IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR (CHHATTISGARH)
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WRIT PETITION No. LGHE L o 2001

Budhuram S/o Balki aged about 48 years,
ﬁL’Safﬂami, resident of Putekela,
Tahsil Sakti, District Janjgir ,
Champa, Chhattlsgarh . S e . ' PETITIONER

VERSUS ¥

Luxman aged about 22 years S/o Chotelal Satnami,
resident of Chamra-Barpali, Tahsil Sakti, District
Janjgir-Champa, Chhattisgarh.

shri R.D.Chelak, Sub-Engineer, Hasdeo Sub Minor,
Division No.2, Presiding Officer, Polling Booth No.
128, Village Chamra Barpali, Tahsil Sakti, District
Janajgir Champa, Chhattisgarh.

(3) . 8hri Ramprasad Chandra, Pradhan Pathak, Keri Bandha,
- Presiding Officer Polling Booth No. 129, village
Chamra Barpali, Tahsil Sakti, District Janijgir
Champa (Chhattisgarh). :

' (4) Kumari Purnima Shrivastava, Tahsildar and Prscribed
;; Officer and Returning Officer, Panchayat Election
Sakti, Tahsil Sakti, District Janjgir Champa
Chhattisgarh).
¢ garh) B Adwaviry
(5) Shri S.R.Sahu, Prescribed qA&thefrty (Panchayat

Nirwachan  Yachika) Camp Sakti, Tahsil Sakti,
District Janjgir Champa {(Chhattisgarh). .
. T e T e RESPONDENTS

WRIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLE SEC. 226 AND 227 OF THE
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In the result, this petition is allowed. The.
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