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IN THE HIGH COURT QFJUDICATURE OF-CHHAmSGARH

AT BILASPUR

Cr.M.P.No..tM7.i?../20^>- J',6.

Applicant :

(hiJail)

Jahir Khan @ Javed Akfatar,

raatiH-EIianT@..,Jawff::]ife&^a f^3
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RESPONDENTS-.

4iA/>t •^fe&.Ansari S/o Usman Khan @
Isaail Ansari Aged about 38 years,
R/o Village Chama,-at present R/o

Mahuwadhoda, behind Bukbuka

Masjid Police Station Khalari,

DistrictRanchi,(Bihar)

VERSUS •

1) State of Chliattisgarh _

Through : Stadon House OfScer,.

Police Station Pafaa. District

Korea (C.G.)

2) Stateof Chhattisgarh

Through : Stadon House Officer,

Police Station, JhluImiH

(Bhaiyafhan) District Sarguja

(C.G.)
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PETmON UNDER SECTION 482 QF THE GODE OF

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE READ WFm 8ECTION 427 OE*

CRIMINAL PROECEEURE CODE FQR ORDERIN6 TQ

RUN THE SENTENCE CONCURRENTLY IMPOSED

UPON THE APPLICANT VIDE IN JUDGMENTS OF

ANNEXUER A-l. AND ANNEXURE A-2 QP THI8

HON'BLEHIGH COURT
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HIGHCOURTOFCHHATTlSGARHATBILASPUR

(Hon. Mr.Justice PritinkerDiwaker)

APPLICANT

RESPONDENTS

Cr.M.P.(PR)No.1219of

.L
Jahir'Kh,
Ansari.

'^.
....../alias Javed Akhtar @ Jahir

VERSUS

State bf Chhattisgarh and another.

Shri Abhay Tiwari counsel for sipplicant.
ShriVaibhavGoyerdh'anPLforrespondent/State.

PETITIONUNDERSECTION482»270FTHECObEOF
CRINllNALF'ROCEDURE.

ORDER
(29.01.2010)

Byway of present petitton the applicant seeks thesentenGes

awarded to him in Criminal Appeal No. 784/2002 {Jah!rKhan&

Ravindra Singh vs. State of C.G. (Annexure A-'l)} videjudgment

dated 10.5.2006 and in Criminal AppealNo. 767/2004 {Jaheer

Arisari and others vs. State of Chhattisgarh)} vide judgment dated

9.8.2007, to run concurrently.

2. Facts, necessary for disposal of this petition in brief, are that

vide judgmentdated24.4.2QQ2JnS.T.No. 62/2002 theapplicant

was Gonvictedxindersections 395/397 IPC and Sectibh 27 (1) df the

Arms Act by the Sessions Judge andSentenced to undei'go rigorous

imprisonment for 10 years u/s 395/397 IPC and rigorous

imprisonment for three years u/s 27 (1) of the Arms Act. Thesajd

judgment was challenged by the applicant befbre this Court by way

of Criminal Appeal No. 784/2002 whichwas however dismissed by

judgment dated 10.5.2006 and the judgment ofthe Sessions^Judge

was maintained. Likewise, in S.T. No. '95/2002 by judgment dated

31.8.2004 applicant was eonvicted for the same offenc®and was

awarcted the sarne sehtence as by judgment dated 24.4.20Q2,in S.T.

-No. 62/2002 and the appeal preferred there- against also came to be

dismissed vide Judgnientdated 9,8.2007 andthejudgmentof.tt'ie,

SessionsCourt wasGonfirrhed. "
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7. Thus, if the factual positionis seen in the light of the aforesaid

legal position it is not disputed that during the initial stage of the

case nor even at appellate stage, the provisions of Section 427 of

the Cr.P.C. remainedun-invoked. Section 482 is not an appropriate

remedy to direct the sentences concurrently when no such question

was raised before the trial Court or even before the appellate Court.

This Court cannot exercise the inherent jurisdiction ina case ofthis

nature at this stage as itwas not done at the time of passing of the

judgment in appeal. That beinga^o the applicant is estopped from

making such a prayer for directing the sentences to run concurrently

in exereise ofthe powers under Section 482 ofthe Code ofCriminal

Procedure.

8. In the result, the petition being without substance is liable to

dismissed. It isdismissed as such. i
Sd/-

PritinkerDiwakar
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