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| TEM NO 101 COURT NO. 8 SECTI ON | |
Part - heard

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
CRI M NAL APPEAL NQ(s). 1528 OF 2005

CHANDRAN @ MANI CHAN @ MANI YAN Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS

STATE OF KERALA Respondent ( s)

(Wth appl n(s) for exenption fromfiling c/c of the inpugned

Judgnent)

W TH

Crimnal Appeal No.1530/2005

(Wth appln. for exenption fromfiling C C of the inpugned judgnent
and office report)

Criminal Appeal No. 1529 of 2005

(Wth appln. for exenption fromfiling OT. and with office report)
Crimnal Appeal No. 1531 of 2005

(Wth appln. for bail and with office report)

Crimnal Appeal No. 1532 of 2005

(Wth appln. for bail and with office report)

SLP(Crl.) No. 842 of 2006

[with appln. for exenption fromfiling OF and with office report)
Crimnal Appeal No. 800 of 2006

(Wth office report)

SLP(Crl.)...CRLMP No. 15407/2010

[with appln. For c/delay in filing SLP and office report)

Dat e: 21/09/2010 These Appeals were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE V. S. SI RPURKAR
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE CYRI AC JOSEPH

For Appellant(s)

Crl. A No. 1528 M. K. Radhakri shnan, Sr. Adv.
M . K. K. Mani, Adv.
M . Abhi shek Krishna, Adv.
M. R, Shi vkumar, Adv.
M. Adol f Mat hew, Adv.
Crl. A No. 1530 M. Siddhartha Dave, Adv. for
M. A Raghunath, Adv.
Ms. Jentiben AO, Adv.
Crl.A 1529 M. C. N Sreekumar, Adv.
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M. G Prakash, Adv.
Crl.A 1531 Ms. Malini Paduval, Adv.
Ms. Babita Sant, Adv.
SLP(Crl.)....

CRLMP 15407/ 10 C. M Jayakumar, Adv.

A D. Sikri, Adv.
Crl.A 1532 V. Gri, Sr. Adv.
Mal i ni Poduval , Adv.
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Raj asree Aj ay, Adv.
S. Ganesh, Adv.
Deepakshi Jain, Adv.
V. K. Sidharthan, Adv.

Ms. Babi ta Sant, Adv.

M. Mohd. Si ddi que, Adv.
Crl.A 800 Ms. Asha Gopal an Nair, Adv.
SLP(Crl.)842 M. V. Shekhar, Sr. Adv.

Ms.

M.

Ms.

M.

For Respondent (s)
Crl.A No. 1528 M. A Sharan, Sr. Adv.
M. J.C. Qupta, Sr. Adv.
Ms. S. Geetha, Adv.
M. Mhan Raj, Adv.
M. R Sathish, Adv.
M. G S. Mani, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
Ms. Malini Poduval, |earned counsel appearing for the
appellant in Crimnal Appeal No. 1531 of 2005 resuned her
argunent s at 10. 30 a.m and concl uded at 11. 05 a.m
Thereafter M. V. Shekhar, |earned senior counsel appearing
for the appellant in SLP (Crl.) No. 842 of 2006 conmenced
his argunents at 11.05. a.m and concluded at 2.35 p.m
Thereafter M. C. N. Sreekunar, | ear ned counsel for t he

appellant in Crl. A No. 1529 of 2005 commenced his argunents

at 2.35 a.m and concluded at 2.50 p. m
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Crim nal Appeal No. 1529 of 2005 is di smi ssed in

terns of the signed order.

Crl.MP. No. 15407 of 2010 :
The abovesaid petition is delayed by 2016 days which
is not satisfactorily explained. Even ot herw se, we do not
find any nmerit in this petition. Crl.MP. is dismssed on
the ground of delay as well as on nerits.
Crl.A No. 800 of 2006
The appeal is di sposed of as havi ng becone
i nfructuous in terns of the signed order
M. A Sharan | earned senior counsel appearing for the

r espondent in Crl. A No. 1528 of 2005 comrenced hi s



argunments at 3.45 p.m and was on his | egs when the Court
rose for the day leaving the matter as part-heard.

Li st on 22.09.2010 as part-heard on the top of the

Boar d.
(Shashi Sareen) (Par deep Kunar) (Shashi Bala Vij)
Court Master Court Master Court Master

(Signed orders in Crl. A Nos. 1529/2005 and 800/ 2006

are placed on the file)
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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRIM NAL  APPEAL No. 800 OF 2006

HEI RUNNESA @ THATHA . Appel | ant (s)
Ver sus

STATE OF KERALA C. Respondent ( s)

ORDER

It is stated by Ms. Asha G Nair, |earned counsel
appeari ng for t he appel | ant t hat t he accused- appel | ant
Hei runnesa @ That ha has di ed.
In Vi ew of t he above, this appeal has becone

i nfructuous and i s, accordingly, disposed of as such.

(CYRI AC JCSEPH

New Del hi ,
Sept ember 21, 2010.
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I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRI M NAL APPEAL NO. 1529 OF 2005



SAMUEL @ CHUTTI SAMUEL ... APPELLANT

VERSUS
STATE OF KEARAL . . . RESPONDENT
ORDER
1. We have heard | earned counsel appearing for the parties

and gone through the judgnents of the trial court and the High
Court.

2. It is clear fromthe findings that it was accused Saneul
@ Chutti Samuel who sold the spurious liquor to PW161 Raghavan
Pillai who |ost his sight after consunming the same. It has al so
been brought on record by PW 161 Raghavan Pillai that it was
accused Sanuel @ Chutti Sanuel who sold himthe liquor in a
glass at Rs. 20/-.

3. In view of this confirned findings of fact, we do not
wish to interfere with the inpugned judgnent.

4. M. C. N Sreekumar, |earned counsel appearing for the
appel l ant then urged that we shoul d show sone consideration in
the matter of sentence.

5. Consi dering the fact that one person |lost his vision, we
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do not think that we would interfere in the nmatter even on the

sent ence. Accor di ng to us, t he sentence of ri gorous
i mpri sonment of two years is on the | enient side.
6. No ot her contention was raised.
7. Thi s appeal has no merits whi ch is, accordi ngly,
di sm ssed

.......................... J.

[ V.S. SIRPURKAR ]



[ CYRI AC JOSEPH ]
NEW DELHI
SEPTEMBER 21, 2010.



