P!'I TEM NO. 58 Court No. 12 SECTION |1 B
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Crl) No(s).5342/2011

(From the judgenent and order(s) in 16/02/2011 in CRLR No. 1700/ 200 of
The H GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

TI RATH SI NGH Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF PUNJAB Respondent ( s)
(Wth appl n(s) for bail and office report)
Date: 31/10/2011 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON BLE DR. JUSTI CE B. S. CHAUHAN
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR
Vi kram Chaudhari, Adv.

Ni khil Jai n, Adv.
Preeti Singh, Adv.

For Petitioner(s)

For Respondent (s) Jayant K. Sud, AAG Punjab
Har endra Si ngh, Adv.

Sandeep Kr. M shra, Adv.

=53 PEF

M. Kul di p Si ngh, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
Leave granted.
The appeal is partly al | owed in termns of t he
si gned order.
( DEEPAK MANSUKHANI ) (MS. NEQ)
Court Master Court Master

(The signed order is placed on the file)
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI' M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDiI CTI ON
CRI M NAL APPEAL NO. 1986 OF 2011
(Arising out of SLP(Crl.) No. 5342 of 2011)
TI RATH SI NGH Appel | ant ('s)
VERSUS
STATE OF PUNJAB Respondent ( s)

ORDER

Leave granted.



The courts bel ow have convi cted t he appel | ant for
of f ences puni shabl e under Secti ons 326 and 323 of | PC and
awarded two years’ rigorous inprisonnent to himfor the offence
under Section 326 and three nonths’ rigorous inprisonnent for
t he of fence puni shabl e under Secti on 323 | PC. A fine of
Rs. 1000/- has al so been inposed in default of paynment whereof,
the appellant is sentenced to one nonth’s further inprisonnent.

The sentences have been directed to run concurrently.

When the matter came up before us for adm ssion on 29th
July, 2011, we directed issue of notice to the respondent only

on the question of quantum of sentence. We are not, therefore,

required to exam ne the correctness of the order holding the

appel lant guilty of the offence nentioned above. The question
of sentence al one has been ar gued bef ore us by t he | ear ned

counsel for the parties.

Having regard to the facts of the case and in particul ar
the fact that the injury allegedly sustained by Surjit Kaur PW1
was reported to be a grievous injury caused with the handl e of
Ki rpan, and having regard to the fact that the incident had
taken place as early as in the year 1998, we are of the view
that the interest of justice would be sufficiently served if we
reduce the sentence awarded to the appellant under Section 326
IPC fromtwo years’ rigorous inprisonnment to one years’ rigorous
i mpri sonnent. We do not, however, see any reason to interfere
with the sentence awarded to hi munder Section 323 | PC

In the result, we allow this appeal in part and to the
limted extent, that the sentence awarded to the appellant for
t he of fence puni shabl e under Section 326 | PC shall stand reduced
to rigorous inprisonment for one year only.

(T.S. THAKUR)

NEW DELH
OCTOBER 31, 2011



