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Instructions :-

1.

All questions are compulsory. Answer to all Questions must be giVeh in
one language either in Hindi or in English.
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Write your Roll No. in the space provided on the first page of Answer-
Book or Supplementary Sheet. Writing of his/her own Name or Roll No.
or any mark of identification in any form or any Number or Name or
Mark, by which the Answer Book of a candidate may be distinguished/
identified from others, in any place of the Answer Book not provided
for, is strictly prohibited and shall, in addition to other grounds, entail
cancellation of his/her candidature.
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In case there is any mistake either or printing or of a factual nature, out
of the Hindi and English versions of the questlon the English version
will be treated as standard.
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Writing of all answers must be clear & legible. If the writing of Answer
Book written by any candidate is not clear or is illegible in view of
Valuer/Valuers then the valuation of such Answer Book may not be
considered.
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SETTLEMENT OF ISSUES

Q.1 Settle the issues on the basis of the pleadings given hereunder /
and in light of provisions of the MP Accommodation Control
Act, 1961 - - 10 Marks

PLAINTIFF'S PLEADINGS —

The plaintiff is the owner of the disputed shop situated in-front of
D.B.Mall, MP Nagar, Bhopal. The defendant is the tenant in the disputed
shop at monthly rent of Rs.700/-. The tenancy is oral and starts from 1*
day of every calendar month and ends on the last day of the month. The
defendant is the tenant from July, 2015 and is running a business in the
name and style of 'Sachdeva Readymade Shop'. The son of the plaintiff is
major and is aged about 20 years and is unemployed and is a post
graduate youth. The plaintiff was working in a factory at Mandidweep.
However, due to closure of the factory in the year 2012, he too has
become unemployed. In order to earn livelihood, the plaintiff became
agent of Life Insurance Corporation Limited. The plaintiff bonafidely
requires the disputed shop for running his own business as well as for the
business of his son for starting STD, PCO, Fax and Electrostat. The
plaintiff does not have any alternative non residential accommodation
within the limits of Municipal Corporation, Bhopal, and therefore, he is
entitled to get vacant possession of the disputed shop. The defendant is
habitual of committing default in payment of rent. The defendant is in .
arrears of rent from May, 2016, and plaintiff had issued a notice through
his counsel on 14.10.2018, but the same was received back due to non
availability of defendant. Therefore, another notice was sent through his
counsel on 8.11.2018 by registered post, which has been received by the
defendant on 12.11.2018 and by this notice, the plaintiff has demanded
the arrears of rent as well as for handing over the vacant possession of the
disputed shop. The defendant sent his reply on 28.11.2018, which was
based on incorrect facts. After receiving the notice, the defendant had
sent Rs.1,400/- by money order towards rent of two months, which was
received by the plaintiff under protest, without prejudice to his rights. It
was also pleaded that the defendant was in arrears of rent from May,2016,
but it was falsely mentioned in reply that no rent is outstanding and he is
sending the rent for the month of December,2016 and January, 2017.




Even if the rent of two months is adjusted towards the rent for the month
of May and June 2016, it is clear that the defendant is in arrears of rent
from July, 2016 and the defendant has not paid the same, even after
receiving the notice. Thus, the plaintiff is entitled for decree of eviction
on the ground of arrears of rent and also on the ground of bonafide
requirement of the disputed shop, under Sec.12(1)(a) and 12(1)(f) of the
M.P. Accommodation Control Act, for non-residential purpose.

DEFENDANT’S PLEADINGS —

The defendant filed the written statement and admitted that he is tenant of
disputed shop. The defendant is in possession of the disputed shop as a
tenant from the year 2016. The disputed shop was let out by Late
Leelavati, the mother of the plaintiff on monthly rent of Rs.600/- The
mother of the plaintiff had taken Rs.20,000/- by way of security. After the
death of Leelavati, the plaintiff is collecting the rent and gradually the
rent has been enhanced to Rs.700 per month. It was denied that the son of
the plaintiff is major and is unemployed and post graduate. It was denied
that the Factory at Mandideep was closed in the year 2012 and that the
plaintiff had become unemployed after the closure of the Factory. The
plaintiff is already running the business of Life Insurance Corporation
Limited and U.T.I, in a shop, which is adjacent to the disputed shop and
is also running the business of STD, PCO. That two more shops of the
plaintiff are lying vacant and therefore, the bonafide requirement of the
disputed shop for the son of the plaintiff as well as that of the plaintiff
was denied. The defendant also denied that the plaintiff does not have any
other alternative accommodation for non-residential purposes within the
limits of Municipal Corporation, Bhopal. That the defendant is not in
arrears of any rent. The plaintiff is in habit of issuing receipts as per his
sweet will. The contents of notice dated 8.11.2018 were denied and it was
pleaded that suitable reply to notice dated 8.11.2018 was sent on
28.11.2018. No rent is due. That on the first floor of the suit
accommodation, a big shop is situated in which the clinic of Dr. Megha
Jain was there, which was vacated by her in the year 2017 and has been
again let out by the plaintiff to a Finance Company in the year 2017 itself
after enhancing the rent. The advance amount of Rs.20,000/- which was
taken by Late Leelawati, has not been adjusted towards the rent. The
plaintiff is still having two vacant shops. The plaintiff was interested in




enhancing the rént from Rs.700/- per month to Rs.900/- per month and
the suit has been filed in order to pressurize the defendant for enhancing
the rent.
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FRAMING OF CHARGES

Frame a charge/charges on the basis of facts given here under -
- 10 Marks

PROSECUTION CASE / ALLEGATIONS -

In brief, the case of the prosecution is that Yadunath Singh
Chauhan performed marriage of his daughter Ku. Urmila Devi with



Raghvendra Pratap Singh resident of village Bhadwan, P.S. Malwan,
Distt. Fatehpur in February, 2014 and gave Rs. 2,00,000/- in cash
Rs. 1,00,000/- in the form of utensils and other dowry items and
spent Rs. 2,00,000/- in the reception of the marriage party. Smt.
Urmila Devi visited her father-in-law's house 3-4 times but every
time her father-in law Ramnath Singh, mother-in-law Smt. Maya
Devi sister-in-law Ku. Nandni Singh made complaints regarding
insufficiency of dowry. They tortured her very frequently and also
threatened to kill her. The deceased conveyed this to her mother and
father 2-3 months prior to the date of occurrence. When the father of
deceased went to bring her from her husband’s house, all the
accused persons complained about inadequate dowry and in fact
they demanded a Bullet Motor cycle and double bed and told that
Urmila will be allowed to go with him only when the above
demands were fulfilled. Then, he promised to give motor cycle after
winter crop but due to bad crop, he was unable to fulfill the demand
of motor cycle. On 11-10-2018 at 9:00 in the morning in their house,
all the accused burnt her daughter with intention to commit murder.
She was brought to the hospital. According to the doctor, the burn
injuries were spread all over the body and were of 3" to 4™ degree
and burning was to the extent of 90%. Same day upon intimation,
SDM arrived at 6:55 PM in the hospital but the patient had already
expired at 5:35 p.m. due to said burn injuries. The FIR was lodged
by deceased's father Yadunath Singh against all four accused
persons-and after investigation they all were charge-sheeted, case
was filed before CJM Fatehpur who committed it for trial.
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JUDGMENT WRITING (CIVIL)

Write a judgment on the basis of pleadings and evidence given
hereunder after framing necessary issues and analyzing the
evidence, keeping in mind the provisions of relevant Law/Acts :-

- 40 Marks
Plaintiffs Pleadings :-

Gajanand plaintiff no.1 and Babulal plaintiff no.2 have stated that
the defendant no.1 Goverdhan is real brother of them and they were
members of joint Hindu family. After the death of their father Gyarsiram
defendant no.1 Goverdhan used to look after agricultural operation of the
family. The plaintiffs have further alleged that after the death of father
Gyarsiram, the disputed property ie. 5 acre agriculture land bearing
survey no.l4 situated in village Renhti Tahsil Sagar was partitioned
among the three sons of Gyarsiram i.e. the plaintiffs and defendant no.1.
Though the disputed property was in the name of defendant no.1 yet the
whole disputed property was managed by the plaintiffs. The disputed land

was partitioned among the plaintiffs and defendant no.l orally in
presence of Panch in the year 1969 and subsequently the deed of
acknowledgment of partition was written in the year 1970 between the



plaintiffs and defendant no.1. The plaintiffs have further alleged that they
are in possession after the oral partition. Thus the defendant no.l
Goverdhan had no right in the disputed land after the partition. Even
though the defendant no.1 sold the disputed land to the defendant no.2
Prakashchandra on 15/01/1992 and the sale deed so executed by
defendant no.1 in favour of defendant no.2 is not legal and the transaction
is null and void. On the basis of above allegations, the plaintiffs have
prayed that it should be declared that they are Bhooswami of the disputed
land and the sale deed dated 15/01/1992 is null and void and
consequently the defendant no.2 be restrained from making any
interference in the possession of plaintiffs on the disputed land.

Pleadings of defendant no.1

Defendant no.1 Goverdhan died before filing the written statement.
His legal representatives were taken on record and on behalf of them,
written statement has been filed. They have admitted the entire pleadings
of the plaintiffs and requested to pass a decree in favour of the plaintiffs
as stated in the plaint.

Pleadings of defendant no.2

Prakash Chandra, defendant no.2 has denied the allegations made
in the plaint and has stated that the disputed land is not property of Joint
Hindu Family of the plaintiffs and the defendant no.l. Goverdhan,
defendant no.1 was recorded as the Bhooswami of the disputed land and
was in possession and the defendant no.2 has purchased the property from
defendant no.l after paying the entire consideration to him and after
execution of the sale deed dated 15/01/1992 in his favour, he is in
possession of the disputed land. It is also stated that defendant no.l
Goverdhan did not challenge the legality of the sale deed in his life time.
The plaintiffs have no right and title on the disputed land and after
execution of the sale deed, the defendant no.2 is in possession as owner.
The plaintiffs have filed the suit with the connivance of the defendant
no.l and*the document of acknowledgement of partition is a fabricated
and concocted document, on the basis of which the plaintiffs could not
get any right on the property. On the basis of aforesaid pleadings,
defendant no.2 has prayed that the suit be dismissed with cost.



Plaintiff’s Evidence :-

1. Gajanand plaintiff no.1 (P.W.1) and Babulal plaintiff no.2 (P.W.2)
have stated in their statement that the disputed land was the property of
joint Hindu family of them and defendant no.1. After the death of their
father in 1969, the disputed land was partitioned and came in share of
plaintiffs. In this regard, the deed of acknowledgement Ex.P.1 was
written in the year 1970. After the partition, the disputed land came in
their possession.

2. In cross-examination, Gajanand (P.W.1) has admitted that he has
two brothers who are not parties in this case and apart from the disputed
land, all brothers have 25 acre land and the same is being cultivated
jointly by all the brothers.

3. On behalf of the plaintiffs scriber of the deed of acknowledgement
Ex.P.1 Ramesh (P.W.3) has also been examined who has stated that
Ex.P.1 was written as per direction of the parties of the document. The
plaintiff has also produced certified copy of Khasra Panchsala Ex.P.2
which is relating to year 1965 to 1969 in which the disputed land is
recorded in the name of defendant no.l as Bhooswami and possession
holder. Plaintiff has also produced certified copy of the report of patwari
(Ex.P.3), which was submitted by him to the Tahsildar in the year 1992
and the certified copy of the Panchnama Ex.P.4 prepared by the patwari
at the time of local inspection and certified copy of the report of revenue
inspector (Ex.P.5) regarding demarcation of the land in which the
inspector has recorded plaintiff's possession on the disputed land.

Evidence of defendant no.1I :-

On behalf of the defendant no.1, no evidence has been adduced.

Evidence of defendant no.2 :-

Prakash Chandra, defendant no.2 has stated that the defendant no.1
Goverdhan (D.W.1) was the owner of the land and it was in his
possession and in revenue papers it was recorded in the name of
defendant no.1, therefore, he purchased it after paying consideration and
the defendant no.l executed the sale deed Ex.D.l in his favour and
thereafter he delivered the possession of the disputed land to him. Since
then he is in possession as an owner of the land. It is also stated that the
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defendant no.1 in his lifetime never objected about the legality of the sale
deed and the title and possession of the defendant no.2 on the land. It is
also stated that at the time of mutation, neither the defendant no.1 nor the
plaintiffs had made any objection before the revenue authority.

Arguments of Plaintiff :-

The learned counsel of the plaintiffs has argued that from the
statement of the plaintiffs and admission of defendant no.1 it is proved
that the disputed land was the property of the Joint Hindu Family of
plaintiffs and defendant no.1 and in the partition, the disputed land came
in the share of plaintiffs. This fact is also proved by the deed of
acknowledgement of partition Ex.P.1 which has been proved by the
plaintiffs and its scriber (P.W.3). Similarly, the plaintiffs possession on
the disputed land is also proved by oral and documentary evidence
submitted by the plaintiffs, therefore, the plaintiffs are entitled to get
relief as prayed for in the plaint.

Arguments of defendant no.1 :-

The learned counsel of the defendant no.1 has supported the
aforesaid arguments of the plaintiffs.

Arguments of defendant no.2 :-

On behalf of the defendant no.2 the learned counsel has contended
that the plaintiffs have failed to prove that the disputed land was the
property of Joint Hindu Family of plaintiffs and defendant no.1. It has not
been clarified by the plaintiffs as to how the disputed property was
acquired by the plaintiffs and defendant no.1 as Joint Hindu Family
property. The plaintiffs have not claimed that the disputed land was
earlier owned by their father Gyarsiram or it was purchased by nucleus of
Joint Hindu Family in the name of defendant no.1. It is also contended
that the entire case of the plaintiffs is false and concocted. The document
Ex.P.1 is a fabricated document which has been prepared by the plaintiffs
with the connivance of his brother defendant no.1 after execution of the
sale deed dated 15/01/1992. So far as admission of the legal
representative of defendant no.l in the written statement is concerned, it
has no significance as it is settled law that after parting with the interest
by a seller, any contrary assertion will not be an admission against the
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buyer. It is also contended that if the document Ex.P.1 had been in
existence since 1970, it would have been acted upon for mutation of title
in the name of plaintiffs but that was not done and in this regard, no
explanation has been advanced by the plaintiff in their statement. This
circumstance also show that the Ex.P.1 is a fabricated document.

On behalf of the defendant no.2 learned counsel has also argued
that it is not explained on behalf of the plaintiffs that why other two
brothers have not been shown as the members of Joint Hindu family and
why their shares have not been defined in the alleged disputed property
and why other property of Joint Hindu Family property was not
partitioned. The suppression of aforesaid facts in the pleadings shows that
the entire case of the plaintiffs is based on baseless and bogus facts.

Similarly, the evidence regarding possession of the disputed
property is also not reliable as the oral statement of the plaintiffs are not
supported by any documentary evidence as documents Ex.P.2, Ex.P.3,
Ex.P.4 have no evidentiary value without the statements of concerned
revenue officers. There is no legal presumption regarding correctness of
their contents. Therefore, the suit of the plaintiff is liable to be rejected.
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JUDGMENT WRITING (CRIMINAL)

Frame the charge and write a judgment on the basis of the
allegations and evidence given hereunder by analyzing the
evidence, keeping in mind the relevant provisions of the relevant
laws. - 40 Marks

Prosecution case :-

The Prosecution case is that on 26-3-2006, an information was
given by Kamal Kishore to police that his younger brother Ramkumar,
aged about 20 years, is residing along his maternal aunt Kishori in village
Ramdeva. At about 7 in the morning, Charan Singh, his cousin brother
came to his village Ramgada and enquired that whether Ramkumar has
come or not? When he replied that Ramkumar has not come, then he
insisted that he should come to village Ramdeva. He came to Ramdeva,
where he was informed by Kishori, that the whereabouts of Ramkumar
are not known. Yesterday at about 8 P.M., the son of Bhagwan Singh had
taken him with him thereafter, he has not come back. Then he, his uncle
Badam Singh, Ram Singh, Lakhan, Ramdas all went to the house of
Bhagwan Singh and found that nobody was there in the house of
Bhagwan Singh. Fire was burning near his house. Blood was lying on the
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roof of the house of Bhagwan Singh, therefore, he got suspicious. He
found a bone in the fire therefore; it appears that the dead body of his
brother is burning. Therefore, he lodged the report. On the basis of the
report, the police started inquest enquiry. During enquiry, it was found
that it is a case of murder, therefore, F.I.R. was registered under Section
302,201 of I.P.C. During investigation, spot map was prepared, blood
stained and plain earth was seized, remains of burnt bones and ash were
seized, a calculator from the spot was seized, broken piece of bangles
were seized. Senior Scientific Officer, scene of crime, inspected the spot
and prepared a report. Blood stained underwear and baniyan of the
accused Bhagwan Singh were seized. The statements of witnesses were
recorded and after completing the investigation, the police filed a charge
sheet against the accused Bhagwan Singh under Sections 302, 201 of
I.P.C. and against Kallu, Chandra Prakash, Siyasharan, and Sheela for
offence under Sections 201 read with 34 of I.P.C.

Defence Plea -

The Sessions Court framed charges under appropriate Sections.
The accused persons, abjured their guilt and pleaded not guilty.

Evidence for prosecutions -

Kamal Kishore (P.W.3) and VK. Parashar (P.W.11) have stated that
the burnt bones of human being, were seized from the pyre near house of
Bhagwan Singh vide seizure memo Ex. P.7. The burnt bones were sent to
F.S.L. Gwalior for obtaining serology report. The serology report, Ex. P.
17 has been proved by V.K. Parashar (P.W.11). According to this report,
"Bones appeared to be of human being and were burned in abundant
amount of air on high temperature. Dr. R.P.Soni (P.W.14), the Senior
Forensic Specialist, has stated his Opinion that : (a) Bones are of human
in origin (b) Bones belongs to same individual (c) Sex is male (d) Age 20
to 25 years (e) Cause of death remains open as no injury found on the
available bones.

Ratiram (P.W.1) has stated that he and Komal Singh were coming
back to their house from Sitapur. They met with the accused Bhagwan
Singh near the village Chhekuri. It was about 11-12 PM. The Bhagwan
Singh told them that he has killed Ramkumar Jatav. He also informed that
as Ramkumar, used to create problems in his house, therefore, he has
killed him. This witness was cross-examined in detail. In cross-
examination, this witness, denied that he had informed the police that the
accused had informed that since, Ramkumar had illicit relations with his
wife, and he had seen them in a compromising position, therefore, he has
killed him. Kishori (P.W.6) has stated, that Ramkumar was staying with
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her. Bhagwan Singh came to her house, and took the deceased Ramkumar
with him, on the pretext of harvesting the crop. However, in the case
diary statement, Kishori (P.W.6) had stated that Pushpendra, the son of
Bhagwan Singh had come to call the deceased. Mukesh (P.W.5), Kishori
(P.W.6), Ram Singh (P.W.7), have specifically stated that a funeral pyre
was found near the house of the accused Bhagwan Singh and a dead body
was burning. A spot map Ex. P.6 was prepared by V.K. Parashar (P.W.11)
in the presence of Kamal Kishor (P.W.3) and the pyre was found quite
nearer to the house of the accused Bhagwan Singh. Panchnama of Pyre,

Ex. P.8 was prepared by V.K. Parashar (P.W.11) in the presence of Ram
Singh (P.W.4).

Ram Singh (P.W.7) has stated that in the morning, while he was
going to answer the call of the nature, he had seen the accused Bhagwan
Singh standing by the side of the place, where fire was burning. He
returned back around 5:30 A.M. in the morning and at that time, Bhagwan
Singh was not there. Dr. K.K. Asthana (P.W.9), had inspected the spot and
had given his report which is Ex. 12. On spot inspection, following
situation/articles were found, A Pool of Human Blood was found on the
roof of the house of the accused Bhagwan Singh. Three broken pieces of
flagstone with blood stains were found on the roof of the house of
Bhagwan Singh and on joining, it was found that the broken pieces were
of single flagstone. Two broken legs of a bed with blood stains were
found on the roof of the house of the accused Bhagwan Singh. On the
boundary wall of the roof of the house of the accused Bhagwan Singh,
blood stains were found which were going downwards, indicating that the
dead body was thrown, on the ground, from the said place. Blood was
found on the ground, which indicates the place, where the dead body had
fallen. The trails of blood were found and the marks of dragging the dead
body were found on the ground, going up to the pyre. Cow-dung cake
were found burning and burnt human bones were found in the pyre. A
buckle of belt and Kada were found from the ashes.

After conducting the spot inspection, this witness came to a
conclusion that someone was killed on the roof of the house of the
accused Bhagwan Singh after some struggle and his dead body was
thrown from the roof on the ground and thereafter it was burnt. The
photographs of the place were also taken which are the part of the police
case diary. In cross examination, it was stated by this witness that the
kada and the buckle of the belt were identified by the relatives of the
deceased. After the incident, the accuse Bhagwan Singh had absconded.
Ratiram (P.W.1) and VXK. Parashar (P.W.11) have stated that a blood
stained baniyan and underwear was seized from the possession of the
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Bhagwan Singh by seizure memo Ex. P.2. As per the report of the
F.S.L.Gwalior, Ex. P.15, blood was found on the underwear of the
accused.

Evidence for Defence :-

Accused Kallu, Chandra Prakash, Siyaram and Sheela examined
DW-1 Devendra who states that on the date of incident these accused
persons were with him in a marriage ceremony 100 K.M. away from
village Ramdeva. But accused Bhagwan Singh did not examine any
witness in the defence.

Arguments of Prosecution :-

It is submitted by public prosecutor that the prosecution has proved
the chain of circumstantial evidence beyond reasonable doubt. The
accused Bhagwan Singh has made extra Judicial Confession and was last
seen in the company of the deceased as the decased was called from the
house of Kishori (P.w.6) and after some struggle on the roof of the house
of the accused, the decased Ramkumar was killed and his dead body was
thrown on the ground from the roof and the dead body was burnt by
Bhagwan Singh with the help of other accused persons.

Arguments of Defence Counsel :-

The accused Counsel submitted that, it is clear that the evidence of
the prosecution witnesses was not reliable. There is no admissible
evidence available on record. The case is based on circumstantial
evidence and the chain of circumstances is not complete. The dead body
of the deceased could not be identified, therefore, it cannot be said that
Ramkumar has been killed. The prosecution has not proved any motive in
the present case. Accused are falsely implicated in this case and
prosecution has not proved its case beyond reasonable doubit.

T A T Ao @ 9vd @ AR W) ARIY fxfag &Y aen
T A M qeal, wiew 9 9@l @ R W fErtfiy fag e,
s gary iy fafed —

AT BT gHYT —

AT HT YHROT IE & & fIAI® 26.03.2006 BT Teh T HHSA
fpeR & gRT gford &1 @ 8 5 SHBT BITT 98 HGAR Y T THT
20 g9, SHP! A fHIRT © A UM JH<Ar d T BT AT Gew
ST 7 99 R R ST {6 ST TR 91 7, I9S U UTH AR
#F omar iR UBT f& o1 IHGAR ST ® Ifar FEl | SHq §anrr fd
YHGAR FE] T &, 99 SHS dor 918 A SR f&ar f6 um e et




18

e | 98 U XAl 7T, Wl S9 BN gRT qarr wa fh IHgAR
PE B, IAD B JTHDN &1 A B 2| P I P 8 T HIAH
fE BT Y3 SN U AT JATHR o TAT AT AR SHS 1€ I§ IO el
T B | R 98, S9a A SIeMiNE, JMRE, oRgH, IME {Hl HITa
ffe & TR W T IR IR 5 g'l 9 R & TR R BIS Tl o
SHD TR B UN 3T oo &1 ff | FaE 48 @ P bl B WR G
Bl B3 T, 39 BRYT I8 WE oIl | 3T & I} H Seiv gge! Uil o,
fORY S@eR VT o T 5 S 91E & 9 IRR I @7 2 | $hie 99
R o oeE | RUE & MR W Yo 7 TEdid RN &1 | S &
SR g UdT Fel {6 I8 AME 1 Bl & O MR W YIH T
Rue &RT 302, 201 Wogofdo & faFfa <ot @1 TS| fdwT & ERM
TR T TR fFar T, TF B g« arell ok A fiedl o @1 8 |
Sell B8 Efedl ® a9y 9 @ TW @ M| "edl Wd | Uh
PARACR I BT T, ' B Ths oW fbd T | RS ISHD
R IR B T | Afga FTaE RiE $ gF B g arel sexfaaR 3R
iR o B TE | AR @ wUF oEdg R T iR srgEuE gul
A D qTArq ferd g1 WA Rig & fawg a1 302, 201 Hiogofdo &
it eI AR Foel, TRUGNY, RIARRY Ud el & favg €T 201
HEufSd oRT 34 “ogofdo & Sfaid IfHATT U=l U fbar T |

gifaver sifars — .

T3 OaTed g Sfud gl # o fRfed fey ™ a9

MY ERT JRY BIRT B | THR b 77 7o @ 31 =iy
ERIRIN

AFIoTT Bl Greg —

| P fROUR (B191.3) T 1. URER (3131.11) §RT B fbar
¥ e W7 gNT W A T on| Sell 8% Bf&sdl Bl Uh.UN.Ue.
ey YR fasm= Rud & forw 9w man e | ¥R\ A=A @1 Ruid
gegt M—17 1P, IRER @A11) gRT TG &1 T8 8 39 RulE &
IR EfSedl AMg TR P wdid Bl €, R S=a dY Ud 'a1 B
IR AT W ST T B S ARUL G (@19114) AR BRRTE
faeresr & oo doF ¥ TR W Q) 2 fF (@) efseal A9 R @ 2| (@)
Bfeeal e & wfdd o 21 (@) afed (1) 758 31 (]) P 20 H 25
aﬁiﬁ?(ﬁ)q&gmwwqﬁéwﬁﬁgﬁm | IR Pl dlc el Uls

JfoRM (@131.1) gRT 98 ®oA fdhar 741 & & 98 9 ®Ha g uH
AR & 37U TR a9H 37 %@ A | 9 UM v b ke fAgem wra
Rie ¥ ol | S99 979 9 & 11—12 991 9| g wraE g 4 S



19

A fh IHH IMGAR Ted B AR e &) S I8 oft SO @
FHAR I9h TR H W TSl AT o, e SO SHS! AR far
21 39 el 9 foxga gfawernr fear war) gfoweror § 59 9ed |
ThR fhar & o U4 gferd &1 U1 9aran o & ifigad 3 S gamt
o] fh IMHFAR & SHD! T F 3 |y o, 3R A S B HeHd
JARIT H WM o1, 39 HRY I94 ART & | BN (31.916) gRT B fbam
T 2 {6 IMHAR IHS AR Bl AT | HaE (g SHe 'R ST @R
WWEB%QWWQIHQHN (Fq®) B AU |1 o AT | g
W(aws)#mwmmﬁwwéﬁsgﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ
g g &1 93 2, Jodb DI gl of AT AT | &9l (J14Ns5), fhamy
(@rre), IMRAE (314r7) o a9y U ¥ ®oF fHar 2 & aram R &
W P I I (=) St 8T N, T U Jd YRR Siel &7 o7 | AR
Apr e d—6 9P, URRR (1H111) R HAGIR  (™AT13) HI
SuRerfd # TR far 1 &R I8 yrn & far sfvgad e Rig
® W D [Jepad Tode 2 | T &1 g9ar gt -8 W A3, IRRR
(319M.11) NI YARAE (31.314) &1 SuRAfa ¥ GuR fear Tar| |

MARAE (31317) 7 I8 dUF fHar 2 f6 ge o9 98 g e
(@) @ forg S @1 o1, @ S99 Afgad WA g & S8l T o
&l ofl, SHd U T o, IR 9 98 gI§ W 5:30 g9 A9 dlel,
T9 WaE R 981 F81 o7 | Sf. $.B. SRAMT (1.91.9) §RT Tl I &l
frieror forar ar 8, &R oroel Ruid & yeef di—12 8 U9 oY B, 39
Raié & srgaR frfaRad Reaf /9wy g d R u1§ Tih— 9IaH
fH8 @ BR @ Bd W T &1 dleld dl5]e oI | Udh TR & ufedr & d
¢ B Ths o9 W A & I ¥, waH R vd ) 9 W, 5%
SIS W °TT T {5 98 U B ufedq B gHS ' | AT B Ud P <
Ths YA ® TN Aied 9ae Mg 3 od R TR
Bd B €8] d9d W G & g« U T S A
yhe Bidl o f g TRR &1 g8 § A" BT 1T
A g T, fTEE 98 @I ydhe smuwwsuwwmélm
(@)W@;{Eﬁﬁ?ﬂqaﬁ?aﬁmﬁ?ﬁ@aﬁfﬁﬁmaﬁ%%ﬁw

m»ﬁt

332
434
%ﬁ’ﬂ

WW|mwmﬁﬁwmﬁ$mwﬁsﬂﬁw¢W@m
& ol fdd & R WAl Rig & JaH @ 8 R HB Fu¥ &
Wsma%ﬂé,sﬁvmgﬁmﬁ?aﬁwém(ﬁﬁ)ww
TN, ST S ST TAT| HeAl W & Biel o T, Sl gferd SR
H Hord £ | ufaudiery § s 9ell & gR1 U8 FEl 147 6 9o & gadhd
IR FE & UBAH AP b RIERI gRI 1 Mg | HeAl & UL
afgad wiraE fiE BRR 8 T o1 ’fORE (314n1) SR dld. URIER
(e19.11) BRI I8 H a1 1 2 &6 A & g«d 1 83 U dfam™




20

IR eI ifgad WA R & deol 9§ Wil U5 Uge W2 & gNI
S B T | ThUETe ek @ RUlE geet di—15 AR Agad &
JERfAIR R G i1 14T |
FH19_aeyq —

AT Foel, TGN, RIARM Td Ml &I 3R F 94911 <d=
B TRET Bl AT o ®e i ® 6 wenr e @ 98 =
YT H W T Il 100 fEA R vF faae wARE A

w@ﬁmm%w&@w%ﬁ%%wﬁﬁwﬁﬁ(&wa)zﬁ
W H AT T, AR B HUY B ge JWYad T U B W IHBAR
P EA PR A AR SES YA R P A IR W B7 § B a7,

UTg U B AT gIRT I§ AP AT AT § b e wR g
ey W we R e ofem @ el ey 986§

Iy el el R T8l & | A dRReIfae=a Aeg wRosmeiRa @
AR RRerfedl @1 Hfear goi &1 8l 81 gab & Jd IWR B By
mﬁﬂﬁ§é§|wwwﬁmwm%‘ﬁsmaﬁ
BT B2 B | AMASH gRT Io9e ¥t H Bls ogd AT el fHar
T B | AMAYIITOT BT W A H ST BART T & U AIIeE A
T AT gfdga Has | X GO &1 fhar 2 |

Thhhdhkhk




