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IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH

BENCH AT INDORE

(DB: Hon'ble Mr. Justice Shantanu Kemkar and
Hon'ble Mr. Justice M.C. Garg)

Criminal Appeal No.213/2006

Shahid Khan S/o Rehman Khan
Kadeer Khan S/o Sikandar Khan

Habeeb Khan alias Habbu S/o Kherati Khan
Mohit Khan alias Mulla S/o Vahid Khan

Vs.
State of Madhya Pradesh

__________________________________________________
Shri PK Shukla, learned Senior counsel with Shri MS 

Chouhan, learned counsel for the appellants.

Shri BL Yadav, learned Deputy Advocate General for the 

respondent / State.

______________________________________________________

JUDGMENT
                  (Passed on this           day of June, 2013)

Per: M.C. Garg, J.

The  appellants  were  sent  for  trial  in  Crime 

No.523/2005 to face charge under section 364-A of IPC on the 

allegation that the appellants at about 7.00 am on 6.12.2004 in 

Gram Kohadi near the way towards Shamshan falling about 18 

kilometers  north  of  Police  Station  Kalapipal,  kidnapped  the 

complainant Dinesh Chandravanshi, kept him under detention 

and  after  threatening  him  with  knife  and  revolver  of  death 

obtained an affidavit from him, so as to exonerate one Mahesh, 
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who  was  facing  trial  in  another  matter  in  which  the 

complainant was one of the witness.

2. The  case  of  the  prosecution  is  based  upon  the 

complaint lodged by complainant Dinesh Chandravanshi, who 

gave the written  report to the police having been written on 

8.12.2004 which is Ex.P-6. On that basis, FIR was registered 

on 14.12.2004 vide Ex.P-7 and the case was registered under 

sections 365, 368 and 506/34 of IPC. In short, the case of the 

prosecution reads as under:-

3- vfHk;kstu dk i{k la{ksi esa bl izdkj gS fd fnukad 
05-07-04 dks xzke vkx[ksM+h esa egs'k firk cnzhizlkn dh gR;k 
gksus  ds  laca/k  esa  izLrqr izdj.k ds  foNqC/k  fnus'k  pUnzoa'kh 
xokg FkkA ftlesa vfHk;qDr gCcw [kka dk yM+dk dks vfHk;qDr 
cuk;k x;k Fkk vkSj ml izdj.k esa foNqC/k fnus'k dks xokgh 
nsus tkuk FkkA ?kVuk fnukad 06-12-04 fnu lkseokj dh lqcg 
7 cts tc fnus'kpUnzoa'kh vius [ksr ls mlds ?kj tk jgk Fkk 
rks jkLrs esa [kM+h ,d lQsn VsªDl xkM+h esa ls 'kkfgn [kka us 
pkdw  vkSj eksfgr [kka  us  fjokYoj vM+kdj  fnus'k dks  VsªDl 
xkM+h esa cSBk fy;k A tgka gCcw [kka vkSj dnhj [kka pkdw ysdj 
cSBs vkSj fldUnj [kka Hkh cSBk Fkk] vfHk;qDrx.k us tku ls ekj 
nsus dh /kedh nsdj fnus'k dk VsªDl esa fcBkrs gq,] mldk eqag 
Vkosy ls cka/k fn;kA jkLrs esa xkM+h ds vanj fnus'k dk ,d 
ckj eqag [kksys tkus ij mlus ns[kk fd dkph[ksM+k xkao vkSj 
Ldwy iM+k vkSj fQj vfHk;qDrx.k us  mldk eqag ckan fn;k 
vkSj 'kktkiqj tkdj xkM+h jksdh vkSj ,d dejs esa fpYykus ij 
tku ls ekj nsus dh /kedh nsrs gq, 3 cts ls 6 cts rd can 
j[kkA blds ckn lHkh vfHk;qDrx.k dejs esa vanj vk;s vkSj 
eksfgr [kka us fnus'k dks rhu xkfy;ka [kkus ds fy, nsrs gq,] 
tcjnLrh xksfy;ka f[kyk nh ftlls foNqC/k fnus'k dks dqN 
u'kk lk gks  x;k vkSj fQj foNqC/k fnus'k lfgr lHkh yksx 
vfuy xksHkqt odhy lkgc ds ikl x;s vkSj 50@& :i;s ds 
LVkEi ij fy[kki<+h djrs gq, fnus'k ls nLr[kr djk fy;sA 
ftl ij  VsªDl okys gQht [kka us Hkh nLr[kr fd;s vkSj 
fQj jkLrs esa  VsªDl esa cSBkdj okfil yk;s vkSj  lqcg 6 cts 
xkao dh iqfy;k ij fnus'k dks ;g /keh nsrs gq, mrkjdj pys 
x;s fd egs'k ds eMZj dsl esa xokgh nsus ugha tkuk ugha rks 
tku ls  [kRe dj nsaxs]  vkSj  50 gtkj :i;s  nsus  dk Hkh 
vfHk;qDrx.k us fnus'k dks dgkA foNqC/k fnus'k dks xkfy;ka dk 
u'kk gksus ls mlus nwljs fnu fo".kqizlkn vkSj cnzhizlkn dks 
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lkjh ?kVuk crk;h vkSj fnukad 08-12-04 dks fyf[kr vkosnu 
i= iqfyl Fkkuk dkykihiy ,oa vU; vf/kdkfj;ksa  dks  fn;k 
x;k]  tks  izn'kZ  ih&6  gSA  ftlds  vk/kkj  ij  iqfyl }kjk 
fnukad 14-12-04 dks izn'kZ ih&7 dh izFke lwpuk fjiksVZ /kkjk 
365] 368] 506@34 Hkk-n-fo- ds varxZr ntZ fd;k x;kA

3. The police investigated the matter and arrested the 

appellants and carried out further investigation. Then they filed 

challan on 17.2.2005 under sections 365, 368, 506, 323 and 

347/34  of  IPC.  However,  at  the  instance  of  Sessions  Court 

while dealing with the appellants for grant of bail, section 364-

A of IPC was also added in the challan and thus the case was 

committed to sessions.

4. Charges were framed against the appellants under 

section 364-A of IPC to which the appellants pleaded denial 

and stated that they have been falsely implicated in this case. A 

plea was also taken by the appellant no.4 that at the time of 

incident, he was admitted in the hospital in Bhopal. However, 

no evidence was led by the appellants in their defence.

5. On  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  18  witnesses  were 

examined. PW-6 Dinesh Chandravanshi in his deposition has 

deposed as under:-

1- eSa vfHk;qDr 'kkfgn ,oa lHkh vkjksihx.k dks igpkurk 
gawA vkt ls djhc 5&6 ekg igys dh ckr gS lqcg 6 cts dk 
le;  FkkA  eSa  V;wcosy  ij  ls  vius  ?kj  tk  jgk  FkkA 
[kks[kjkdyk okys gQht [kka dh thi jkLrs esa e'kku 'ke'kku 
ds ikl [kM+h FkhA

2- eSa ogka ls tSls gh fudyus yxk oSls gh vkjksih 'kkfgn 
[kka] eksfgr [kka] dnhj [kka] fldanj vkSj gCcw [kka eq>ls >we 
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x;s vkSj eksfgr [kka us fjokYoj vM+k fn;k ckdh vkjksihx.k us 
pkdw vM+k fn;k vkSj dgus yxs fd thi esa cSB tk ugha rks 
tku ls  [kRe  dj nsxsA  eSaus  thi es  cSBus  euk  fd;k  rks 
vfHk;qDr eksfgr ,oa 'kghn [kka us eqag ij Vkosy cka/k fn;k vkSj 
thi esa chp dh lhV ij iVd fn;k vkSj esjs mij vkjksihx.k 
us pkdw vM+k fn;k vkSj dgus yxs fd fpYykpksV dh rks tuk 
ls ;gha [kRe dj nssaaxs fQj bu yksxksa us thi ogka ls vkxs c<+k 
nhA

3- jkLrs esa thi tk jgh Fkh rks ,d txg ij esjk eqag 
vkjksihx.k us [kksyk ml le; eSaus ,d Ldwy dk iksLVj ns[kk 
Fkk ml ij eSaus  i<+k  Fkk fd ml ij dkph[ksM+h  fy[kk Fkk 
mlds ckn ;g thi ysdj egwiwjk 'kktkiqj ys x;s vkSj egwiqjs 
esa  vkjksihx.k us  ,d dejs  esa  ys  tkdj can dj fn;k ml 
le; fnu ds rhu cts Fks vkjksihx.k dejs ds ckgj cSBs Fks 
mlds mijkar 'kke dks 6 cts dejs dk QkVd [kksyk vkSj lHkh 
vkjksihx.k vanj vk;s  vkSj lkFk esa  rhu xksfy;ka  ysdj vk;s 
eksfgr [kka us eq>ls dgk fd xksfy;ka [kk yks og xksfy;ka gjs 
jax dh FkhaA eSaus euk fd;k rks bl ij vkjksihx.k us dgk Fkk 
fd xksyh ugha [kk;sxk rks tku ls ekj nsaxs lHkh vkjksihx.k us 
eq>s tcjnLrh rhuksa xksfy;ka f[kyk nh FkhaA

4- xksfy;ka [kkus ls eq>s csgks'kh vkus yxh vkSj uhan lrkus 
yxh  fQj  vkjksihx.k  ogka  ls  bl  gkyr  esa  'kktkiqj  ds 
ukxukxuh jksM ij ysdj x;s vkSj ogka ij vfuy dqekj xksHkqt 
ds dk;kZy; esa ys x;s Fks ogka ij ,d jktw uke dk O;fDr Fkk 
vkSj ogka tkdj vkjksfi;ksa us mlls ckr dh mlds ckn fQj 
vkjksihx.k eq>s ysdj ,d nwljs ds ;gka fy[kki<+h djus okys 
ds ;gka ysdj x;s FksA vkjksihx.k us ogka ij dksj LVkEi ij 
tks 50@&:i;s dk Fkk ml ij vkjksihx.k us nLr[kr djus 
dk cksyk Fkk ugha djsxk rks tku ls ekjus dh /kedh nh mlh 
LVkEi ij ,d thi esa ,d lkFk esa FkkA gQht us Hkh nLr[kr 
fd;k Fkk ogka ls eq>s vkjksihx.k okil tgka ykdj igys can 
fd;k Fkk ogka ys vk;sA ogha thi [kM+h Fkh ogka ls yxHkx 8 
lok 8 cts vkjksihx.k ys pys FksA
5- vkjksihx.k eq>s lqcg 6 cts djhc xkao dh iqfy;k ds 
ikl NksM+  fn;k NksM+rs  gq, vkjksihx.k us  dgk fd egs'k ds 
eMZj ds dsl esa xokgh nsus er tkuk] fjiksVZ djus er tkuk 
ugha rks rq>s tku ls ekj nsaxsA vkjksihx.k us dgk Fkk fd vxj 
rw  fjiksVZ  djus  ugha  tk;sxk rks  rq>s  50]000@& :i;s  nsaxs 
blds ckn eSa ?kj pyk x;k eSa fnu Hkj dHkh V~;wcosy ij dHkh 
?kj vkrk tkrk jgkA eq>s eaxyokj dks gks'k gokl ugha Fkh 
fnu Hkj uhan lrkrh jgh FkhA
6- eSaus fQj eaxyokj dks gh fo".kqizlkn cnzhizlkn dks ikap 
O;fDr;ksa ds }kjk vigj.k dj ysus dh ckr crk;h FkhA vkSj 
cq/kokj dks eSaus Fkkus esa fjiksVZ dh Fkh eSaus vigj.k dj 'kktkiqj 
ys tkdj /kedkus dh fjiksVZ dh FkhA
7- esjs }kjk Fkkus ij dh x;h fyf[kr fjiksVZ iz-ih-&6 gS 
ftlds v ls v Hkkx ij esjs gLrk{kj gSa fjiksVz iz-ih-&6 dh 
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nksuksa izfr ij esjs gLrk{kj gSaA
8- Fkkuk dkykihiy ij iqfyl }kjk dh xbZ fjiksVZ iz-ih-
&7 gS ftlds v ls v Hkkx ij esjs gLrk{kj gSaA blds ckn 
iqfyl ekSds eqvk;uk ds fy;s ys x;h Fkh ekSdk uD'kk iz-ih-&9 
dk cuk;k Fkk ftlds v ls v Hkkx ij esjs gLrk{kj gSaA iqfyl 
us esjs c;ku fy;s FksA

6. In  his  cross  examination,  except  on  the  point  of 

delay,  the  only  suggestion  given  for  the  purpose  of  alleged 

false implication by the appellants is as follows:-

30- ;g dguk xyr gS fd gekjh xzke dksgMh dh d̀f"k 
Hkwfe ij vfHk;qDr dnhj [kka ,oa mlds firk dk dCtk gSA ;g 
dguk xyr gS fd eSa egs'k dh gR;k ds ekeys esa vius c;ku 
cnyus ds fy;s vfHk;qDr 'kghn [kka ls ,d yk[k :i;s pkgrk 
FkkA ;g dguk xyr gS fd 'kghn [kka us :i;s nsus ls euk 
fd;k rks bl ij eSaus izLrqr izdj.k dh >wBh fjiksVZ dj nh 
FkhA

31- ;g dguk xyr gS fd fnukad 7 ls 13 rkjh[k rd 
esjh rch;r iwjh rjg ls vPNh jgh FkhA ;g dguk xyr gS 
fd 8 rkjh[k  dks  esjh  rch;r vPNh gks  x;h FkhA eq>s  8 
rkjh[k dks Hkh uhan vkSj lqLrh cuh gqbZ FkhA Lor% dgk jkst 
vkrk jgrk Fkk vkSj pyk tkrk FkkA

7. While  (PW-12)  Vishnuprasad  Khati  has  been 

declared  hostile  but  PW-8  Badriprasad  and  PW-12 

Vishnuprasad  Khati  have  supported  the  case  of  the 

prosecution.  (PW-11)  Prahaladchand  Shinde,  who  is  notary, 

attested the affidavit of Dinesh Chandravanshi. A carbon copy 

of the affidavit is Ex.P-12. The entry of the register is Ex.P-13 

of which copy of it given to the police is Ex.P-16. The register 

has  been  taken  into  possession  by  PW-6  Dinesh  Chand 

alongwith  Investigating  Officer.  PW-18  Babulal  has  also 

supported the case of the prosecution. From the deposition of 

Dinesh Chandravanshi and in particular paragraphs 5, 27 and 
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44 as also from the statement of Badriprasad PW-8, it is clear 

that before this incident, son of Badriprasad was murdered in 

which  case,  Bhure  Khan,  Shabuddin  and  Vakil  Khan  were 

impleaded as accused persons, amongst them one is the  son of 

the  appellant  Habeeb  Khan  and  in  that  case  PW-6  Dinesh 

Chandravanshi  is  one  of  the  witness.  From  the  cross 

examination of PW-3 Rajeev Gobhuj, it is also clear that Anil 

Gobhuj was admitted in that case. It may be observed here that 

kidnapping of the complainant and obtaining an affidavit from 

him  as  well  as  pendency  of  a  criminal  case  against  one 

Mahesh,  in  which  case,  the  complainant  was  a  witness, 

attestation of the affidavit before the notary, there is no cross 

examination on behalf of the appellants.

8. Taking into consideration all these aspects, the Trial 

Court reached to the following conclusion:-

19- ekeys  ds  foNqC/k  ,oa  flgkjk  lk{kh  fnus'kpanz 
dk ;g dguk gS  fd tc og ?kVuk  dh  lqcg mldh 
V~;wcosy vFkkZr [ksr ls mlds ?kj tk jgk Fkk rks jkLrs esa 
'ke'kku ds ikl mls v-lk-&13 gQht [kka dh thi [kM+h 
fn[kh vkSj foNqC/k fnus'k ds ogka ls fudyus ij vkjksih 
lbZn mQZ 'kkfgn [kka] eksfgr [kka mQZ eqYyk ,oa dnhj [kka] 
fldUnj [kka rFkk glhQ [kka mQZ gCcw foNqC/k ls >we x;k 
vkSj eksfgr [kka us fjokYoj ,oa vU; vkjksihx.k us pkdw 
vM+k fn;k rFkk fo{kqC/k fnus'k dks thi esa cSBus dk dgrs 
gq,]  tku  ls  ekj  nsus  dh  /kedh  nh  vkSj  eksfgr  mQZ 
eqYyk ,oa lbZn mQZ 'kkfgn us fnus'k ds eqag ij Vkosy cka/
krs gq,] mls ihNs dh lhV ij iVd fn;k vkSj fpYykpksV 
djus ij tku ls ekj nsus dh /kedh nhA jkLrs esa tc ,d 
txg  fo{kqC/k  dk  eqag  [kksyk  rks  mlus  jkLrs  esa  xzke 
dkih[ksM+h fy[ks gksus dh ckr i<+h vkSj vfHk;qDrx.k thi 
ls mls egwiqjk 'kktkiqj ys x;s vkSj ,d dejs esa can dj 
fn;k ,oa 'kke ds 6 cts vfHk;qDrx.k us QkVd [kksyk vkSj 
dejs esa vkrs gq, tku ls ekj nsus dh /kedh nsrs gq, rhu 
xksfy;ka  f[kykbZa  vkSj  xksyh  [kkus  ij  fo{kqC/k  fnus'k  dks 
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csgks'kh tSlh gkyr esa vfuy xksHkqt vf/koDrk ds dk;kZy; 
ij ys x;s vkSj fQj 50@& :i;s ds LVkEi ij tku ls 
ekjus dh /kedh nsrs gq, fo{kqC/k fnus'k ls gLrk{kj djk;s] 
ftlds lkFk gh v-lk-&13 gQht [kka us Hkh nLr[kr fd;s 
vkSj fQj okfil dejs esa ysdj can dj fn;k vkSj vxys 
fnu lqcg 6 cts mls xkao dh iqfy;k ij NksM+rs gq, egs'k 
ds eMZj ds dsl esa xokgh nsus ls euk djrs gq,] fjiksVZ 
djus ls Hkh euk fd;k rFkk tku ls ekj nsus dh /kedh 
nsrs gq, 50 gtkj :i;s nsus dk ykyp Hkh fn;kA lk{kh }
kjk vxys fnu eaxyokj vFkkZr~ fnukad 07-12-2004 dks uhan 
lrkuk crkrs gq, gksal&gokl ugha jguk] fdUrq fo".kqizlkn 
vkSj cnzhizlkn dks mldk vigj.k dj ysus dh ckr crkuk 
vkSj  cq/kokj  vFkkZr fnukad 08-12-04  dks  iqfyl Fkkus  esa 
fjiksVZ  djuk crkrs  gq,]  izn'kZ  ih-&6 dh fyf[kr fjiksVZ 
vkSj izn'kZ ih-&8 dk uD'kk ekSdk dks Hkh lk{kh us mlds 
le{k cuk;k tkuk crk;k gSA

9. On the basis of the aforesaid conclusion, the Trial 

Court held that in this case, the appellants committed offence 

under section 364-A of IPC.

10. In defence, the appellants have pleaded lodging of 

the FIR after few days as one of the reason for disbelieving the 

case of the prosecution, inasmuch as, while document Ex.P-6 

is alleged to have been written on 8.12.2004, the FIR registered 

on  14.12.2004,  there  is  no  explanation  of  delay.  The  other 

point is that complainant did not receive a sum of Rs.50,000/- 

which according to Dinesh Chandravanshi, were to be paid by 

Mohit  Khan.  Learned  counsel  for  the  appellants  have  also 

pleaded that in this case, even if the case of the prosecution is 

taken at the highest offence, if any, would not be under section 

364-A of IPC.

11. This  suggestion  virtually  proves  the  case  of  the 
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prosecution. The question of delay has been discussed by the 

Trial  Court  in paragraphs 20 and 21 of the judgment in the 

following words:-

20-  v-lk-&6 fo{kqC/k fnus'kpanz ds dFkuksa esa of.kZr izn'kZ 
ih&6 dh  VkbZIM fjiksVZ  08-12-04 ds  :i esa  fnukafdr gSA 
tcfd izn'kZ ih-&7 dh izFke lwpuk fjiksVZ fnukad 14-12-04 
ds :i esa fnukafdr gS vkSj v-lk-&18 vuqla/kku vf/kdkjh vkSj 
rRdkyhu uxj fujh{kd ch-,y- voLFkh ds dFkuksa ds vuqlkj 
mls izn'kZ ih&6 dh fyf[kr fjiksVZ fnukad 14-12-04 dks izkIr 
gqbZ gS vkSj blh vk/kkj ij mlus izn'kZ ih&7 dh fjiksVZ Hkh 
fnukad 14-12-04 dks gh ntZ dh gSA

21- gkykafd v-lk-&6 fnus'kpanz }kjk mlds izfrijh{k.k ds 
iSjkxzkQ dzekad&9]16 ,oa 17 es ;g crk;k gS fd izn'kZ ih&6 
ds fyf[kr vkosnu i=] mlds }kjk dkykihiy esa gh VkbZfiax 
djus okys O;fDr vt;dqekj ls mlds ?kj ij dEI;wVj ls 
VkbZi djk;k Fkk] fdUrq izfrijh{k.k ds iSjkxzkQ dzekad&9] 10] 
11 ,oa 14 dk lfEefyr izHkko ;g fudyrk gS fd lk{kh us 
fyf[kr fjiksVZ izn'kZ ih&6 vFkok iqfyl dks fnukad 08-12-04 
dks gh ns fn;k FkkA fdUrq izn'kZ ih&7 dh fjiksVZ ij mlds 
5&6  fnu  ckn  gLrk{kj  djk;s  FksA  gkaykfd  foy{k.k  :i 
ls  ;g lk{kh  mlds  izfrijh{k.k  ds  iSjkxzkQ dzekad&32 esa 
fjiksVZ  fy[kkus  dk vuqHko gksuk rks  crkrk gS] fdUrq iwoZ  esa 
dksbZ fjiksVZ ugha fy[kkyk vFkok vU; fdlh ekeys esa xokgh 
ugha nsuk Hkh crkrk gSA ,slh n'kk esa fo{kqC/k fnus'k v-lk-&6 
dk ;g dFku fd mls  fjiksVZ  fy[kkus  dk vuqHko gSA ,d 
vkdfLed dFku gh ekuk tk;sxkA

12. Reading  these  paragraphs  alongwith  statement 

made by PW-6 Dinesh Chandravanshi, who stated that he had 

given a complaint on the same date to the police and explained 

the delay, registration of the FIR by the police later, could not 

prove the defence in the case of the prosecution. In any event, 

there is another aspect of the matter, the appellants also filed 

carbon copy of the affidavit.

13. In this  case,  Dinesh Chandravanshi  has supported 

the case of the prosecution in the case of Mahesh. The story 
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cooked up by him was only to blackmail the appellants. In this 

regard they have placed on record the deposition of  Dinesh 

Chandravanshi in the case of Mahesh. The relevant deposition 

made by the complainant is reproduced here as under:-

1- eSa  U;k;ky; esa  mifLFkr vfHk;qDrx.k dks igpkurk 
gawA eSa egs'k firk cnzhizlkn dks Hkh tkurk FkkA egs'k cykbZ 
tkfr dk FkkA vfHk;qDrx.k esokrh tkfr ds gSaA
2- vkt ls djhc 4&5 ekg igys dh ckr gSA fnu dks 
lk<+s  12 cts eSa dksgM+h xkao esa fjax okyk dqavk ls cl esa 
cSBdj [kksa[kjk cktkj tk jgk Fkk ;g cl ve`r cl Fkh ;g 
cl lksudPN ls dqjkoj tk jgh FkhA blh cl esa egs'k firk 
cnzhyky Hkh ;k=k dj jgk Fkk] mlh cl esa rhuksa vfHk;qDrx.k 
Hkh FksA cl py jgh Fkh ml le; cl esa eSa] jkeckcw vkSj 
esjs ikl gh egs'k vkSj vfHk;qDrx.k [kM+s FksA cl Hkjh gqbZ Fkh 
mlesa T;knk lokfj;ka FkhaA odhy [kka] rktmn~nhu vkSj Hkw:
[kka us egs'k ls cl esa vkxs c<+us dk dgkA egs'k us dgk fd 
vkxs lokjh vf/kd gS blfy, eSa vkxs ugha tk ldrkA bl 
ij rhuksa vfHk;qDrx.k us dgk cyV~Vs <sM+ rsjh vdy fBdkus 
ugha gSA blds ckn Hkw:[kka us egs'k dks idM+k o rktmn~nhu 
us mls >kiM+ ekjk vkSj odhy [kka us pkdw ls ekjuk 'kq: 
dj fn;kA odhy [kka us egs'k dks pkdw dk igyk okj mYVs 
gkFk dh rjQ ilyh ds uhps isV ij ekjk o nwljk okj lh/ks 
gkFk ds da/ks ij ihNs dh vksj fd;k o rhljk okj mYVs gkFk 
ds da/ks ij ihNs fd;k vkSj pkSFkk okj mYVs gkFk dh dksguh 
ij fd;kA bl ij egs'k fpYyk;k rks cl ?kkV okyh iqfy;k 
ds  ogka  [kM+h  gks  xbZ  ogka  fpYykpksaV  gqbZ  rks  rhuksa 
vfHk;qDrx.k cl esa ls mrjdj Hkkx x;sA egs'k dks pksVksa ls 
[kwu fudyus yxk rks eSa o jkeckcw nksuksa egs'k dks mBkdj 
ml ls ckgj yk;s fQj og cl pyh xbZA
3- blds djhc 4&5 fefuV ckn dkykihiy dh vksj 
tkus okyh ,d nwljh vèr cl ogka vkbZ mlesa cSBkdj eSa o 
jkeckcw nksuks egs'k dks dkykihiy ys tk jgs Fks rks vkx[ksM+h 
xkao ds ogka ij gksVy ij egs'k ds firk cnzhizlkn fn[ks rks 
geus vkokt nsdj mUgsa cqyk;k vkSj cl esa cSBk fy;kA egs'k 
dh  e`R;q  pyrh  cl  esa  gh  gks  xbZA  fQj  cl  dks  lh/ks 
dkykihiy vLirky ysdj x;sA fQj ogka cnzhizlkn ds lqiqnZ 
yk'k dh vkSj eSa Fkkuk dkykihiy ij x;k fnu dks djhc 2 
lok nks cts eSaus Fkkuk dkykihiy ij fjiksVZ dhA esjh fjiksVZ 
pkScs  Fkkusnkj lkgc us  fy[kh  Fkh  eSaus  Fkkus  ij tks  fjiksVZ 
fy[kkbZ Fkh og fjiksVZ iz-ih-&1 gS bl ij , ls , Hkkx ij esjs 
gLrk{kj gSaA

4- fQj iqfyl okys dkykihiy ds vLirky esa vk;s Fks 
eSa  Hkh ogka x;k Fkk eq>s iqfyl us dk;Zokgh djus ds fy, 
xokg cuk;k Fkk lQhuk QkeZ iz-ih-&2 ij , ls , Hkkx ij 
esjs gLrk{kj gSA
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5- iqfyl us esjs lkeus egs'k dh yk'k dk iapk;rukek 
rS;kj fd;k Fkk ml le; gesa yk'k fn[kkbZ FkhA yk'k ml 
le; fpr voLFkk esa Fkh vkSj [kwuk[kwu gks jgh FkhA yk'k ij 
ilyh ds uhps mYVs gkFk rjQ pksV Fkh] blds vykok lh/ks 
gkFk ds da/ks ij ihNs ihB ij o ,d pksV mYVs gkFk ds da/ks 
ij vkSj ,d mYVs gkFk dh dksguh ij FkhA iapk;rukek yk'k 
iz-ih-&3 gS bl ij , ls , ih&3 Hkkx ij esjs gLrk{kj gSaA

uksV & ¼vkns'k i= esa n'kkZ;s dkj.k ls lk{kh dk izfrijh{k.k 
LFkfxr fd;k x;k½

lk{kh dks c;ku i<+dj lquk;k
       lgh gksuk Lohdkj fd;kA                     esjs 
mn~cks/ku ij Vafdr
            ts-ds-  tSu 
ts-ds- tSu
          fo-U;k-'kktkiqj 
fo-U;k-'kktkiqj

14. However,  what  is  important  is  the  noting  of  the 

learned Judge soon after the request was made for adjournment 

which again supports the case of the prosecution. The noting of 

the Court in this case are as follows:-

tc lk{kh dks dgk x;k fd mldk izfrijh{k.k 
vkxkeh rkjh[k ds fy, LFkfxr fd;k tk jgk gS rks 
lk{kh  us  izxV  fd;k  fd  vfHk;qDrx.ku  vkSj  muds 
ifjokj ds gCcw [kka] lbZn [kka] eksbZr [kka] dnhj [kka 
vkSj  fldUnj  [kka  pkdw  vkSj  fjokYoj  ysdj  x;s 
lkseokj lqcg 6 cts eq>s tcju thi esa cSBk;k vkSj 
eq>s 'kktkiqj yk;s vkSj ogka vfuy xksHkqt vf/koDrk ds 
dk;kZy; esa ys x;s vkSj ogka ¼lk{kh us jktho xksHkqt 
vf/koDrk dh vksj b'kkjk dj fd;k½ ;g O;fDr Hkh eq>s 
mu yksxksa ds lkFk ,d txg ys x;k vkSj 50 :i;s ds 
LVkEi ij eq>ls  dqN fy[kki<+h  djok yh fy[kki<+h 
djokus ds igys eq>s tcju xksfy;ka f[kykbZa xbZa Fkh 
ftlds dkj.k eSa iwjh rjg ltx ugha FkkA ckn esa eq>s 
nwljs fnu bu yksxksa us esjs xkao okil lqcg 6 cts 
iqfy;k ij NksM+ fn;kA vkt Hkh eSa iqfyl dh lqj{kk esa 
gh U;k;ky; vk;k gawA

15. On  the  aforesaid  aspect,  there  is  no  cross 

examination  which  supports  the  case  of  the  prosecution 

inasmuch as, the story of the prosecution that on 6.12.2004, the 
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incident happened in the manner as was deposed by Dinesh 

Chandravanshi,  is  reiterated  by  Dinesh  Chandravanshi  even 

after his examination in the case of Mahesh. In that statement, 

Dinesh Chandravanshi reiterated what had happened with him.

16. In  the  aforesaid  circumstances,  in  the  absence  of 

any cogent defence led by the appellants, there is no reason to 

disbelieve the version of Dinesh Chandravanshi. As such, the 

conclusion drawn by the Trial Court in paragraphs 31, 32 and 

33, does not call for any interference by us. Similarly and for 

the same reason, we also agree with the observations made by 

the Trial Court in paragraph 34. However, now the question is 

as to whether the conclusion drawn by the Trial Court makes 

out a case under section 364 or under section 364-A of IPC.

17. In the judgment delivered by Delhi High Court in 

the case of Mukesh Vs. State of Delhi delivered on 23.9.2011 

has  discussing  the  difference  between  the  provisions  under 

section 362-A and section 326. Some observations are relevant 

which are reproduced here as under:-

“26. Section 364-A IPC was inserted 
in  1993,  through  an  amending  Act 
(Act 42 of 1993). Before introduction 
of Section 364-A IPC, by Act No.42 
of 1993, (applicable w.e.f. 22.5.1993) 
the only penal provision for punishing 
the  accused  for  kidnapping  or 
abduction  was  for  murdering  or  so 
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disposing of the victim or to put the 
victim in danger  of  being murdered. 
Section  364  IPC  existed  for  that 
purpose; it reads as follows:-
"364.  Kidnapping  or  abducting  in 
order to murder
Whoever  kidnaps  or  abducts  any 
person in order that such person may 
be murdered or may be so disposed of 
as  to  be  put  in  danger  of  being 
murdered,  shall  be  punished  with 
imprisonment  for  life  or  rigorous 
imprisonment  for  a  term which may 
extend to ten years, and shall also be 
liable to fine."
It is apparent from a plain look at the 
above provision that  it  was silent  as 
regard  those  instances  where  the 
abductors  or  kidnappers  used  to 
threaten  to  cause  death  or  hurt  for 
ransom.  The  Courts  in  such  cases, 
used  to  convict  the  accused  under 
Section  364  with  the  aid  of  Section 
384  IPC.  Parliament,  with  intent  to 
widen the  scope  of  penal  provisions 
and  to  punish  abductors  for  the 
offence  of  kidnapping  "for  ransom" 
introduced  Section  364-A.  Section 
364-A as added by that  amendment, 
originally read as follows:-
"364-A. Kidnapping for ransom, etc. -
"Whoever  kidnaps  or  abducts  any 
person or keeps a person in detention 
after  such  kidnapping  or  abduction, 
and threatens to cause death or hurt to 
such person, or by his conduct gives 
rise to a reasonable apprehension that 
such person may  be put  to  death or 
hurt, or causes hurt or death to such 
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person  in  order  to  compel  the 
Government or "any other person" to 
do or abstain from doing any act or to 
pay  a  ransom,  shall  be  punishable 
with death, or imprisonment for life, 
and shall also be liable to fine."
The statement of objects and reasons 
for  the  Amendment  Act  of  1993, 
reads as follows:
"Statement of Objects and Reasons.--
Kidnappings by terrorists for ransom, 
for creating panic amongst the people 
and  for  securing  release  of  arrested 
associates  and  cadres  have  assumed 
serious  dimensions.  The  existing 
provisions of law have proved to be 
inadequate  as  deterrence.  The  Law 
Commission  in  its  42nd  Report  has 
also  recommended  a  specific 
provision to deal with this menace. It 
[was] necessary to amend the Indian 
Penal  Code  to  Crl.A.Nos.191,  224, 
251, 272 & 368/2009 Page 11 provide 
for  deterrent  punishment  to  persons 
committing  such  acts  and  to  make 
consequential  amendments  to  the 
Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973."

The  provision,  as  originally  inserted 
was considered inadequate, when the 
offence of  kidnapping for  ransom in 
order to compel any foreign State or 
international  inter-governmental 
organization was committed. To cater 
to  the  menace  of  kidnapping  for 
ransom in order to compel the foreign 
State  or  international  inter 
governmental  organization,  and  to 
further widen the scope of Section the 
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words  "any  other  person"  already 
existing  in  Section  364-A  prior  to 
1995 was substituted with words "any 
foreign  State,  international  inter- 
governmental  organization  or  any 
other person" by Act No.24 of 1995 
in  Section  364-A  IPC,  brought  into 
force w.e.f. 26.5.1995. The provision, 
after amendment after 1995, reads as 
follows:
"Whoever  kidnaps  or  abducts  any 
person or keeps a person in detention 
after  such  kidnapping  or  abduction, 
and threatens to cause death or hurt to 
such person, or by his conduct gives 
rise to a reasonable apprehension that 
such person may  be put  to  death or 
hurt, or causes hurt or death to such 
person  in  order  to  compel  the 
Government or (any foreign State or 
international  intergovernmental 
organization  or  any other  person)  to 
do or abstain from doing any act or to 
pay  a  ransom,  shall  be  punishable 
with death, or imprisonment for life, 
and shall also be liable to fine."
Thus with effect from 26.05.1995, the 
offence  of  kidnapping  or  abduction 
did not cover only private individuals 
but also cases of abduction to compel 
private individuals for ransom as well 
as  compel  any  foreign  State, 
international  inter-governmental 
organization  to  do  or  abstain  from 
doing any act or to pay ransom. It is 
worth  mentioning  that  the  amending 
Act  42  of  1993,  also  introduced  an 
amendment to Section 39 of the Code 
of  Criminal  Procedure,  which 
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mandates "every person aware of the 
commission of, or of the intention of 
any  other  person  to  commit  any 
offence  punishable  under  any  of  the 
following  provisions  of  the  Indian 
Penal Code, (45 of 1860), namely-
............................ ..........................
(va)  section  364-A,  that  is  to  say, 
offence  relating  to  kidnapping  for 
ransom, etc;
............................ ..........................
shall in the absence of any reasonable 
excuse, the burden of proving which 
excuse  shall  lie  upon  the  person  so 
aware,  forthwith  give  information to 
any  of  the  nearest  magistrate  or 
indulging  police  officer  of  such 
commission or such intention."
27.  Section  364-A  alludes  to 
"Kidnapping" as well as "Abduction". 
Section  359  defines  Kidnapping.  It 
envisions two types of kidnapping i.e. 
(1)  kidnapping  from  India;  and  (2) 
kidnapping from lawful guardianship. 
Abduction  (defined  by  Section  362) 
envisages two types of abduction i.e. 
(1) by force or by compulsion; and/or 
(2)  inducement  by  deceitful  means. 
The  object  of  such  compulsion  or 
inducement  must  be  the  removal  of 
the  victim  from  any  place  by  force 
(involuntarily)  or  by  deceit 
(voluntarily,  through  false  promises 
or representations).
28. The decision in Vishwanath Gupta 
v State of Uttaranchal 2007 (11) SCC 
633  held  that  for  the  prosecution  to 
prove the offence,  three facts had to 
be established. The court held that:
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"According to Section 364A, whoever 
kidnaps  or  abducts  any  person  and 
keeps him in detention and threatens 
to cause death or hurt to such person 
and  by  his  conduct  gives  rise  to  a 
reasonable  apprehension  that  such 
person may  be put  to  death or  hurt, 
and claims a ransom and if  death is 
caused then in that case the accused 
can  be  punished  with  death  or 
imprisonment for life and also liable 
to pay fine.
6. The important ingredient of Section  
364A is the abduction or kidnapping,  
as  the  case  may  be.  Thereafter,  a 
threat to the kidnapped/abducted that  
if the demand for ransom is not made 
then the victim is likely to be put to  
death  and  in  the  event  death  is  
caused, the offence of Section 364A is  
complete.  There  are  three  stages  in 
this Section, one is the kidnapping or 
abduction,  second is  threat  of  death 
coupled  with  the  demand  of  money 
and  lastly  when  the  demand  is  not  
made, then causing death. If the three 
ingredients  are  available,  that  will  
constitute  the  offence  under  Section 
364A of the Indian Penal Code. Any 
of  the  three  ingredients  can  take  
place  at  one  place  or  at  different  
places...."

In  the  decision  reported  as  Suman 
Sood  v  State  of  Rajasthan  2007  (5) 
SCC 634,it was held that: "57. Before 
the  above  section  is  attracted  and  a 
person  is  convicted,  the  prosecution 
must prove the following ingredients;
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(1) The accused must have kidnapped, 
abducted or detained any person; (2) 
He must have kept such person under 
custody  or  detention;  and  (3) 
Kidnapping,  abduction  or  detention 
must have been for ransom.
58.  The  term 'ransom'  has  not  been 
defined in the Code.
59. As a noun, 'ransom' means "a sum 
of  money  demanded  or  paid  for  the 
release  of  a  captive".  As  a  verb, 
'ransom' means "to obtain the release 
of  (someone)  by  paying  a  ransom", 
"detain  (someone)  and  demand  a 
ransom  for  his  release".  "To  hold 
someone to ransom" means "to  hold 
someone  captive  and  demand 
payment for his release". 
60.  Kidnapping  for  ransom  is  an 
offence of unlawfully seizing a person 
and then confining the person usually 
in a secrete place, while attempting to 
extort  ransom.  This  grave  crime  is 
sometimes made a capital offence. In 
addition to the abductor a person who 
acts  as  a  go  between  to  collect  the 
ransom is generally considered guilty 
of the crime.
61.  According  to  Advanced  Law 
Lexicon, (3rd Edn., p.3932); "Ransom 
is a sum of money paid for redeeming 
a  captive  or  prisoner  of  war,  or  a 
prize. It is also used to signify a sum 
of  money  paid  for  the  pardoning  of 
some great offence and or setting the 
offender who was imprisoned".
62. Stated simply, 'ransom' is a sum of 
money to be demanded to be paid for 
releasing  a  captive,  prisoner  or 
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detenu.”
The prosecution's obligation to prove 
all the ingredients, particularly the use 
of force, or threat to do so, to cause 
death or bodily injury, to the victim, 
coupled with the demand for ransom, 
was highlighted in an earlier decision, 
reported as Anil v Administration of 
Daman & Diu 2006 (13) SCC 36.”

18. Paragraph  49  of  the  order  is  also  relevant  which 

concludes as to in what circumstances offence under section 

364 would be made out. The said paragraph reads as under:-

“49. Thus, it is clear that to complete 
the offence, there should be proof that 
the  abducted  person  was,  after 
abduction, either killed, or injured, or 
was threatened with such acts, or the 
conduct of the abductors would result 
in  reasonable  apprehension  of  such 
consequence. The demand for ransom 
is  another  essential  ingredient.  This 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
conveying  of  ransom,  coupled  with 
threat  to  life,  or  bodily  injury, 
conveyed to the victim, either overtly, 
or  by  conduct  (of  the  abductors)  is 
sufficient  to  complete  the  offence. 
The  object  of  the  provision, 
introduced through the amendment is 
to  tackle  the  menace  of  kidnapping 
for ransom, or holding people forcibly 
to achieve a specific illegal objective. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  abducted 
individual's  family  or  friends  are 
asked to pay; the object may be totally 
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unconnected  with  them;  yet,  the 
demand  would  not  be  lawful.  The 
injury  or  threat  to  injury  part  of  the 
offence is couched in such wide terms 
that  it  is  inessential  for  the 
prosecution  to  prove  that  the  threat 
element was conveyed along with the 
demand  for  ransom.  As  long  as  the 
threat is discernable, and proved, the 
offence  is  said  to  have  been 
established.”

19. The Apex Court has also discussed the distinction 

between section 364 and section 364-A of IPC delivered in the 

case  of  Vishwanath  Gupta  Vs.  State  of  Uttaranchal 

reported  in  (2007)  11  SCC  633  .   The  distinction  drawn 

between two sections. Para- 9 & 17 of the aforesaid judgment 

are relevant which are reproduced hereunder for the sake of 

reference :

“Para 9.- The  important  ingredient 
of  Section  364-A  is  the  abduction  or 
kidnapping,  as  the  case  may  be. 
Thereafter,  a  threat  to  the 
kidnapped/abducted that if the demand for 
ransom  is  not  made  then  the  victim  is 
likely to be put to death and in the event 
death  is  caused,  the  offence  of  Section 
364A is complete. There are three stages 
in  this  Section,  one is  the  kidnapping or 
abduction,  second  is  threat  of  death 
coupled  with  the  demand  of  money  and 
lastly when the demand is not made, then 
causing death. If the three ingredients are 
available,  that  will  constitute  the  offence 
under  Section  364A  of  the  Indian  Penal 
Code.  Any  of  the  three  ingredients  can 
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take  place  at  one  place  or  at  different 
places. In the present case the demand of 
the money with the threat perception has 
been  made  at  (Haldwani)  Nainital.  The 
deceased were kidnapped at Lucknow and 
they  were  put  to  death  at  Unnao. 
Therefore, the first offence was committed 
by the accused when they abducted Ravi 
Varshney and Anoop Samant at Lucknow. 
Therefore, Lucknow could have territorial 
jurisdiction to try the case.

Para 17.- As  regards  the  completion  of 
Section  364A  is  concerned,  something 
more is required for that offence. Section 
364A  was  introduced  in  the  IPC  by  the 
Criminal  Amendment  Act  of  42 of  1993 
which  came  into  effect  with  from 
22.5.1993  because  of  the  increasing 
number  of  cases  where  the  victim  is 
abducted  and  a  demand  for  money is 
raised with a threat perception or danger to 
the life on that person and that person is 
ultimately  put  to  death.  Such  kind  of 
offences are not covered under sub-section 
(2)  of  Section  181.  It  is  not  simply 
abduction  or  kidnapping.  It  is  something 
more  in  ordinary  case  of  abduction  or 
kidnapping as defined in Sections 359 and 
362.  They  are  offence  simplicitor  of 
kidnapping and abduction. But here in the 
case of Section 364A something more is 
there  that  is,  that  a  person was abducted 
from  Lucknow  and  demand  has  been 
raised at Haldwani, Nainital with threat. If 
the amount is not paid to the abductor then 
the victim is likely to be put to death. In 
order  to  constitute  an  offence  under 
Section 364A, all the ingredients have not 
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taken  place  at  Lucknow  or  Unnao.  The 
two  incidents  took  place  in  the  State  of 
Uttar Pradesh that is abduction and death 
of the victims but one of  the  ingredients 
took place that is threat was given at the 
house of the victims at Haldwani, Nainital 
demanding  the  ransom  money  otherwise 
the victim will be put to death. Therefore, 
one  of  the  ingredients  has  taken  place 
within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
Haldwani, Nainital. Therefore, it is a case 
wherein  the  offence  has  taken  place  at 
three  places  i.e.  at  Haldwani,  Nainital, 
where the threat  to the life  of the victim 
was  given  and  demand  of  money  was 
raised,  the  victim  was  abducted  from 
Lucknow  and  he  was  ultimately  put  to 
death at Unnao. Therefore, the trial could 
be  conducted  in  any  of  the  local 
jurisdiction that  is  Haldwani,  Nainital,  in 
the  State  of  Uttaranchal,  Lucknow  or 
Unnao, within the State of Uttar Pradesh. 
But  in  the  present  case  the  case  was 
registered at police Station, Haldwani, and 
the  investigation  started  at  Haldwani 
therefore  the  local  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
offence  shall  be  at  Haldwani/Nainital.  If 
the  investigation  agency  wants  to 
prosecute  or  file  a  challan  at 
Haldwani/Nainital  Court,  then  District 
Nainital  will  have  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
matter. It is wrong to say that Additional 
Sessions  Judge,  Third  Fast  Track  Court, 
Nainital  has  no  jurisdiction.  The  view 
taken  by  the  Additional  Sessions  Judge. 
Third Fast Track Court, Nainital is wrong 
and  we  set  aside  the  same  though  High 
Court, has set aside but for wrong reasons. 
In  this  view  of  the  matter,  we  are  not 
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inclined to interfere with this matter. We 
dismiss  the  special  leave  petition  and 
direct  that  Additional  Sessions  Judge, 
Nainital  will  have  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
offence.”

20. Thus it  will  be seen that in offence under section 

364 – A of IPC, demand of ransom is also involved and in 

case, ransom is not made, then consequence which may even 

go to the extent of death of the person kidnapped who may not 

be the same person who has been taken by way of kidnap as 

has been shown in this case, but normally is a third person.

21. Similarly in another judgment delivered in the case 

of  Anil    alias   Raju  Namdev  Patil  Vs.  Administration  of   

Daman and Diu, Daman and another reported in (2006) 13 

SCC 36,  Hon'ble the Supreme Court  has discussed and laid 

down the distinction between two  offences i.e. offence under 

section  364  and  364-A  of  IPC.  In  para  –  55  to  58  of  the 

aforesaid judgment, distinction has been laid down. The said 

paragraphs are reproduced hereunder for the sake of reference.

“55. The  ingredients  for 
commission of offence under Section 364 
and  364-A  are  different.  Whereas  the 
intention to kidnap in order that he may 
be murdered or may be so disposed of as 
to be put in danger as murder satisfies the 
requirements of Section 364 of the Indian 
Penal Code, for obtaining a conviction for 
commission of an offence under Section 
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364-A thereof it is necessary to prove that 
not only such kidnapping or abetment has 
taken  place  but  thereafter  the  accused 
threatened to cause death or hurt to such 
person or by his conduct gives rise to a 
reasonable apprehension that such person 
may be put to death or hurt or causes hurt 
or death to such person in order to compel 
the  government  or  any  foreign  State  or 
international  intergovernmental 
organization or any other person to do or 
abstain  from doing  any  act  or  to  pay  a 
ransom.

56. It  was, thus, obligatory on the part 
of the learned Sessions Judge, Daman to 
frame a charge which would answer the 
description of the offence
envisaged  under  Section  364-A  of  the 
Indian Penal Code. It may be true that the 
kidnapping was done with a view to get 
ransom but  the  same  should  have  been 
put  to  the  appellant  while  framing  a 
charge. The prejudice to the appellant is 
apparent  as  the  ingredients  of  a  higher 
offence  had  not  been  put  to  him  while 
framing any charge.

58. We,  therefore,  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  appellant  could  not  have  been 
convicted  under  Section  364-A  of  the 
Act.  We,  however,  find  him  guilty  of 
commission of an offence under Section 
364 of the Indian Penal Code. He, in our 
opinion, deserves the highest punishment 
prescribed  therein,  i.e.,  the  rigorous 
imprisonment  for  life  and  we  direct 
accordingly. The appeal is dismissed with 
the  modification  of  sentence  as  also 
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quantum thereof.”

22. In the present case also, while kidnapping involved, 

threat perception was also there but demand of ransome was 

not there. Applying the principles laid down in the aforesaid 

judgment to the facts of this case, we have no hesitation to hold 

that in this case, there was no issue of demand of ransom as is 

required under section 364-A of IPC and therefore, in this case 

it cannot be said that the offence under section 364-A of IPC is 

made out. Thus the conviction of the appellant is converted to 

conviction  under  section  364  of  IPC.  The  appellants  are 

already in jail for a period of more than 8 years. Considering 

the  totality  of  the  facts  and  also  keeping  in  view  that  the 

prosecution has not been able to establish that the money had 

been transferred to the complainant or that the complainant has 

come  to  the  pressure  build  up  upon  him,  we  reduce  the 

sentence awarded to the appellants already undergone.

C.c. as per rules.

(Shantanu Kemkar)                                         (M.C. Garg)
        Judge                                                                Judge
 

Kratika

 
                                                                          


