I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRIM NAL APPEAL NO. 1979 OF 2008

AMRI K SI NGH APPELLANT
VERSUS
STATE OF PUNJAB RESPONDENT
ORDER
1. This appeal is directed against the judgnment and order

dated 23r¢ May, 2008, passed by the Hi gh Court of Punjab and
Haryana at Chandigarh setting aside the order of acquittal
of the appellant herein passed by the trial Court and
directing his conviction under Section 302 of the Indian
Penal Code for the nurder of one, Sanpuran Singh and
sentencing himto undergo life inprisonment, and pay a fine
of Rs. 5,000/ -.

2. The appellant was charged for an offence punishable
under Section 302 of the Indian Penal Code. The | ear ned
trial Court, however, on conpletion of the trial, acquitted
the appellant herein on grounds set out in its judgnent
dated 21.4.1999. Being aggrieved by the said order of
acquittal, the State preferred an appeal before the Hi gh
Court of Punjab and Haryana. After hearing the parties,

the High Court set aside the said order of acquittal giving



reasons for setting aside the sane. The reasons for
disturbing the order of acquittal are set out by the High
Court in paragraph 31 of the judgnment inpugned herein.

3. We have carefully scrutinised the reasons given by the
trial Court in the order of acquittal as also the reasons
given by the Hgh Court for disturbing the order of
acquittal. Having examned the sane, we are of the
considered opinion that the H gh court was justified in
reversing the order of acquittal. In our considered
opinion, the order of acquittal was palpably wong and
erroneous in view of the evidence brought on record.

4. P.W 7 is an independent w tness. He had seen the
occurrence and has in his evidence given details as to how
the incident had occurred which could not be shaken at all
in the cross exam nation. On appreciation of the evidence,
we would find that his evidence is cogent and trustworthy.
W find no reasonable ground to disbelieve his evidence.
PW 8 is the wife of the appellant. According to the
First Information Report, she was also an eye-witness to
the occurrence. She had also given a statenent under
Section 161 of the Code of Crimnal Procedure as if she was
an eye witness to the occurrence and stating about the
specific role of the appellant. However, while being

exam ned as a witness, she had becone hostil e. Even if we



do not consider her evidence, the evidence of P.W 7 being
trustworthy and reliable and being of uninpeachable in
nature, we see no reason why conviction cannot be sustained
on the basis of the evidence of P.W 7 alone. It is
settled law that conviction could be based only on the
basis of the evidence of solitary witness, if such evidence
is found to be cogent. The Court conmitted an error in
di scardi ng such strong and cogent evidence on frivolous and
i rrel evant grounds.

5. In that view of the matter, we find no infirmty in
the judgnent passed by the Hi gh Court. There is no nerit

in this appeal which is, accordingly, dismssed.

[A K. PATNAI K]

NEW DELHI
MARCH 17, 2010
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