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*********** 

The accused in this case was convicted on his own plea for 

offences under Section 376 (the 1st count), Section 375 (the 2nd count) of the 

Penal Code and for being in possession of an offensive weapon (the 3rd count). 

On the 1 st count the accused was sentenced to a term of 4 years Rigorous 

Imprisonment and to pay a fine of Rs.10,000/= carrying a default sentence of 

3 months imprisonment. On the 2nd count the accused was sentenced to a 

term of 4 years Rigorous Imprisonment and to pay a fine of Rs.10,000/= 

carrying a default sentence of 3 months imprisonment. On the 3rd count he 

was sentenced to a term of 4 years Rigorous Imprisonment and to pay a fine of 

Rs.10,000/= carrying a default sentence of 3 months imprisonment. The 

learned High Court Judge directed that the terms of imprisonment imposed on 

the 1st, 2nd and 3rd counts should run concurrently. We therefore note the total 



term of imprisonment that he has to undergo is 4 years Rigorous 

Imprisonment. Learned Counsel for the petitioner submits that the sentence 

imposed by the learned High Court Judge is excessive. He further submits 

that the learned High Court Judge has failed to consider a period of remand 

prior to the commencement of the trial. We note that he has been on remand 

for a period of 3 112 years prior to the commencement of the trial. But when we 

consider the gravity of the offence we are of the opinion that the sentence 

imposed by the learned High Court Judge is not excessive. When the sentence 

was being passed by the learned High Court Judge, he has considered the 

submissions made by the learned defence Counsel. Learned defence Counsel 

in his submissions has brought to the notice of Court that the accused has 

been on remand for period of 3 Y2 years. When we consider all these matters, 

we are of the opinion that the sentence imposed by the learned High Court 

Judge is not excessive. We therefore, refuse to interfere with the learned High 

Court Judge's order dated 14.03201. 

Petition dismissed. 

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL 

K. T. CHITRASIRI, J. 

I agree. 

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL 
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