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REVISIONLIS‘I’;
RESEONDWT:
CGMPLAINANT:

RAVINIER KUMAR/NANDA,

s/o_Namaath Nanda.Aged 50 years. é

R/o Reesai Paga, Tahsil and Distt.
DHAMTARI
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1. SMTJUGGA navy/'1‘
4 Wife of

'shri
Rarxulal Sanklacha.

Med 55 years.
LAL

sHRI RANUASANmAcEA,
S/o Late Mishrilal sanklacha
Aged 72 years, . .
Both Residents of sadar Bazar,
DHAMTARI ,(My); e

SHRx GULZAR KHANV:
S/o Gafcor Khan, Aged 25 years.
R/o Proprietor Guljar Auto Electric— g
a1, Bombay Garrage Easter Reed,

7 " -
District DWAR; (Mm):

4. TEE STAKE. OF MADI'KA PWSH.
‘l‘hmugh

Golle‘cyorhD‘HAMTARI (mp),
cRIMmAL REVIsxoN UNDER sewn»: 397/401, cam op/
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Chhattiagarh Bllaspur

Cr R No. 306 of 2000 x

,
‘13 . 12.2000
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The ur't-beowLis justified in‘ allowing
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the matter £or cemmlsslor of the offence punishable :-

under sections Aza 467,468 and 471 of the Indian
l '

Penal Cadep The trial Courtrtoakwcognizance of . ~

the mauér'in atelatian MLASectumu82sof’therladian/ r

'

-

1 :53

Regisératian z e Cgiurt-belowjhas given cagent
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