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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT
CHANDIGARH

CRR No. 3071 of 2016 (O&M)
Date of Decision: 01.08.2017

PARAMIJIT KAUR ... Petitioner
VS.
STATE OF PUNJAB AND ANOTHER ...Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH.

Present: Mr. Bhrigu Dutt Sharma, Advocate,
for the petitioner.

Mr. Davinder Bir Singh, DAG, Punjab.

Mr. Pawan Sharma, Advocate,
for respondent No. 2/Complainant.
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KULDIP SINGH, J. (ORAL)

The petitioner, Paramjit Kaur in the present criminal revision was
convicted by the learned Judicial Magistrate Ist Class, Phagwara vide
judgment of conviction and order of sentence dated 27.11.2014, under Section
138 of Negotiable Instruments Act, 1881 and sentenced to undergo rigorous
imprisonment for a period of 8 months and to pay fine of I5,000/- and in
default thereof to further undergo rigorous imprisonment for 2 months. The
appeal against the said judgment has been dismissed by the learned Additional
Sessions Judge, Kapurthala vide judgment dated 17.08.2016.

The short prayer made at this stage is for showing leniency in the
sentence awarded to the petitioner.

According to the custody certificate dated 27.10.2016, the
petitioner has already undergone total sentence of 1 months and 12 days.
The original record of the lower Court has also been received.

It is pleaded before this Court that since, both the parties have

compromised, therefore, concerned Illaga Magistrate was directed to record
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the statements of the parties. On behalf of the complainant, the statement of
his attorney Charanjit Singh Walia S/o Fateh Singh Ahluwalia was recorded.
The original notorized General Power Attorney Deed dated 12.05.2014 was
seen and returned by the learned Magistrate after keeping on record the
photocopy of the same.

Today, learned counsel for respondent No. 2/Complainant has
appeared before this Court and confirmed the compromise effected between
the parties.

Keeping in view the facts that the matter has been compromised
between the parties and entire payment has been made and respondent
No. 2/complainant has no objection, the sentence of the petitioner is ordered
to be reduced to the period already undergone by her.

In view of the above, the present revision petition stands partly

allowed.
August 1, 2017 (KULDIP SINGH)
Suresh Kumar JUDGE
v’
Whether speaking / reasoned : Yes / No

Whether Reportable : Yes / No

Suresh Kumar

2017.08.02 15:55

I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document



