IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR {(CHHATTISGARH)

WRIT PRTITION NO.XA?//bF 2000 {fEi)

- BETWREN
Gram Panchayat, Sikosh, through its Sarpanch, Smt.

Puspa_Bal Patel Hged 35 vears, W/o Shri Vishnu Prasad .
Patel, Sarpanch , Gram Panchayat Sikosh, Block -
Development Gunder Dehi, District Durg (Chhattisgarh).

a

PETITIONER
| AND .
Sovernment of Chhafl&gasd, , Through its.
Principal $acpetaxy;“73£&£§dhq{ R L

The Collectofﬁ Dufg; District Durg %

Shri Ved prakash, o
e Sub Divisional O0fficer (Revenue)Patan,
District Durg (Chhattisgarh) s

j S N . . g
dég Shri Yashwant Kumar Sahu, Revenue Inspector,

' Gunderdehip R-1 Divisilen, Gunderdehi
{(Chhattisgarh) ¢ - .

Rakesh Sharma son of late Shri Chandrika Prasad
sharma, Resident of Village Slkosh,Tahsil
Gunderdehi; District Durg {(Chhattisgarh).

of Village Sikosh, Tahsil gunderdehi,District
Durg {Chhattisgarh). : o

Shiv prasad Page. /o Shri shyamlal, resident

Madhya Pradesh State Mining Corporation Limited,
Branch Durg ,District'Durg (Chhattisgarh).

BESPONDENTS

WRIT PRTITION UNDER ARTICLES 226 AND 227 OF THE
CONSTITUTION QF INDTIA
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Certified COpy.to tHe parties within 3 days. :
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'R S. Garg
Judge




