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A/N MATTER

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Crl.) No. 3774/2000

(From the judgement and order dated 22/09/2000 in CRLR 389/2000
of The HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT N. DELHI)

MAHENDER PAL SINGH @ HARVINDER PAL SINGH Petitioner (s)
VERSUS
STATE (DELHI ADMINISTRATION) Respondent (s)

(With Applin(s). for exemption from filing c/c of the impugned
Judgment and bail )
( With Office Report)

Date : 03/01/2001 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE R.C. LAHOTI
HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE BRIJESH KUMAR

For Petitioner (s) Mr. S K Verma, adv.
Mr. Atul Kumar, adv.
Mr. Ashutosh Kumar, adv.
Mr. Ranbir Yadav, adv.

For Respondent (s) Mr. Altaf Ahmad, ASG
Ms. Anita Verma, adv.
Mr. D S Mehra, adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following

ORDER
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The appeal is allowed in terms of the signed
order.
.SP1
(Kanchan Jain) (Prem Prakash)
AR-cum-PS Court Master

Signed order is placed on the file.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA



CRIMINAL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

CRIMINAL APPEAL NO. 8 OF 2001@@
CCCCCCcCcceeececececececececececcecececececececececcce
arising out of
SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CRL.) NO. 3774 OF 2000@@
CCCCCCCCCCCCcrcrrreececcececcececececcececcecececcececececececececececcecece

Mahender Pal Singh @ Harvinder ....Appellant
Pal Singh

VS.

State (Delhi Administration) ....Respondent

ORDER@@
cccccecececce
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Despite opportunities granted, the State has
not filed any counter.
Leave granted.
Heard learned counsel for the parties and
perused the record.
Against the conviction and sentence recorded
by the trial court for offences under Section 16(1)
read with Section 7 of the Prevention of Food
Adulteration Act the appellant filed an appeal before
the learned Additional Sessions Judge, who vide
judgment dated 18th September, 2000 upheld the
conviction but reduced the sentence to six months RI
and fine of Rs. 1000/- and in default of payment of
fine RI for two months. Revision petition, filed by
the appellant, was dismissed by the High Court on 22nd
September, 2000.

.2l

2.

In the peculiar facts and circumstances of
this case we consider it appropriate, while not
interfering with the conviction recorded by the courts
below, to reduce the sentence of imprisonment of the
appellant to the period already undergone by him. The
sentence of fine and sentence in default of payment of
fine, however, is maintained.

The appellant shall be released from custody,
if not required in any other case, forthwith.

The appeal, therefore, succeeds to the extent
noted above.
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.......................... J.
(R. C. LAHOTI)

.......................... J.
(BRIJESH KUMAR)
New Delhi
January 3, 2001.



