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Al amuru Venkat eswar | u Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS

State Rep. by Public Prosecutor, H C of AP Respondent (s)
(Wth appln. for bail and office report)

Date : 26/07/2001 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR JUSTICE A.P. M SRA
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SHI VARAJ V. PATIL

For Appellant (s) C Badri Nath Babu, adv. for

B K Satija, adv.
For Respondent (s) T Anam ka, adv. for
G Prabhakar, adv.
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UPON hearing counsel ,the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
................ L......l.......T.......T.......T.......T.......T J
. SP2
The appeal is allowed in terns of the
si gned order.
. SP1
(V P Tyagi) (Kanchan Jai n)
Court Master AR- cum PS
Signed order is placed on the file.
. PA

I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRI M NAL APPEAL NO. 1018 OF 2000@@
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Al anuru Venkat eswar | u ....Appel I ant



. SP1

VS.

The State, rep. by Public ... .Respondent
Prosecutor, Hi gh Court of A P.

OR D E Ra@

This appeal was adnitted only on the question
of sentence vide order dated 24th Novenber, 2000. In
this view of the matter, we are relieved of the
necessity of dealing with prosecution case as such on
merits.

The sentence awarded to the appellant for
of fences wunder sections 450/376 IPCis 5 years R
besides a fine of Rs. 500/- on each of the two counts
and in default of paynent of fine one nmonth's sinple
i mprisonment on each of the two counts. In the
established facts and circunstances of this case,
keeping in viewthe age of the prosecutrix as well as
t he age of the appel lant, we consider, whil e
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mai ntai ning his conviction, that ends of justice would
be served if the substantive sentence of inprisonnent
is reduced fromfive years’ Rl to three years’ R. W
make an order accordingly.

The appeal succeeds to the Ilimted extent,
noti ced above.

(SHI VARAJ V. PATIL)
New Del hi

July 26, 2001.



