| TEM NO 53 Court No. 8 SECTION |1 A

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Crl) No(s).7510/2010

(From the judgenent and order dated 14/01/2009 in CRLA No. 57/1997

of The H GH COURT OF BOVBAY BENCH AT AURANGABAD)

BHAUSHAEB RANGNATH CHAVAN Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF MAHARASHTRA Respondent (s)

(Wth appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP, pernission to file Vol une
Il and office report )

Dat e: 24/01/2011 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE V. S. SI RPURKAR
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR

For Petitioner(s) Nachi keta Joshi, Adv. for

M.
Ms. M nakshi Vij, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M. Manish Pital e, Adv.
M. Sanjay V. Kharde, Adv. for
Ms. Asha G Nair, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
Leave granted.

The appeal is disposed of in terns of signed order.

(Par deep Kurmar) (Shashi Bala Vij)
Court Master Court Master
[ SI GNED ORDER |I'S PLACED ON THE FI LE ]
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRIM NAL APPEAL NO 222 OF 2011
[ ARI SI NG OUT OF SPECI AL LEAVE PETITION (CRL.) NO. 7510 OF 2010]

BHAUSHAEB RANGNATH CHAVAN ... APPELLANT
VERSUS
STATE OF MAHARASHTRA ... RESPONDENT

ORDER



1. Leave granted.
2. The appel |l ant was convicted by the trial court for the
of fence puni shabl e under Section 325 |.P.C. and sentenced to

undergo rigorous inprisonnent for five years and to pay a fine

of Rs. 2,000/-, in default of paynent of fine, the appellant
was to suffer further rigorous i mpri sonnment for one year
3. Agai nst the judgnent and order of the trial court, the

appel lant filed an appeal before the Hi gh Court.

4. The Hi gh Court vide judgnent dat ed 14. 1. 2009,
affirm ng the judgment and order passed by the trial court,

di smissed the appeal filed by the appellant. Hence, the present
appeal by special |eave.

5. We have heard | earned counsel appearing for the parties

and gone through the record.
6. Consi dering the nature of injuries and the fact that

this was nmerely an agricultural dispute over the water channe

and further considering the fact that the appellant has not
previously suffered any crimnal proceedi ngs, while maintaining
the conviction, we reduce the punishnment of the appellant from
five years to three years. Rest of the judgnent is confirned.

7 The appeal stands disposed of accordingly.

[ T.S. THAKUR]
NEW DELH
JANUARY 24, 2011.
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