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The appellant was convicted by the Supreme Court , 
Lautoka , on tvm co~"lts of h.ct \"Ii th intent to 8ause Grievous 

7Io.r21. contr ary to section 2 24 (a) of the J?enal Code .:md 

sentenced 4 and 2 ye2.rs I of i m:prisonc.cnt respectivel::,- to 
be served concurrent ly. 

He appeals ae;ainst his sentences . 

Accordi niS" to the evidence accepted by the 8ourt 
one Jodha o.nd his wife Shaktmtla "Jevi had been living 
for so~e years on the appellant ' s land in a shack ov1r..ed 

by tl1c appellant. He v,~:.ntad thera t o l eave 30 that the 

pl a ce could be us3d fo:- oo~e other purpose . ·;,1l!cn they 
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did not , he decided to pull down t he shack. This led 
to a heated quarrel during which the appellant struck 

Shakuntla Devi with a cane lmife severing her left 
forearm completely at a point below the elbow. He also 
attempted to strike Jodha with the same lmife . 

The appellant is 59 years of age and has been 
receiving treat~ent for a heart ailment . His attempts 
t o obtain vacant possession of his property were repeatedly 
frustrated by Jodha a.."'1.d his wife. The appell ant also 
submits that , on the day in question, they threw stones 
at him t o prevent him from pulling down the shack and that 
this provocation was the cause of loss of temper on his 
part . 

In view of these features , submits the appellant , 

the sentencesimposed ought to be viewed as excessive . 

He was r epresented by counsel at the trial and the 

record clearly shows that all these matters were fully 
placed before the Learned Judge in order to assist him i n 
arriving at an appropriate sentence . We are of the view 
that , but for these mitigating factors , the sentence may 

well have been more severe . 

·_-,,e , theref ore , f ind no reas on for interfering with 
the sentences and dismiss the appeal . 
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