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CRI M NAL APPEAL NQ(s). 1069 OF 2003

PADMAKAR BHAVDU PATI L Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS

YAMUNABAI PANDI T PATIL & ANR Respondent (' s)

(Wth office report )

Date: 17/02/2010 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE HARJI T SI NGH BEDI
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR

For Appellant(s) M. Arun Pednekar, Adv.
M. V.N Raghupat hy, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M . Sudhanshu Chaudhary, adv.
M. Sanjay Kharde, Adv.
Ms. Asha G Nair, Adv.
M. Ravi ndra Keshavrao Adsure, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

The appeal is disposed of.

[ SUVAN WADHVA] [ VI NOD KULVI ]
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER

Signed order is placed on the file.
I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI' M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRI M NAL APPEAL NO. 1069 CF 2003

PADVMAKAR BHAVDU PATI L .. APPELLANT( S)
VS.

YAMUNABAI PANDI T PATIL & ANR .. RESPONDENT( S)

ORDER

We have heard the | earned counsel for the parties

very carefully.



The appel | ant is t he brot her-in-1aw of t he
compl ai nant who has in the neanwhil e passed away, | eaving
no | egal heirs. W have gone t hr ough t he concurrent
j udgnents of conviction recorded by the three courts bel ow
under Sections 420, 465 and 471 of the Indian Penal Code
wher eby a sentence of three nmont hs for t he first t wo
of fences and six nonths for the third offence was inposed,
all sentences to run concurrently.
We have consi dered the argunents advanced by the
| earned counsel for the appellant and find that the offence
under Section 420 of the |I.P.C. is not nade out, but the
concurrent findi ngs of t he fact r ecor ded by t he three
Courts with respect to the conviction of the appellants for
t he of fences under Sections 465 and 471 of the IPCis

justified.
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However, in the background that the conplainant is
dead and the parties are very closely related to each other
and the matter has been pending for alnbst 30 years as of
today and as per the parties the price of the property was
Rs. 5,000/-, we are of the opinion that the sentence of
i mpri sonment inmposed under Sections 465 and 471 needs to be
set aside and a fine of Rs.5,000/- for each of the two
of fences naking a total of Rs. 10,000/- is required to be
substi t ut ed. The fine nmust be deposited in the Trial Court
within four nmonths from today. In default of paynment of
fine, the sentence inposed by the Hi gh Court shall enure.

Wth this nodification, the judgment of the High
Court is mmintained.

The appeal is disposed of accordingly.

................. J.
(HARJI T SI NGH BEDI)

(T.S. THAKUR)



New Del hi ,
February 17, 2010.



