"t f"O' Trial Court fort'd that

oiie jat,on o i rhe *o*prui.*n!T :g:tiilx;i:ffi1il,'tli:*i,Iii?, tr1p#1"1iliX1"'
asainst thc rtccttsed persons' T*ttl]
.fosha' singir, 

.rhe i.i. Trial court ,;;il; opinio,:r rhat there was- not even a si'rgle

aileg,ation tir.,rt ttre accuseci persons ,;; uny ,ubr.qurnia.*uno of clowry ancl 'arassed tlte

cornplainan, to, -", ,i,riiLf ,ng their a"'*J' rt'" 
"otproi'io"nt 

i-t*t of the iime was resiciing

rvirh her husba.cl at Rervari, 'oryunl.'irro, rnight i *. il.r- on. ot two i'stances of taunttng

ibr nor bri's,ing stifrrcient clo*,ry o"iirr.v .r. "3irr.ini1rr*"""'gh 
t":'i::1:: ttttton 4984'

l-'eLc .rrs. *o' s'ecitic alleg;rtions '"i'rt'J'pttt to.entrustment of Jotu'y items to t'e accusecl

p:,lot=-stil;,lll.1lllloi*ffixTr#il"J{L1J;ffiIt}:11;^!:'J'H#:'ilt"1i:'l;:i
.rl iiorvtl' articles,can.::li:l:ffltno*.ty, Bishan nt t'ttn, S*i' S^ntosh Devi' Gaje*cle r

eilttustment to rhe accused pelson' I

1:H.;;lJ;n:.'.':illry::r**:*:l::l'i.'xt'*::T"f x'J,l'frHt]'T'il:5il'J
betbre *u,,'ng''i'e' at tire il*t or *gus'1re* ^'"1-1"itJtrrfl:Tilf|? ilu"lug'-.Ho*,"^u^'f;
in.ro,",, ancr rrer ;;li: il* :::::,1jiT,i:.TJ'l,lijl;;;d or in |ar1s, what 'i'itt nappen ir
she tolcl her rarher ?You have s'Itl-:i: n:'t::::lH;fi;;;fi" tather and despite her

they demanrr "'tf ", 
r"*orror.v?. Despite her this toluttn" 

married in the sarne family

linorvirg rirut aoitfclemano,tlaa.1lttu9l b:t" Iill'r] :r anct her brother

ll;ffi i:',,1r.ffi [t'};ilt,'H,':,'iffll'l]11'^a:1il::ff"Tf lih;;';'iages,rcrv
rhe nrentalirl, ol rhe compiainanr' ;;ili"dt' *ht'" 

""t" 
ii"ltli allegations ate made' rhe

pr:,lice ,nout,t .ri,-,",ulra'eously '.gir;'u t; under o"'*v'i;tthibition 'l'ct (in sirort ? the Act?)

against ,n" o^,."ir;ij;I.,; .;'pd;;; well, who t;;;i;;;ii daughter despite demarrcr or

i,.wrr,. s.crion-3'oithe act or"n,o,,, ,i"t"* ^"1,:111.;;il;;tv 'rf 1 
woman of srown up ase

ancrrve* *,tuc*ed geis nrarrie,r ,-" , pJrron d.upr* ,t.'i; ir*"ita, she l'cr rier farnily beccirrres

rccornp I rt c- ;iT*"t;" t'ttinrtt Dowry P rohib ition Act'



4' Now-a-days' exorbitant claims are made about the amount spent on marriage and otherceremonies and on dowry and gifts. In some cases claim is made of spe'ding iror", of rupeeson ciowrv without 'Jiscloiing r#;;";; of income il h;; funds flowed. I Consider time hasco''e that courts shoulcl- insist upon disclosing rout* oiruch funds and verification of incomeliom ta'x tetu'rs a'cl police shouto inrirr ;;; *;ioffiXce of the Rules uncrer DowryProirilrttttx 
"j\cl clotJ shpuld not entertainany complalnq irthe rules have not been .:ornpiiecirvttlt' Rirlc ̂ l t-rl'tlte 

?t"yy ProhibitionlMaintenancu oiriri'orpresenrs to the Bride anclf i t idt lgrourr- i7 kuies, lgg5 rea<Js as un.l.r,
12 RULES ]N ,TCCORDANCE WITH WHICH LISTS OF PRESENTS ARE TO BE
ll;)iil;)T,ll];;j,.,iTn::,i.r,.,.ni, wrrich u,. giu*ii,r,u rirne of tr,.,,.'.,iuge ro rhc bricre
iJ)  f i :c i ist  t ' l ' i ' r 'c.c ' ts rv ir ich are given at the t ime of the marr iage to the br ic legroom shal l  bcr laintai i rct t  hr l  hc-.  l . r r ic iegntom.

t3)[ :vcrr i t : ' l  ' t l  prcsents ref 'erred to in srrb'ru. le(1) or Sub-nr le(2)- (a) shal l  be preparecl  . t  rhcli^ie ot'rrc ir-,.rrriig.r ()r ils soorr as possibre urtarii-r" 
"i"rrr*",tbi  .shi l l l  l ) . :  r r i  i l , r r t l ig;

t  c  )  s l ta l l  coni i "u  r ) : -

1i) a trr ief l iescrrprron of each present;

!ii). t" a1:proximare value of the presenr;
(iii) rhe l)anre ol.rlie person r.vho has given
1ir,),  rvherc t i tc person giving the present is
such relati t_rn:;hrp

the present; anci
related to the bricle or briciegroom, a rlescriprir.,n oi

((l) shail be srqnt:d by borh the bricle and the bridegroom.
i 'I-he 

i\'letr'':i 'trlit;tn vlagistrates should take cognizance of the offe'ce uncier the Act ln fcspeci'f lhe ot'fi:u.e ,,f givrrg cr'wr1, rvhenever alregalio's are,,ade that dowry, \vas givc. as dut'tttstcieraltolr ()I lrlarrlage, atier demand. couits,touia-utro lnslst upo' cornplia'ce r.vit' thcItile's lratttecl ttncter the Act a'd if rules are not complied with, an adverse i'rcreirce slrtlurcr bcclrarvn' i1'huge cash amounts are alleged to be giuri uiir.,. ti*. of marriage r.vhich are nol:iccountcd anytvhere, such cash transictions ririrrJo. nt"ugtrro the notice of the Income TaxDepartt:renr by the court so that source of income is verified and the person is brought ro law.it is onll' L'recause the courts are not insisting 6;; ;r;;iiun.. with the relevanr provrsions o1.lalv while entertai'ing such complaints and u.tion iri.tln rrrery on the statemenr Df iirccompiaina't' ivitliour alry vcrificition that a large nu*u.i oi false cornplaints are pourirrl-, irr.o I c.ttsicier lir;tL titc ltincls o1'vague allegations as made in the compiaint Lr1, t5e peirri.iucragains ic \ ic f - \  r )1d i l r i ;c ro i ' t i re tamiryofhusbandcannotu. -ua.apraobl 'an; ,cour tat therr raec
i'aiue rnd th': 'rllegairuns have to bi scrutinized.r.t"iry-uy tne couit ueit,re liunring cirar.gu. .-riturttsal oi'tlic "utttplairtt .' ',f the petitioner woulcl show that she mact. ail ki'ds of alleguiio'sagainst her hustlitttc.l regarding beating, that her husband *u, r",uuing iilicir reia'onsiiip lvl,r f 5grrls; he tbrccd iicr to \vfrte s;icid. nli*, abusecl rr.r, tuuni.i her, threate'ed ancr rord 'er thar he!\"!s Settlllg 'ill()liier bride of more richer f'amily whiie rrra-*u, in Rewari r.virh 'er irusbari,ianr.i



she made telephone call to her parents who came to Rewari and tgok her to parental home' She

had.also given phone to one of her friends Jigyasa. A perusal of the itatement of Jigyasa would

show that she tolcl Jigyasa that it was her husband who was torturing her and behaving with

cruelry. I-lorvever, in"her complaint, she made vague and omnibus allegations against every

other tarnily members, The statement made by iier and other witnesses have been scrutinizecl

lly nle, e.\ccllt vitgtle al.legations and allegations of taunting., there are no allegations oI

p,crpetlatipg .rr,*lty on h"er by any of the four respondents in order to compei her to bring more

dowry or i lny purt iculxf i tems'

T. In vierv of my fbregoing discussion, I find no reason 1o disagree with the order'of two Cclurls

bel6w. The petition is hereby dismissed being devoid of merits.

February 23,2007 SIIIV NARAYAN DHINGRA' J'
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