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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRR No. 3322 0f 2017 (O/M)
Date of decision : 4.12.2017

Vinod Kumar alias Soon ... Revisionist
Versus
State of Haryana . Respondent

CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH

Present:-  Mr. S.P. Chahar, Advocate, for revisionist.

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

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not.

3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the digest ?

.

KULDIP SINGH J. (ORAL)

Heard.

The original lower Court file examined

As per the prosecution story, on 24.10.2010, Narender
(complainant) alongwith Krishan were coming from village Sundona,
District Rohtak, towards Jhajjar on their motorcycle bearing registration No.
HR-10M-5986. When they reached near petrol pump on Beri Jhajjar road, a
Tata 407 bearing registration No. HR-61-2026 came from opposite (Jhajjar)
side and hit the motorcycle. Asa  result of accident, both Narender and
Krishan received injuries. Krishan later on succumbed to injuries on the way
to hospital.

The learned counsel for revisionist has argued that as per the
site plan, the motorcycle was found ahead of place of accident, which is not
possible as complainant Narender had claimed that Tata 407 came from the
opposite side.

The perusal of report of mechanic shows that indicator of Tata
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407 was damaged and Tata 407 was left at the spot after the accident.
Therefore, it is not that center of Tata 407 whit hit the motorcycle, rather it
is the side of Tata 407 which hit the motorcycle. Therefore, motorcycle
could fall ahead of place of accident. The identity of vehicle is
established as it was found at the place of accident.

The learned counsel for revisionist has further argued that
revisionist was identified for the first time in Court by Narender
(complainant) and that Gulab, who had produced revisionist before the
police, had turned hostile.

Narender has stated in his statement that the person present in
Court was the person who was driving the vehicle. In cross examination, a
suggestion was put to him that after the accident, accused came to the spot
with his vehicle and he was falsely implicated. Therefore, accused does not
deny his presence at the place of accident. The vehicle was found involved
in the accident, which is proved from the report of mechanic. Therefore, the
identity of accused is also established.

The learned counsel for  revisionist, faced with these
circumstances, has prayed for showing leniency in sentence.

Keeping in view the fact that sentence awarded is of rigorous
imprisonment for one year and keeping in view of the rising number of
deaths in motor vehicular accidents, there is no ground to show any leniency
in the sentence. Hence, revision is dismissed.

(KULDIP SINGH)
JUDGE

4.12.2017
sjks

Whether speaking / reasoned : Yes/ No
Whether Reportable : Yes/ No



