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We have heard learned counsel for the appellant and Sri Vimlendu Tripathi, 

learned A.G.A for the State and have perused the trial Court judgment, record 

and the written objections that have been filed by the learned A.G.A. 

The prayer for bail in this criminal appeal has been preferred by the husband 

of the deceased,  who has been convicted and sentenced by the Additional 

Sessions  Judge  (Court  no.1),  Hathras  by  an  order  dated  29.5.2013.  The 

appellant has been acquitted under sections, 304 B, 498A and ¾ D.P. Act, by 

the impugned order, but convicted under section 302 I.P.C and 201 I.P.C., 

under which an alternative charge was framed on 24.4.13.

The  prosecution  allegations  as  mentioned  in  the  FIR  lodged  by  Malkhan 

Singh, PW 1 father of the deceased Reena on 3.12.2011 at P.S. Sikandararau 

were that Reena was married to the appellant Umesh three years earlier. She 

had  been  beaten  and  thrown  out  of  her  sasural in  Nagla  Gulabi  on 

12.11.2011.  After  that  she  was  brought  to  Nagla  Babool  by  her  uncle 

Rameshwar and the informant, where she started residing from 13.11.2011. 

On 28.11.2011, the appellant Umesh and his elder brother Munesh had taken 

away Reena on a motorcycle after promising that they would not torture her in 

the future.  However the informant  learnt  that  Umesh and Munesh and his 

family  members  had  murdered Reena  and had  thrown her  corpse into  the 

Nadrai Canal. On this information, the informant, his brothers and others went 

to the  Sasural of Reena in Nagla Gulabi where they learnt that Reena had 

been murdered and that she had not been seen after 28.11.2011. When they 

again reached Reena's sasural on 2.12.2011, they found the house empty and 

that  the  appellant  and  his  family  members  had  absconded,  with  all  their 

belongings.  After that  the informant  and others searched for the corpse of 

Reena, which was found in the Nadrai canal, regarding which an information 



was given  at  P.S.  Dolna.  Dislike  for  Reena,  demand of  dowry,  and illicit 

relations of Umesh, with his brother Munesh's wife have been mentioned as 

the motives for the crime in the FIR. 

13 witnesses of fact have been examined in this case. However the formal 

witnesses were not examined as the defence admitted the genuineness of the 

prosecution documents. The fact witnesses included, the informant Malkhan 

Singh, PW 1, father of Reena, who denied the allegations of dowry demand, 

or of Reena being driven out of her  sasural  after being beaten on 12.11.11, 

but he admitted that she had come to reside in her  phupha PW 2 Swaraj's 

house on 13.11.11 at Sikandarpur (near Nagla Babool). He denied that Umesh 

or Munesh had taken back Reena on their motorcycle from Nagla Babool or 

Sikandarpur on 28.11.11. He had not received any information that Umesh, 

Munesh and their family members had murdered Reena and cast her corpse in 

the  Nadrai  Canal  in  district  Kanshiram Nagar.  But  he  learnt  that  Reena's 

corpse had been found in the Nadrai Canal and had even gone to Reena's 

sasural in this connection on 28.11.11., but he did not see Reena there. He 

admitted lodging a written report scribed by Rajpal Singh at P.S Sikandrau, 

on  which  he  had  appended  his  signature.  However  he  stated  in  his  cross 

examination that he had lodged the report at the instance of the police and the 

opponents of Umesh who were present at the police station when he went to 

lodge the report. 

PW2 Swaraj and his wife, PW 3 Smt. Kamla, Reena's aunt  (bua),  admitted 

that Reena had been married to Umesh 4 years prior to their  testimony in 

Court,  which  was  recorded  one  year  after  the  incident.  No  dowry  was 

demanded,  and  Reena  was  not  ill-treated  in  her  sasural.  One year  earlier 

Malkhan and Rameshwar had left Reena at their house in Sikandarpur, where 

she stayed for 15 days. After that Reena left by herself for her maika in Katka. 

Umesh and Munesh had not come on their motorcycle to pick up Reena on 

28.11.11. and she had not gone with them. 

PW 6  Ram  Das,  the  marriage  mediator,  denied  the  allegations  of  dowry 

demand and claimed that Reena had committed suicide because she could not 

conceive, even after 3 years of marriage. 

PW 13, Jai Narain, (Malkhan, and Kamla's brother and Reena's uncle) has 



admitted  that  before  her  death  Reena  was  residing  at  Kamla's  place  at 

Sikandarpur. Umesh had taken away Reena from there. After 3 days of her 

departure  her  corpse  had  been  recovered  from  the  canal.  He  denied  the 

allegations of dowry demand. 

It  was  contended  by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  appellant  that  all  the 

witnesses of fact, PWs 1 to 13, except PW 4 Yogendra and PW 12 Dalvir 

Singh,  the  witnesses  of  inquest,  have  turned  hostile  and  have  denied  the 

allegations  of  dowry demand,  or  the  involvement  of  the  appellant  in  this 

crime, and there was no legal evidence for connecting the appellant with this 

offence. 

Learned counsel  for  the appellant  further  submitted  that  the  appellant  had 

disappeared from her  maika  after which her body was found in the Nadrai 

canal.  The  deceased  had  actually  committed  suicide.  The  trial  Judge  on 

finding that there was no evidence of dowry demand, had even acquitted the 

appellant under the charges under sections 304 B and 498 A IPC and ¾ of the 

Dowry Prohibition Act.

Learned AGA on the other hand argued that the trial Judge had rightly acted 

in a pro-active manner for eliciting the truth as mandated by the Apex Court 

in Zahira Habibullah Sheikh's case, and relied on the dependable part of the 

testimony of the prosecution witnesses for bringing home the charge under 

section 302 IPC against the appellant, and it was clear that the witnesses had 

been suborned and won over by the accused. The object of criminal law was 

not only that to ensure that no innocent person be convicted, but it was also 

social defence and for ensuring that the guilty must not escape unpunished, 

and efforts at suborning witnesses be nullified. In this context the trial judge 

had relied inter alia on the decisions of the Apex Court in Bhagwan Singh v.  

The State of Haryana, AIR 1976 SC 202;  Rabindra Kumar Dey v. State of  

Orissa AIR 1977 SC 170;  Syad Akbar v. State of Karnataka, AIR 1979 SC 

1848; and Khujji @ Surendra Tiwari v. State of Madhya Pradesh AIR 1991 

SC 1853 for the proposition that the evidence of hostile witnesses cannot be 

treated as effaced or washed off the record altogether but the same can be 

accepted to the extent that their version is found to be dependable on a careful 

scrutiny. 



It was further submitted by the learned AGA, that the trial Court had properly 

delineated  dependable  circumstances  for  showing  the  involvement  of  the 

appellant in the offence. Thus the trial Court had noticed the evidence of PW-

13  Jai  Narain,  the  brother  of  informant  Malkhan,  who although  a  hostile 

witness,  had admitted having seen the deceased Reena at  the house of his 

sister  Kamla Devi in Sikandarpur,  from where the appellant had taken her 

away. After three days, her dead body was found in the canal. The trial Judge 

had also noted that PW-1 informant  Malkhan Singh had at least admitted in 

his examination-in-chief that after he received information that the dead body 

of his daughter was lying in Nadrai Canal, he had immediately proceeded to 

Reena's Sasural at Nagla Gulabi on 28.11.2011 and not to Reena's   Bua's     place   

in Sikandarpur or Nagla Babool, where Reena was earlier residing. From this, 

it was submitted that the trial judge has properly inferred that Reena had been 

taken away by the appellant to his home immediately prior to the incident. 

The onus under section 106 of the Evidence Act then lay on the appellant to 

explain how the deceased had died after she had gone with him, which burden 

has not been discharged by the appellant. The theory that the deceased had 

committed suicide is falsified by the fact that the post mortem report indicates 

the cause of death to be strangulation. There was a ligature mark all round the 

neck of the deceased just below the thyroid cartilage and the left cornua of the 

hyoid bone was also fractured. The death was therefore clearly homicidal and 

not suicidal. Also after committing suicide the body could not be present in 

the Nadrai canal. The informant Malkhan has admitted that he had dictated 

the  FIR to  Rajpal  and then  lodged the written  report  at  the  police  station 

which  he  had  signed.  Though  Malkhan  subsequently  states  in  his  cross 

examination that he nominated the appellant at the instance of the police and 

Umesh's opponents who were present at the police station, but it has not been 

clarified as to who were these opponents, and what was the enmity which 

would have caused these opponents to kill Reena and then to prevail upon the 

informant to falsely nominate the appellant Umesh, husband of the deceased 

for this crime. According to the learned AGA, the denial or false explanation 

on part of the appellant that the deceased had committed suicide, when her 

death was clearly homicidal was an additional circumstance for showing the 

complicity of the appellant in this offence. 

Having  given  our  thoughtful  consideration  to  the  submissions  of  learned 



counsel for the parties, without expressing any opinion on merit, looking to 

the gravity of the allegations, the successful attempt by the accused to win 

over  witnesses  during  trial,  the  reasons  mentioned  by  the  trial  Court  for 

recording a finding of guilt against the accused, we find that no good ground 

exists for granting bail to the appellant, who was not even allowed bail during 

trial. The prayer for bail of the appellant is therefore rejected. 

We would however like to express our appreciation of the effort made by the 

trial judge, Sri Subhash Chandra Kulshreshta, ADJ, Court No. 1, Hathras in 

not folding his hands in despair once the defence had succeeded in suborning 

the prosecution witnesses, by framing an alternative charge under section 302 

on 24.4.13 and then in searching for dependable grounds in the evidence for 

establishing the guilt of the appellant. 

However we are of the opinion that at the outset when the informant Malkhan, 

PW 1, the father of the deceased Reena himself turned hostile, the trial Judge 

could have issued notice to PW 1 in exercise of his powers under section 340 

Cr.P.C., asking him to explain why he should not make a complaint against 

him before the competent Ist Class Magistrate for trying him for an offence 

under section 182 IPC or other appropriate penal section. 

We may mention that in a case tried by the ADJ/ FTC 2 Kaushambi, the trial 

Judge Dr. Bal Mukund had done precisely this when the informant, who was 

the brother of the deceased had turned hostile. The witness had then appeared 

before the trial Court him and mentioned the threats held out by the accused 

Pintoo and others. Thereupon the trial Court after notice had cancelled the bail 

of the accused.  The result  was that the said witness as well as subsequent 

witnesses then deposed truthfully about the occurrence. In an order passed by 

one  of  us  (Amar  Saran  J)  sitting  singly  in  its  order  dated  19.2.10,  while 

rejecting the bail preferred by the applicant in Crl. M.B.A. No. 22094 of 2009, 

Pintoo and others v. State, (reported in MANU/UP/1995/2010: 2010(2) ACR  

1185) had in paragraph 19 lauded the approach of the trial Judge, "who passed 

the impugned order for his timely and pro-active attempt at dispensing justice 

in the wake of the determined bid of the mischievous accused to subvert the 

course of justice. With this objective on the very date that the witness turned 

hostile,  the Court issued notice to the witness as to why he should not be 



punished under Section 181, I.P.C. encouraging the witness to come out with 

the true reason for his hostility, and thereafter by issuing notice to the accused 

asking them to explain why their  bail  be not cancelled,  and eventually  by 

cancelling their bail. This appears to have emboldened the subsequent witness 

P.W. 2 Ramraj to affirm his earlier version in the first information report, and 

to have prevented him from also turning hostile. The Judge thereby fulfilled 

the mandate of the Supreme Court in letter and spirit, by not functioning as a 

passive tape recorder and by affirmatively searching for the truth." 

In the said decision this Court had also directed (in paragraph 20) that  "the 

copy of the order also be sent to the Judicial Training and Research Institute 

and the Legal Services Authority for communication to the concerned judicial 

authorities  within  a  month  as  a  guidance  on  how to  act  in  a  timely  and 

proactive manner when dealing with situations where attempts are being made 

to  brow beat  witnesses and to  compel  them to turn hostile,  as  hostility  of 

witnesses  by  threats  or  inducements  is  becoming  the  bane  of  our  judicial 

system." 

It was also observed as follows in paragraphs 14 to 17 of the said decision:

"14.  It  is  significant  that  the  learned  A.G.A.  also relied  upon the  case  of 

Zahira Habibullah Sheikh which emphasizes that in order to keep the stream 

of justice pure and unsullied the Court must not function like a tape recorder 

and it must pro-actively search for the truth. Wide powers have been given for 

this  purpose  also  under  Section  311,  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  which 

empowers  the  Court  to  summon  a  witness  or  to  recall  any  person  in 

attendance  and to  re-examine  him.  Section  165 of  the  Evidence  Act,  also 

confers  wide  powers  on  the  Court  to  question  a  witness  or  to  order  the 

production of any person that the Judge considers necessary. It was to abide 

by the spirit and import of the decision of the Apex Court in Zahira Sheikh's 

case that the learned trial Judge had issued a notice to Bhairo Prasad as to why 

he should not be prosecuted, on the same date that the witness had turned 

hostile, whereupon the witness submitted a reply to the notice on 8.7.2009 as 

to how on account of threats to the life of his son, he had been forced to turn 

hostile. The Court thereafter, issued notice to the accused as to why their bail 

be not cancelled in such circumstances. The result of the notice to the accused 



was  that  the  next  witness,  P.W.  2  Raja  Ram was  prevented  from turning 

hostile.

In this  connection it  has been sagely observed in paragraph 22 in "Zahira 

Habibullah Sheikh v. State of Gujarat MANU/SC/1344/2006 : AIR 2006 SC 

1367 : 2006 (2) ACR 1185(SC):

It was significantly said that law, to be just and fair has to be seen devoid of  

flaw. It  has to keep promise to justice  and it cannot stay petrified and sit  

nonchalantly. The law should not be seen to sit by limply, while those who 

defy it go free and those who seek its protection loose hope (See Jennison v.  

Backer 1972 (1) All ER 1006. Increasingly, people are believing as observed  

by Salmon quoted by Diogenes Laertius in "Lives of the Philosophers" laws 

are like spiders' webs : if some light or powerless thing falls into them, it is  

caught, but a bigger one can break through and get away." Jonathan Swift, in  

his "Essay on the Faculties of the Mind" said in similar lines : "Laws are like  

cobwebs,  which  may  catch  small  flies,  but  let  wasps  and  hornets  break 

through."

15. Because of these observations in Zahira Sheikh, that Courts are required 

not to sit limply but to pro-actively search for truth, I find no merit in another 

submission of the learned Counsel for the applicant that as the prosecution 

had not given any application for getting the bail cancelled or for declaring 

the witness hostile nor had the witness himself given any statement on oath 

that some pressure had been made to bear on him, the Court was not justified 

in  issuing a notice  to  the witness why he should not  be prosecuted  under 

Section 181, I.P.C. or for proceeding against the accused for cancelling their 

bail. Such a complaint is rarely likely to be made by a witness whose life or 

the life of whose dear one is under threat from the accused, as presently there 

is no effective system of witness protection in place. Learned A.G.A. has also 

rightly placed reliance on the case of R. Rathinam v. State and Anr. AIR 2000 

SC 1851 : 2000 (1) ACR 491(SC), that not only are the State, the complainant 

or the witness entitled to move an application for cancellation of the bail, but 

an application for this purpose can be moved under Section 439(2), Code of 

Criminal Procedure by any third party and even suo motu by the Court, if it is 

satisfied that the accused persons were trying to tamper with the witnesses 



and the Court can also in such circumstances pass an order cancelling the bail 

of the accused.

16.  The importance of the Court  not shutting its eyes to reality  and being 

proactive  in  the  dispensation  of  justice  has  been  emphasized  by  Fali  S. 

Nariman, in his pithy little book, "India's Legal System, Can it be saved?" 

Nariman contrasts the architect's impression of two stone images carved out 

on towers of the Bombay High Court. The Southern tower carries the stone 

image of Mercy, the British (Victorian) hand maiden of justice who is shown 

as blind, "performing her task without fear or favour and does not go by the 

appearance of the parties arraigned before her." He however prefers the Indian 

ideal of justice with her flowing robes, a sword in her right hand and a pair of 

scales in the left, and the blind folds removed portrayed on the northern tower. 

"With  clear  eyes  and  a  clear  head,  she  sees  things  with  unbiased  vision, 

looking intently at the ever-tilting scales in her left hand. The tip of the sword 

is resting on the ground near her feet, so that after considering the evidence, 

she can wield the sword swiftly and strike the guilty party : being clear-eyed 

she cannot by mistake or accident hurt the innocent one!"

17.  In  fact  in Mubarak  Dawood  Sheikh  v.  State  of  Maharashtra  

MANU/SC/0048/2004  :  2004  (2)  SCC  362;  State  of  U.P.  v.  Amarmani 

Tripathi MANU/SC/0677/2005 : 2005 (8) SCC 21 : 2005 (3) ACR 2995 (SC)  

and Kalyan Chandra Sarkar v. Rajesh Ranjan MANU/SC/0214/2004 : 2004 

(7) SCC 528 : 2004 (3) ACR 2319(SC), it was observed that even when there 

is  a prima facie  apprehension of the likelihood of an attempt to derail  the 

course of justice by tampering with the witnesses, the Court would be fully 

justified in cancelling the bail.  Here as we have seen the eye-witness, had 

actually turned hostile, and it was not only a case of an apprehension that an 

attempt would be made to tamper with the witnesses."

The true status of women becomes evident when we see how a parent, if he 

has  not  prevented  the  daughter  from  being  born  after  a  prenatal  sex 

determination test, how she is discriminated against in being forced to carry 

out domestic chores from a very early age, how she has enjoyed a second 

class status in provision of food and education, compared to the boy child. It 

is apparent in the mockery and ridicule of the raped or otherwise abused and 



humiliated woman, who herself is viewed as an abettor of the crime in Courts 

and outside. It is visible in the reluctance of witnesses to give evidence even 

in cases of rape and murder of little girls. More poignantly the mean status of 

a girl child is apparent (in many cases like the present), when a parent washes 

his hand of his girl child by getting rid of her by paying dowry, and how 

readily  after  she  is  murdered  in  her  marital  home,  the  parents  or  other 

witnesses after stifling their conscience, either do not appear or fail to support 

the prosecution case for a price. 

No  introduction  of  new  laws  or  making  existing  laws  more  stringent  for 

punishing  crimes  against  women  can  have  any  impact,  unless  witnesses 

appear  in  Court  and  give  evidence  and  do  not  turn  hostile  or  give  false 

testimony in Courts. Hostile witnesses have indeed become a cancer which 

can ensure erosion of public confidence in our legal system. 

The poor social status of the woman or other crime victim, the loss in interest 

(apart  from  failing  memory)  of  the  witness  in  giving  evidence  and  the 

probability  of  his  being  suborned  by  the  accused  due  to  delays  in  the 

investigations and trials, the political, muscular and economic clout enjoyed 

by some hardened or influential offenders, the readiness of witnesses to be 

silenced by bribes, both because it enriches them and also protects their lives, 

in a system which offers no real witness protection, the absence of actions 

against  accused  by  way  of  cancellations  of  bails  when  witnesses  are 

intimidated or bribed, the absence of social sanctions or legal prosecutions of 

witnesses for turning hostile or for perjury, or for non-appearance and ready 

orders of acquittals by Courts once witnesses are won over by the accused, are 

all contributory factors for witnesses turning hostile and giving false evidence 

or for their non-appearance in Courts. 

To address these problems we therefore issue the following directions:

1. Trial Courts are not to act as mere tape recorders, for recording and 

passively accepting whatever evidence is offered or is withheld from 

Courts by perjuring or hostile witnesses, but to pro-actively search for 

the truth as emphasized in Zahira Habibullah Sheikh and other cases.

2. Trial Courts to take recourse to provisions such as Section 311 of the 



Code of Criminal Procedure which empowers the Court to summon a 

witness or to recall any person in attendance and to re-examine him, or 

section 165 of the Evidence Act, which confers wide powers on the 

Court to question a witness or to order the production of any person 

that  the  Judge  considers  necessary,  and  utilize  other  provisions  for 

compelling attendance of non-appearing witnesses. 

3. The investigations and trials be conducted with utmost expedition, to 

prevent witnesses turning hostile by being suborned and won over by 

the accused, or losing interest in ensuring punishment for the accused 

due to delays. We also reiterate the directions contained in Cr. Misc.  

Writ Petition No. 62 of 2013, Anil Kumar Sharma v. State of U.P. and  

others for  avoiding  delays  in  trials  by  ensuring  availability  of  the 

accused or witnesses on the first and subsequent dates in the trial and 

other Court proceedings, making copies of papers mentioned u/s 207 

Cr.P.C available to the accused on their first appearance/ production 

before the Court once the report u/s 173(2) Cr.P.C is ready, and that 

compliance of s. 309 Cr.P.C. for day to day trials be strictly observed. 

4. The Judicial Training and Research Institute, Lucknow (JTRI) should 

conduct a programme to acquaint trial Judges about provisions, case 

law and instances (such as the present trial Court's decision, and other 

similar  cases)  where  and  how  convictions  be  secured  even  when 

witnesses are suborned and as to the steps needed for counteracting 

hostility in witnesses. 

5. The  trial  Courts  must  initiate  action  under  section  340  Cr.P.C  (or 

under  section  344  Cr.P.C)  against  the  hostile  informant  or  other 

witness for false prosecutions  under section 182 IPC, or for giving 

false evidence under section 193 IPC or other applicable provisions.

6. The Courts could also take steps for cancelling the bail of the accused 

where witnesses are being suborned and won over by the accused.

7. Preferably  the  steps  for  initiating  proceedings  under  section  340 

Cr.P.C or for cancelling the bail of the accused be taken on the same 

day or as soon as possible after the witness becomes hostile. 



8. We would also like to be informed by the JTRI and the U.P. State 

Legal Services Authority, (UPSLSA) as to what steps have been taken 

or are proposed to be taken with respect to point 7 above, which was 

directed by the order dated 19.2.2010 in the bail application of Pintoo  

Singh and others,  and also what  steps they now propose to take to 

carry out the additional directions in the present order. 

9. We would like a response from the Principal Secretary (Home), U.P., 

Director  General  Police,  U.P.  (DGP),  and  Director  of  Prosecutions 

U.P.,  as  to  what  measures  they  have  taken  or  propose  to  take  for 

preventing hostility  of  witnesses by initiating  a  scheme for  witness 

protection  and  the  nature  of  the  scheme,  for  ensuring  speedy 

completion  of  investigations,  getting  the  statements  of  witnesses  in 

grave cases of murders, dowry deaths, rapes, dacoities etc. recorded by 

the concerned Magistrate under section 164 Cr.P.C where witnesses 

are likely to turn hostile, to facilitate prosecuting witnesses for perjury 

if they change their stance in Court, initiating steps for prosecuting the 

informant and other witnesses who have been corruptly won over by 

the accused, (if possible on the very day after he turns hostile) or for 

cancellation of bails of accused where witnesses start turning hostile, 

and for putting into place an effective scheme at the district level for 

speedy production of absconding accused and for ensuring appearance 

of  witnesses  (as  spelt  out  above  and  in  the  case  of  Anil  Kumar 

Sharma.)

10.We would  like  data  for  one year  from all  District  Judges  in  U.P., 

regarding  the  number  of  cases  decided  by different  Courts  in  their 

judgeships (both convictions and acquittals),  the number of cases of 

acquittals,  the  number  of  cases  where  acquittals  were  recorded  on 

merit, the number of cases where acquittals were recorded on basis of 

hostility  of  witnesses,  the  number  of  cases  where  acquittals  were 

recorded partly on merit and partly on the ground of hostility of the 

witnesses, the number of cases where convictions were recorded even 

though the witnesses turned hostile, (the orders of this category may 

be forwarded to this Court), the number and particulars of cases where 

proceedings under section 340 or 344 Cr.P.C were initiated against the 



informant or other witnesses after witnesses turned hostile, the number 

and particulars of any case in which notice u/s 340 Cr.P.C was issued 

to  the  informant/witness  immediately  after  he  turned  hostile,  as  in 

Pintoo's  case  abovementioned,  the  number  of  cases  where  bails  of 

accused were cancelled because witnesses were turning hostile. As far 

as possible the said information may be furnished in a tabular form. 

Any other  feed  back  or  suggestions  that  the  Sessions  Judge  or  his 

Judicial Officers may offer for dealing with the problem of hostility of 

witnesses. 

11.We would also like the Hon'ble Chief Justice to consider constituting a 

committee for acquiring data on the nature and extent of the problem 

of  acquittals  being  recorded  because  of  hostile  witnesses,  the 

directions and circulars that may be issued for the guidance of trial 

Courts  in  this  matter,  the  appropriateness  or  otherwise  of  granting 

quota  benefits  to  trial  judges  when  Judgements  of  acquittals  are 

delivered  on  the  basis  of  witness  hostility,  and  whether  additional 

quota can be given when the Court initiates action under s. 340 or 344 

Cr.P.C where witnesses turn hostile, and for other related issues. 

List this case for further orders on 22.10.2013. Meanwhile the Director JTRI, 

Member  Secretary  UPSLSA,  DGP,  U.P.,  Director  of  Prosecutions  U.P., 

Principal  Secretary  (Home),  U.P.,  All  District  Judges  though  Registry 

Allahabad,  Registrar  General,  Allahabad  High  Court  may  submit  their 

compliance reports/ feedback on the aforesaid directions. 

Copy of  the  order  be  forwarded/  placed  before  the  Hon'ble  Chief  Justice, 

Registrar General, Allahabad High Court, Director JTRI, Member Secretary 

UPSLSA, Director, National Judicial Academy, Bhopal, DGP, U.P., Director 

of Prosecutions U.P., Principal Secretary (Home), U.P., All District Judges 

though Registry Allahabad, Government Advocate and AGA, Sri Vimlendu 

Tripathi within two weeks. 

Order Date :- 3.9.2013
sfa/


