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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF CHHATTISGARH

.A'—BH———ﬁCaﬂf E— . Jahu'r Khén@Javed.A kh" tar, _1

AT BILASPUR o

~ Cr.M.P. No. L‘L‘Ulf’ /20@@4 s.8.

| 50 IsseammER @

:,rM,,«L MAHsan S/o Usman Kharn @‘ -
Ismaﬂ Ansa;m Aged about 38 years, o

- R/o Village Chama at present R/ o
-'Mahuwadhoda, behmd Bukbuka.:-' K

- MaSJ_ld ) Pohoe. _Statlon_ Khalam, o

 District Ranchi, (Bihar) -

-

’cﬂ;*)VERSUs?ff:

RESPONDENTS@ 1) .‘:State of Chhattisgarh

, ‘jiThrough Station House Offlcer |
, Pohce Station Patna District
. Kor-‘ea (C.G.) ' '

: 2) - :-_State of Chhattlsgarh :
" E Through - Station House Oﬂ‘icer
) Pohce _Statl_on,_ th]]mﬂl"
| (Bhalyatha’n), T-Distxiot Sargu;a L

PETITION UNDER SECTKHJ485/SF‘THE CODE. 0F5~_,
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE READ WITH SECTION, 427/0FE e
| CRIMINAL PROECEDURE CODE FOR ORDERING TO
'RUN THE SENTENCE CONCURRENHX'IMPOSED{f““

UPON THE APHJCANT VIDE_IN. JUDGMENTS OF
| ANNEXUER A-T__AND. ANNEXURE A3 OF THE{;S'

e _' HONBLE HIGH COURT




HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR
(Hon Mr Justlce Pntmker Dlwaker)

| CrMP (PR) No. 1219 of2(7 - |
AP.'PLICANT_ S _‘ JahHKQg alias Javed Akhtar@Jahlr
o - Anpsari. .
~ VERsUS
L RESPONDENTS e ‘State'-o_f'Chhatti"sgarh'énd"a'hbthe;,*

AT

T

Shrt Abhay Tiwari counseI for applicant. :
Shn Vafbhav Goverdh‘an PL for respondent/State

PETITION _UNDER SECTION 482[427 OF THE CODE OF
' CRIMINAL PROCEDURE '

"ORDER
(29 01 2010)

By way of present petltlon the appllcant seeks the sentences R

- r_awarded to him in° Criminal Appeal No 784/2002 {Jahlr Khan & o
 Ravindra Slngh vs State of C.G. (Annexure A—‘I)} vrde judgment].f E
"dated 1052006 and |n Cnmmal Appeal No.. 767/2004 {Jaheer.]_;

- Ansan and others vs State of Chhattlsgarh)} Vlde judgment dated","
. 938. 2007 to run concurrent!y |

, 2. '. Facts necessary for dlsposal of th|s petltlon in brlef are: that'.'_ o
~vide judgment dated 24.4.2002 in S.T. No. 62/2002 the applicant

- was conwcted under sectlons 395/397 IPC and Sectren ‘97 (1) of the_'f". -

- Arms Act by the Sessmns Judge and sentenced to. unde go ngorous:-,- :

, Imprlsonment for . 10 years uls 395/397 IPC and ngorous.

. |mpnsonment for three years u/s 27 (1) of the Arms Act. The sald_: | i
. judgment was challenged by the. appttcant before this Court by wayj"-'::' :

| judgment dated 10.5. 2006 and the Judgment of the Sessmns Judge ":

'_was maintained. leeWIse in ST No.. 93/2002 by judgment dated'_'f': "
"'.31 8. 2004 appllcant was conwcted for. the same offence and was-"f‘

awarded the same sentence as by judgment dated 24 4 2002 |n S.T. :-'
\No 62/2002 and the appeal preferred there agamst also came to. be-'_'-{ '

- dlsmlssed vide judgment- dated 98, 2007 and the judgment of the?-"

Sessrons Court was confirmed
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7. Thus, if the factual position is seen in the light of the aforesaid
-legal position rt is not dlsputed that - durrng the initial stage of the

case nor even at appellate stage, the provrsmns of Section 427 of
the Cr.P.C. remalned un-invoked. Sectlon 482 is not an appropriate
5 ‘ remedy to direct the sentences concurrently when no such questlcn
" was raised before the trral Court or even before the appellate Court.

' | This Court cannot exercrse the inherent Jurlsdrctlon in a case of this -
nature at this stage as it was not done at the time of passmg of the
Judgment in appea! That berngu.so the appllcant is estcpped frcm o
R - making such a prayer for drrectmg the sentences to run concurrently

| \»% o - “in exercrse of the powers under Sectlon 482 of the Code of Crlmlnal

Procedure

8. In the result, the petition belng wrthout substance is liable to

~dismissed. It is dismissed as such i,
.  Sd/-

Pritinker Blwakar :
Judge
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