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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRR No. 2883 of 2015 (O/M)
Date of decision : 24.2.2016

Rajesh Kumar . Revisionist
Versus

State of Haryana ... Respondent

CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH

Present:- Mr. S.K. Tripathi, Advocate, for the revisionist.

Ms. Supriya Arora, Assistant A.G. Haryana.

1. Whether the Reporters of local newspaper may be allowed to
see the judgment ?

To be referred to the Reporter or not.

Whether the judgment should be reported in the digest ?

w N

KULDIP SINGH J. (ORAL)

Impugned in the present criminal revision is the judgment
dated 29.7.2015, passed by the learned Additional Sessions Judge,
Gurgaon, affirming the judgment of conviction and order of sentence
6.2.2015, passed by the learned Judicial Magistrate 1% Class,
Gurgaon, vide which the present revisionist was convicted under
Sections 279 and 304-A IPC and was sentenced to undergo rigorous
imprisonment for 3 months under Section 279 IPC. He was also
sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for 1 year under
Section 304-A IPC. Both the sentences were ordered to run
concurrently.

The allegations against the revisionist are that on
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29.11.2010, at about 7:15 PM, he, while driving a fire brigade vehicle
in a rash and negligent manner, hit the deceased Suresh Kapoor and
ran over him, which resulted in his death. Thereafter, he drove the
vehicle towards Sohna Chowk, Gurgaon. However, due to traffic jam,
he stopped his vehicle there. The complainant then followed him
and noted down the registration number of the vehicle and also
enquired the name of the present revisionist from him. Thereafter,
the complainant made the statement to ASI Harmesh Singh in the
General Hospital, Gurgaon.

Before the trial Court, the complainant stood by his stand.
He identified the man in the Court.

Learned counsel for the revisionist has argued that the
revisionist was on the correct side and that one of the witnesses has
admitted that the deceased was crossing the road. It is not the case
of the accused that he was on duty at that time and, therefore, he
was driving the fire brigade vehicle at a high speed. It was a busy
chowk where the fire brigade vehicle, which was off duty, was being
driven rashly and negligently and a man was run over by it. It was
only on the next chowk that due to traffic jam, the revisionist had to
stop the vehicle and the number of vehicle and his name could be
detected. The revisionist was identified. It is established that the
revisionist was driving the vehicle in a rash and negligent manner.

There are concurrent findings of facts recorded by two Courts below.
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The judgments of both the Courts below are based on sound
reasoning. Therefore, there is no ground to interfere in the

impugned judgments. Hence, the present revision is dismissed.

(KULDIP SINGH)
JUDGE
24.2.2016
sjks



