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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

CRI M NAL APPEAL NO. 383/1995

Ram Swar oop Si ngh .. Appel I ant (s)
Vs.
State of U P. .. Respondent ( s)

( Wth office report )

DATE : 8.8.2002 : Thi s/ These matter (s) was/were
called on for hearing today.
CORAM
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE S. RAJENDRA BABU
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE P. VENKATARAMVA REDDI
For Appellant (s) :  Ms. Rachna Gupta, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M. Vishwajit Singh, Adv.
M. Tipurari Ray, Adv.
M

A.S. Pundir, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER
........ L......l.......T.......T.......T.......T.......T.......J.....
. SP2
Mb. Rachna GQupta, |earned counsel argued from
12.45 p.m to 12.50 p.m
The appeal is partly allowed in terms of the
si gned order.
. SP1
Charanjit [ On Prakash ]

Court Master

[ Signed order is placed on the file ]
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Ram Swar oop Si ngh .. Appel | ant
Vs.
State of U. P. .. Respondent
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The appellant before us was convicted for an
offence arising wunder Section 7 (g) of the u. P.
Pradeshi k Arned Constabul ary Act, 1984. The trial Court
convicted him and sentenced himto undergo inprisonnent
for a period of three years.

On appeal, the High Court while dismissing the

appeal reduced the period of sentence to one year. It is
stated that throughout the period of trial and even after
conviction he continued to be on bail. The offence is

stated to have been conmitted on 31.5.1973 which is
nearly 30 years ago.

In the facts and circunstances of the case we
think the view taken by the Hi gh Court and the tria
Court in convicting the appellant is proper and correct.
However, considering the tine |lag between the date of the
of fence and now, we do not think he should be recomitted

to prison. It would be appropriate to convert the
sent ence i mposed upon himto that of a fine of
.2/ -
2

Rs. 3,000/- and in default to undergo inprisonnent for
the period sentenced by the Hi gh Court.

The order of the H gh Court is nmodi fi ed
accordingly. The appeal is accordingly partly allowed.

[ P. VENKATARAMA REDDI @@
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