p! | TEM NO 66 Court No.7 SECTION |1 A

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Crl) No(s).5416/2011

(From the judgenent and order dated 08/02/2011 in CRLA No.

276/ 1991 of The H GH COURT OF BQOVBAY)

NARAYAN RAMDAS CHAVAN Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF MAHARASHTRA Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for bail,stay,permssion to file additional
docunents and office report ))

Date: 16/08/2011 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE V.S. S| RPURKAR
HON BLE MR, JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR
For Petitioner(s) M. Shivaji M Jadhav, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M . Shankar Chillarge, AAG
Ms. Asha Gopal an Nair, Adv.
M. Pratik Bonbarde, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
Leave granted.
The appeal is disposed of in terns of the signed
order.
(Shashi Sar een) (Shashi Bala Vij)
Court Master Assi stant Registrar
(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. 1601 OF 2011
(Arising out of SLP(Crl.) No. 5416 of 2011)
NARAYAN RAMDAS CHAVAN C. Appel | ant ('s)
Ver sus
STATE OF MAHARASHTRA C. Respondent ( s)

ORDER

1. Leave granted.



2. This court, vide its order dated 1.8.2011, issued

notice only on the quantum of sentence.

3. The appellant was a G vil Surgeon at the rel evant
time and was caught whil e accepting a bribe of Rs. 600/-.
The appellant was acquitted by the trial court. However, in

appeal filed by the State, the H gh Court set-aside the

acquittal and convicted the appellant. This incident took
place in 1986. Thereafter twenty five years have el apsed
4, M. Shivaji Jadhav, |earned counsel appearing for the

appel I ant presses only on the question of sentence under

Secti ons 5(1) (d) read with 5(2) of t he Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1947. The m ni mum sent ence was of one

year . However, for the special reasons to be recorded, the

sentence coul d be reduced. M . Jadhav poi nts out that the
appellant is 71 years of age and has al ready undergone nore

t han one mont h of i mprisonment. He has al so undergone a

maj or surgery and has indifferent health. The st at ement

about undergone sentence is not controverted by the |earned

counsel appearing for the State.
5. In that view, M. Jadhav prays that the appell ant
may not be sent back to the jail and some consi deration

may be shown in respect of his sentence.

6. Consi dering the overall circunmstances of the case, we

feel that the sentence already under gone by the appel | ant

woul d a pr oper sent ence in this case. W modi fy t he
sentence accordingly. The sentence of fine shall remain

unal t er ed. The i mpugned j udgnment stands nodified to that

extent. The appellant be released fromthe jail forthwith

unl ess he is required in sonme ot her case.

7. Wth the aforesaid nodification, the appeal stands

di sposed of.

(V. S. SI RPURKAR)



(T. S. THAKUR)

New Del hi ,
August 16, 2011.



