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I'n_this appeal by special |eave, the State of Utar Pradesh has inpugned the
conmon judgrment and order of the H gh Court of Judicature at All ahabad, Lucknow
Bench, Lucknow in Crim nal Appeal Nos.590, 598 and 601 of 1979. The respondents,
herein were the appellants in the appeals before the H gh Court, who had chal |l enged the
j udgrment and order 'of the VII Addl. Sessions Judge, Hardoi dated 20th July, 1979
convicting the appel llants variously under Sections 302/149, 148 |PC, 324/149 |PC. They
were sentenced to life inprisonnment under Section 302/149 IPC and 2 years rigorous
i mprisonnent both under Sections 148 and 324/149 | PC.

The appeals ‘preferred by the respondents were allowed by the Hi gh Court by its
j udgrment and order dated 31st July, 1995.

These appeal s arise out of an occurrence which took place on 29.1.1978 at
9.00 AM invillage Anrita, just outside the house of PW1 the infornant. In the
occurrence, the respondents herein and sone others are said to have attacked the
deceased Hira Singh, armed with fire arms and lathis, as a result of which the aforesaid
Hira Singh succunbed to his injuries. The prosecution relied upon the testinmony of the
4 witnesses as eye w tnesses, nanely, PW5. 1,2, 8&9. The Hi gh Court has found these
wi tnesses to be unreliable for the reasons recorded by it.

We have gone through the judgnent of the High Court and we find that it
has consi dered the evidence of the w tnesses and pointed out the infirmties in their
evi dence which dis-credited their testinony. We find that the appreciation of the
evi dence by the High Court is neither perverse nor are the findings recorded not
supported by evidence on record. Moreover, the conclusion reached by the H gh Court is
a possi bl e reasonabl e concl usi on which could be arrived at on the basis of the evidence on
record.

We, therefore, find that this is not a case inwhich this Court may be justified
ininterfering with the order of acquittal.

In the result, we find no nmerit in these appeals and the sanme are accordingly
di sm ssed

The bail bonds of the respondents are discharged.




