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STATEOF UP. Appel I ant (s)
VER SUS

SAT P AL & ORS. Respondent ( s)

Date: 11/ 11/ 200 8 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HONBLED. JUSTI CEARI J I TPASAYAT
HONB L EDR JUSTI CEMKUNDAKAMSHA RMA

For Appellant(s) M. T.N Singh, Adv.
M. Raj eev Dubey, Adv.
M. Ka mendr a M shra, Adv.
For Respondent(s) M. Amt Anand Tiwari, Adv.
M. Vivek Singh, Adv.
M. Pr as hant Shukl a, Adv.
Dr. Kail a s h Chand, Adv.
M. R D. Upadhyay, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

The appeal is dismssed in terns of the signed order.

(Shashi Bal a Vij) (Neena Ver ma)
Court Master AR- cum P S

Signed order is placed on the file.
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ORDER



Hear d.

Havi ng heard | earned counsel for the parties, we are not
satisfied that this is a case where any interference is called for. It is to
be noted that the respondents faced trial for alleged comn ssion of
of fences puni shabl e under Section 3 0 2 read with Section 3 4, 45 2 and
32 3 read with Section 34 of the Indian Pen al Code, 1 8 6 0 (in short ‘the
I PC). The sentence of life inprison ment was awarded in relation to
the of fence puni shable under Section 3 0 2 read with Section 3 4 |1 PC

whereas in the other offences, two years rigorous inprison nment’ and

one year rigorous inprison nent was awar ded. The occurrence took
place on 06. 0 3. 198 0. By the inpugned judgnment, the Hi gh Court
altered the conviction by finding the respondents guilty for of f ences

puni shabl e
-2

under Section 3 2 5 read with Section 3 4 1 PC and Section 4 5 2 1 PC
Three years rigorous’ inprison ment and a fine of Rs. 10, 000/ - with
default stipulations in case of each of the respondents was inposed. It

was further directed that in case of deposit of fine of the total anount

of Rs.40, 000/ -, asumof Rs. 25, 000/ - has to be paid to the w dow of
the deceased Jai Pr a k as h, if she was alive. In her absence, the amount
was to be paid to her sons in equal proportion. It was ultimately

directed that in case the sons of the deceased are not there, the anmpunt
was to be paid to the conplain ant Santosh Ku mar , P W 1. The bal ance
anount was directed to be deposited with the State exchequer.

The Hi gh Court, after analysing the evidence, recorded the
concl usi on regarding the gui |t and sentence. W find that the High
Court’s analysis is not in any way deficient to warrant interference.

The appeal fails and is disnissed.

(Dr. ARR J I TPASAYAT)

..................... J.
(Dr. MIKUND AKAMSHA R MA)

New Del hi ,
Novenmber 1 1, 20 0 8 .



