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                S U P R E M E   C O U R T   O F   I N D I A
                          RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

  Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal(Crl.) 3262/2003

   (From the judgement and order dated 20.11.2002 in CRLA 458/88
   of The HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH)

 RAM AVTAR                    Petitioner (s)

                              VERSUS

  STATE OF HARYANA                                    Respondent (s)

( With appln. for c/delay in filing SLP and bail and office report )

  Date : 21/11/2003 This  Petition  was  called on for hearing today.

  CORAM :
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE N. SANTOSH HEGDE              
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE B.P. SINGH                    
                                                             

  For Petitioner (s)Mr. Rishi Malhotra, Adv.
                        Mr. Prem Malhotra,Adv.

  For Respondent (s)Mr. D.P. Singh, Adv.
Mr. Avneet Toor, Adv.
Mr. Vinay Kr. Garg, Adv.                 

        UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                            O R D E R 

Heard learned counsel for the parties.
Delay condoned.
Leave granted.  The appeal is partly allowed in terms of the signed order.

         (Ganga Thakur)     (Prem Prakash)
          PS to Registrar              Court Master

 
( Signed order is placed on the file )

    IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

           CRIMINAL  APPELLATE JURISDICTION 

CRIMINAL  APPEAL NO.1410 OF 2003
(Arising out of SLP(Crl.) No.3262/03)

Ram Avtar                                .. Appellant(s)

-Versus-

State of Haryana                             .. Respondent(s)



     O R D E R

        Heard learned counsel for the Parties.
Leave granted.
On perusal of the impugned judgments, we are of the opinion that the High Court was not justif
ied in convicting  the accused for an offence under Section 324 Part II read with 34 IPC.  In 
our opinion the facts as projected by the prosecution shows that the offence is under  one und
er Section 326 read with 34 IPC. Having come to the said conclusion and having considered the 
facts of this case, we think that sentence of two years rigorous imprisonment for the above of
fence would meet the ends of justice.  Therefore,  we alter the conviction to one under Sectio
n 326 read with 34 IPC, and reduce the sentence to two years rigorous imprisonment.  The perio
d of imprisonment  undergone  by  the  appellant  will  be  given set off. 
With the above modification this appeal is partly allowed.     

   ..................J.
   (N. SANTOSH HEGDE)

................J.
(B.P. SINGH)                                 
New Delhi,
November 21, 2003.


