HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA
CRERXE] emz_i :T%Oib‘é@ob

CIVIL JUDGE MAIN WRITTEN EXAMINATION 2020
220° @Som@céd 53333_5 O zoeg 2020

LAW PAPER II
Tonem Zed - 11

Framing of Issues and writing Judgment in Civil Case
ANCE WEORRYY QIRTReZ CRATZHR: w3y e wickeRHmd

Date: 29.11.2020 _ Max. Marks: 100
HT0T: 298¢ SPh0wT® 2020 ziav;—g &03n%h: 100

Time: 10.00 AM to 1.00 PM
AzHod: ger 10.00 dom B, 1.00 notd

Instructions:
TeudnRnsh:
1. Option is given to the candidates to write answers either in
English or in Kannada.

TRE eFPme $on RRCLY m@’pﬁo@da’% VRHFNY B0l BN,

2. If there is any discrepancy or difference in the questions in
English language and Kannada language, questions as framed
in English language shall prevail.

2.0 #e¥ oo Rd DY) IE HENYYDT TFAY IDF clnyDe See
vRm JEA  oRwodg,  sof  poRodd SRR FZod
BRRR DI,

3. Write your register number only on the cover page in the space
provided in your answer book and nowhere else. You shall not
write your name or make any kind of marks disclosing your
identity on any part of your answer book or additional answer
book. Contravention of the above instruction will entail
disqualification.

D, 0BZTT JowTIW, WY BYFOD ITCT DWBY wLEhAT BNBY SRE,
200, @ed HQohe wBoDRTT. A, B, weIONTRHBEI 3T
BFHPNS oFme THT[O WIT JFobePnd JE) BJIOJ|), IR
OPTD  0IRTTe TOWITD, =[BT, & WedF AeEE LIYONATE Ve
I@EIR THO0IRMDEED.



2

1. Frame proper issues on the basis of following pleadings.
Marks:15

0.8. No.302/2019
Plaintiff: Gangadharaiah
Vs
Defendant: Anil Kumar

PLAINT

The defendant is the owner of the suit schedule property, which
measures 2 acre 35 guntas of land in Survey No.20/1 of
Thanisandra Village. Vide sale agreement dated 27.03.2017, the
defendant agreed to sell the suit property to the plaintiff for
Rs.7,00,000/- and on the same day received Rs.2,50,000/- from the
plaintiff as a sale advance. As a part performance of the contract,
defendant handed over the possession of the suit property to the
plaintiff. As per the terms of the sale agreement, defendant has to
remove the encumbrance appearing in the RTC of the suit property
and execute the registered sale deed within one year from the date of
sale agreement. The defendant failed to perform his part of the
contract by removing the encumbrance appearing in the RTC of the
suit property. On 28.11.2018, plaintiff issued a legal notice to the
defendant calling upon him to perform his part of the contract and
to execute a registered sale deed in his favour. In spite of the service
of legal notice, defendant failed to perform his part of the contract
and failed to execute the sale deed in favleur of the plaintiff. The
plaintiff has been ready and willing to perform his part of the

contract.

J



On all these grounds, plaintiff claimed a decree of specific
performance by directing the defendant to execute the registered
sale deed in his favour in pursuance to the sale agreement dated
27.03.2017 and in the alternatively, directing the defendant to repay
the sale advance anﬁount of Rs.2,50,000/- to him with interest at

the rate of 12% p.a.

WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendant, in his written statement, admitted that he is the
owner of the suit property and denied all other plaint averments
regarding sale transaction between him and the plaintiff, he
executing sale agreement in favour ~of .the plaintiff, receiving
Rs.2,50,000/- from the plaintiff as a sale advance and handing over
the possession of the suit property to the plaintiff as part
performance of the contract. According to the defendant, to perform
the marriage of his daughter, he barrowed the hand loan of
Rs.2,50,000/- from the plaintiff and as a security for the said loan
transaction, plaintiff has obtained his signature on the blank stamp
paper and created a sale agreement. There was no need for the
defendant to sell the suit property. When the defendant received the
legal notice, he approached the plaintiff and offered him to repay the
loan amount, which was refused by the plaintiff. The suit is barred
by Limitation. If the suit is decreed for specific performance, the
defendant would be put to irreparable los§ and hardship, as suit
property consist of his residential house and agricultural land,
which is the only source of livelihood to him. On these grounds,

defendant prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs.
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2. Frame proper issues on the basis of following pleadings.
Marks:15

' 0.8. No.298/2012
Plaintiff: Smt.Sundaramma
Vs

Defendants: Sri Ramesha and 4 others.
PLAINT .

The suit A schedule property measures 4 acres 30 guntas and
suit B schedule property measures 3 acre 35 guntas of land in
Sy.No.28 and 30 Gonikoppa village of Virajpete Taluk. The plaintiff
is the married daughter of Sri Basappa, who died during the year
2007. The defendant No.1 and 2 are the elder brothers of the
plaintiff and sons of Sri Basappa. The defendant No.3 and 4 are the
married daughters of Sri Basappé and elder sisters of plaintiff and
defendant No.1 and 2. The defendant No.5 is the purchaser of suit
‘B’ schedule property from the defendant No.l vide registered sale
deed dated 23.03.2011. The suit properties are the ancestral and
joint family properties of the plaintiff and defendant No.1 to 4. The
plaintiff has got 1/5t% share over the suit property. After her
ma_rriage,'plaintiff is residing in her husband’s house at Hunsur.
The defendant No.1 and 2 are looking after and managing the suit
property and appropriating its income, without giving any share to
the plaintiff. Recently plaintiff came to know that defendant No.1
has sold the suit ‘B’ schedule property to the defendant No.5,
without the consent of others and behind their back. Said sale is not
for any family necessities and it is not binding on the plaintiff. The

plaintiff requested the defendant No.1 and 2 to divide the suit
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No.1 and 2 have refused to allot the plaintiff’s share, which made the
plaintiff to file the present suit.

On all these grounds, plaintiff claimed a decree for partition and
separate possession of her 1/5%h share over the suit property and

also for mesne profit.

WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendant No.1l, in his written statement, admitted the
relationship between them and denied all other plaint averments.
According to the defendant No.1, suit properties were the absolute
properties of their father Sri Basappa, as it was granted to him by
the Land Tribunal, Virajpete. During his lifetime, Sri Basappa has
executed a registered will -' in favour of the defendant No.l
bequeathing the suit B schedule property. On the basis of the said
will, after the death of Sri Basappa, defendant No.1 became the
absolute owner of the suit ‘B’ schedule property and to construct the
house, he has sold the B schedule property to the defendant No.5,
vide registered sale deed dated 23.03.2011. After the death of his
father, defendant No.1 has performed the marriages of plaintiff and
defendant No.3 and 4 and incurred huge expenses for the same.
Even if the plaintiff and defendant No.3 and 4 have got any share in
the suit property, same has been given to them at the time of their
marriage. The suit is not properly valued and requisite court fee has
not been paid on the plaint. This court has no jurisdiction to try this
suit. On all these grounds, defendant No.l1 prayed for dismissal of

the suit with costs.



The defendant No. 2 filed the memo to adopt the written
statement of defendant No.l. The defendant No0.3 and 4 have filed
written statement and admitted the claim of the plaintiff and prayed

for allotment of their 1/5t% share over the suit property.

The defendant No.5, in his written statement, contented that he is
the bonafide purchaser of the suit B schedule property. Even if the
plaintiff and defendant No.2 to 4 have got any share in the suit
property, same can be allotted in the suit A schedule property. The
suit, without seeking the relief of declaration, is not maintainable.
On all these grounds, defendant No.5 prayed for dismissal of the suit

with costs.
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3. Write a considered Judgment on the basis of following
pleadings, oral and documentary evidence by giving valid and

cogent reasons
Marks: 70

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE, DHARWAD
' 0.S.No.128/2011

Narasimhaiah

Aged about 62 years,

S/o Hanumantha,

R/ of Sapthapura,

Dharwad. ———-Plaintiff

W
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Vs

Prasanna Kumar

Aged about 34 years,

S/o Somashekara,

R/of Dhavalagiri,

Dharwad. ---- Defendant

DATE OF FILING THE SUIT: 01-03-2011
PLAINT

The suit property described in the plaint schedule is a shop
premises bearing No.13/1, Ground Floor, Hanumantha Complex,
Sapthapura, Dharwad, measuring 20x8 feet. The defendant is a
tenant under the plaintiff in respect of the suit premises on monthly
rent of Rs.4,000/- and he is running a jewellery shop in the suit
premises. The tenancy month commences from the 1st day of the
English calendar month and ends on the last day. The suit premises
is required by the plaintiff to start a mobile shop by his son, who is
unemployed. The defendant is very irregular in paying the monthly
rent. The defendant is liable to pay arrears of rent to the tune of
Rs.1,16,000/- as on the date of ﬁling.this suit. Therefore, plaintiff
requested the defendant to pay the all‘rears of rent and vacate the
suit premises. When the defendant failed to comply with the request
of the plaintiff, plaintiff issued a legal notice on 01.11.2010 and
terminated the tenancy of the defendant and called upon him to
vacate the suit premises within 15 days from the date of service of
legal notice and to pay the arrears of rent. In spite of service of legal
notice, defendant, neither gave any reply nor complied the demand
made in the legal notice, which made the plaintiff to file the present

suit.
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On all these grounds, plaintiff claimed a decree for ejectment
against the defendant, by directing him to vacate and hand over the
vacant possession of the suit premises to the plaintiff and to pay

arrears of rent to the tune of Rs.1,16,000/-.
e

WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendant, in his written s'ta.tement, admitted that the

plaintiff is the owner of the suit premises and he occupies the suit
premises as a tenant under ;che plaintiff on monthly rent of
Rs.4,000/- and running a Jewellery shop. The defendant denied
other plaint averments, regarding plaintiffs requirement of the suit
prenﬁses, allegation of arrears of rent and also the measurement of
the suit premises and valid termination of tenancy. According to the
defendant, actual measurement of the suit premises is less than 14
sq. meters. Therefore, provisions of the Karnataka Rent Act, 1999 is
applicable to the suit pre‘mises and he is a protected tenant under
the said Act. Hence, suit filed by the plaintiff under general law by
terminating the tenancy is not maintainable. The defendant disputed
the validity of termination of tenancy by contending that sufficient
time has not been given before terminating the tenancy and there is
no proper service of notice on him. The defendant also contended
that he has been paying the rent regularly and plaintiff is not in the
habit of issuing the rent receipts. The defendant further contended
that he is running a Jewellery shop in the suit premises and it is
only source of income for livelihood of his family and if he is evicted
from the suit premises, he and his family members will be put to
irreparable loss and hardship. The defendant further contended that

plaintiff demanded higher rent from him and when he refused to pay



13

the same, plaintiff filed this suit. On all these grounds, defendant

prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs.

ISSUES

1. Whether the provisions of the Karnataka Rent
Act, 1999 is applicable to the suit premises?

2. Whether the plaintiff proves the legally valid
termination of tenancy rights of the
defendant?

3. Whether the plaintiff proves that as on the
date of filing the suit Rs.1,16,000/- is due
from the defendant towards the arrears of
rent?

4, Whether the defendant to proves that he has
been paying the rent of the suit premises
regularly and not due to pay any rent to the
plaintiff?

5. Whether the plaintiff is entitle for a decree
for ejectment of the defendant from the suit
premises? '

6. Whether the plaintiff is entitle for decree for
arrears of rent claimed by him?

7. What order or decree?

ORAL AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE OF THE PLAINTIFF

The plaintiff, who was examined before the court as PW1, has
reiterated the plaint averments in his examination-in-chief and
deposed about his ownership over the suit premises and defendant
occupying the same as a tenant under him on monthly rent of
Rs.4,000/- and running a Jewellery shop in the suit premises. PW1
further deposed that defendant is very irregular in paying the rent
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and he is due to pay a sum of Rs.1,16,000/- as on the date of filing
this suit. PW1 further deposed that he requires suit premises to run
mobile shop by his son, who is unemployed. PW1 further deposed
that he requested the defendant to vacate the suit premises and pay
the arrears of rent and defendant failed to comply his request. PW1
further deposed that on 01.11.2010 he has issued & legal notice to
the defendant and terminated his tenancy and requested him to pay
the a_rrears‘ of rent. PW1 further deposed that in spite of service of
legal notice, defendant failed to vacate the suit premises and pay the

arrears of rent, which made him to file the present suit.

During the course of his cross examination by the counsel for
defendant, PW1 admitted that apart from the suit premises, there
are other shops in the same complex owned by him and two of those
shops were still vacant. PW1 denied that the actual measurement of
the suit premié.es in occupation of the defendant is less than 14 sq.
meters. PW1 deﬁied the .suggestion that in Ex.P1 the measurement
was deliberately shown on the higher side. PW1 denied that he has
demanded the higher rent from the defendant and when he refused
to pay the same, he filed this suit. Wheﬁ it was sﬁggested to PW1
that his son can start his mobile shop in other vacant shop premises
in the same complex, PW1 said that those premises are not suitable
for running the mobile shbp._ PW1 denied that even though
defendant has been paying the rent, he has not issued the rent

receipt to him.
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The plaintiff has marked following documents on his behalf:

Ex.P1l: Katha Extract,

This katha extract shows that the suit premises
stands in the name of the plaintiff and the
measurement of the suit premises is shown as
20x8 feet.

Ex.P2: Legal Notice

This legal notice was issued by the plaintiff through
his counsel on 01.11.2010, whereby he called upon
the defendant to pay the arrears of rent to the tune
of Rs.1,00,000/- and terminated the tenancy of the
defendant and requested him to vacate the suit
premises within 15 days from the date of service of
legal notice.

Ex.P3: Postal Receipt

This Postal Receipt shows that Ex.P2 legal notice
was sent to the defendant by way of registered post
on 01.11.2010.

Ex.P4: Postal Acknowledgement

This postal acknowledgement shows that the legal
notice issued to the defendant by registered post
was received by the wife of the defendant.

ORAL AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE OF THE
DEFENDANT

The defendant, who was examined before the court as DW1, has
admitted that the plaintiff is the owner of the suit premises and he
occupy the same as a tenant under the plaintiff on monthly rent of

Rs.4,000/- and running a jewellery shop. DW1 denied the
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measurement of the suit premises shown by the plaintiff and validity
of termination of tenancy and also the arrears of rent. DW1 further
deposed that the actual measurement of the suit premises is less
that 14 sq. meters and the Karnataka Rent Act, 1999 is applicable to
the suit premises. DW1 further deposed that his tenancy rights were
not legally terminated. DW1 fﬁrther deposed that he is running a
Jewellery shop in the suit premises, which is only source of
livelihood to him and if he is vacated from the suit premises, he will

be put to irreparable loss and hardship.

DW1, during the course of his cross examination by the counsel
for the plaintiff, admitted that he occupy the suit premises as a
tenant under the plaintiff on monthly rent of Rs.4,000/-. DW1
admitted that whenever he has paid the rent to the plaintiff, he has
issued rent receipts to him. DW.1 admitted that apart from Ex.D.1
he has no other rent receipt with him to show the payment of rent
by him. DW1 ‘admitted that he has no documents with him to show
that the measurement of the suit premises is less that 14 sq. meter.
DW1 admitted that he and his wife were residing together and legal
notice sent by the plaintiff was received by his wife and handed over
to him. DW.1 admitted thét he has not givén any reply for the legal
notice issued by the plaintiff.

The defendant has marked following document on his
behalf:

Ex.D1: Rent Receipt

This document shows that the defendant has paid
the rent of Rs.16,000/- on 10.10.2008, being the
rent for the months of June, July, August and
September 2008.
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ARGUMENTS FOR THE PLAINTIFF

The learned counsel appearing for the plaintiff argued that
plaintiff’s ownership over the suit premises, defendant occupying the
same as a tenant and monthly rent as Rs.4,000/- per month were
all admitted by the defendant. It was further argued by the learned
counsel for the plaintiff that though the defendant contended that
the measurement of the suit premises is less than 14 sq. meters and
the Karnataka Rent Act, 1999 is applicable to the suit premises, he
failed to prove the same. Whereas, Ex.P1 property extract produced
by the plaintiff shows that suit premises measures 160 sqg. feet and
the present suit filed by terminating the tenancy is maintainable. It
was further argued by the learned counsel for the plaintiff that there
is valid termination of tenancy rights of the defendant, as the legal
nofice issuled to the defendant was served on his wife, as the
defendant was not present and 15 days time was given to the
defendant to vacate the premises. It was further argued by the
learned counisel for the plaintiff that even as per the document
produced by the defendant, he paid the rent till September 2008 and
there 1s no evidence to show payment of rent subsequent to
September 2008. On all these grounds, learned counsel for the

plaintiff prayed to decree the suit with costs.

ARGUMENTS FOR THE DEFENDANT

The learned counsel for the defendant argued that though in the
property extract measurement of the property is showﬁ as 20x8 feet,
actual measurement of the plinth area in occupation of the
defendant is less than 14 sq. meter. Therefore, the Karnataka Rent-

Act, 1999 is applicable to the suit premises. It was further argued by
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the learned counsel for the defendant that the legal notice issued by
the plaintiff has not been served personally upon the defendant and
sufficient time has not been given while terminating the tenancy and
directing the defendant to vacate the premises. Therefore, it was
further argued that there is no valid termination of tenancy of the
defendant. It was further argued for the defendant that
plaintiff/PW1 admitted about he having other premises, in which his
son can start his mobile shop. Therefore, suit premises is not
required by the plaintiff. On all these grounds, learned counsel for |
the defendant prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs.

3. ZPLs one RS me% &:mo’d a’ned TThown "wi.ra 3::?33:3

*’mcﬁrmojmﬁm 2l 3&4?53 uéo:n@
e203n: 70

20 HAERRETT TERUCS, FROTOR

Dot 5083, 128/2011

JoROTOR,

MRPTY 62 wRE VODA

30T BJTH0B, _
WoR: ATWOTNT, HYTWOB o

ﬁ"s 5353:30"'
eoﬁ: meaﬁaée%’d |
oA DWHND, poTwr GREEADIA)

T AQAT DFJ0E: 01.03.2011

[a]



19

T

DITTTE  RBROTIY  OWOAB o@D GAOW $I0mE  ATETTOS
SDTW03 POFFTI JoDIBOD WORB IR S0.13/1, Dacrr 20X8 ©B
SNTET. FTHodw wmedod F-Fer tome T RRACICHNS ©TT done
BN TR.4,000/- BN wEtY ©Eted wonAGoDRRY, SBARR0E WRETYE.
TEOOD  RBRGD ©RE YONT  TEOBDT  JONET  HRTOF OO
RO0TN  FRJ0R  OBTOW  B0FOPRARIT.  mome  JIY  wedn
QIBRENATPNTS IF, FNR 2.0 Br3e” YONBODY, WEOPHT Feomon
ejeaaﬁd):’zd T 3wodod dony EHRNODY, 3FWTTN FIY OPOTNTES.
B Towo RYDT OTROITTOD  DEdod TR.1L16,000/- B8R e Bt
BRTEW  KENRDIDEYS. SDHTOOT  mhodn  Demedn  wedn  eicdhmd
AT DT oI FESTY, 0 BRRZEFW FVRR0BTH. FATHOIN
000D  BHCOFONTY, WWAFCL DFPOToTON OO BOTe0F  01.11.201030H
200 FReD SRy, 8oty BITOOD RN BT, THRRVATH B
SPESERY 0000RA 15 OFNAY ¥ o BRI, Do IRE TTL WY
o8 YUPT BN TO|T), TOWE TRREW FePIROBW. ¢ SRckeRD TN
O STTR BB [ITHONM CIPFSe DDHITID, ALY T SRCLATE

B3RO ém@%ﬁeéme{ ao’aail a“m@gm‘zfgpod =003 s mmdﬁa&

RORI TN,

81 Uy FONPOT HOOM J3:0N Towe FRBHW, 209 Tk BT
MOS[R, I G I R i oms dRLI6000/-3, TR
DREL IBFIT &td B TRRLER D0 FePEROBTTVF.



 Zgmbodn 33, DIWR TIRY TOIN oI RS Bnded DI
o 900 PERoTN MRS RTZ, WD ©nT  one  weRn
30.4,000/~ 200D DB | ©TVY  ©HTRT DONBODY, [RAELORD
DTINTTTY  wBRoRDITS.  TBTeQoRy  WTHIZ  9ET G evvitelale!
DO weEY WES t—aﬁeﬁééé’ BT AR Rt WIHYTR, e RT
DueFSE, B DSARLFIN AR B3E),  IREBATHENY
QUDBOATITS.  TRTWOOD THT TR TRWE  AWET ©$d 14 B.oe.
nAvnozen IR @dED. STNTOOT  FUorwd RGN ©ORIoDW, 19993
DTG o TR OYODTIHYS W SIH ¢ SOIDHDE ©BDHY
FOTIROL  LHBNRCTNDTS. SWHO0T  FBRI, SR BBRY wWedn

Gy e ed

B3, SrhE@r AYRT T T FRBFTRAROY. BETON BT BEDY,

o e &
| ReRWGIN TRIBADITI, TR DRR YW, SHRITRDA IR
TTDoDLTRY, Ieely D) JeedeRr FRTTON WOCIPNY HTFVS. B3WOOW
TR  DChWITeN  RARCHT, R [PWE  wodd, @by WA
TBeHODT, IABDT TRADI), WWRFROBTOY TP, FIPO® T
ogw BRRETY &30 SORBODI, SBxéRcE IT VW BT, DOV,
deﬁa&memoﬁa\cﬁ 3@ DROTNGDY, BIF), TTe HPREOOT 009 IPBRFY
33R DI I, DWONT ATAOR POWRSH WD WHE, TF LVOEMES
OFE0.  FITOODH BFT OO ST DRAN Te T, DBy 3Re0TY
©03E, BETROOR wyBRYE SR RO & TRIREEY SRR/ B w0y
SCRRYOR [ITOON THTTEY, DWE T3 S SRBL ERCODHTT.

DT3B nh

1. 3ortid (8RR ©DJohmD, 19998 JPoTERNT:  Towe a‘&gﬁ%
@%obmmgdoﬂac?



21
1. bk FZ@ehoh RER TIW, READWTTRN SHIJRADIHT,
mueE: JRATEDE?

3. RO FEROHoRon & mwe TOME FedelEomd 8..1,16,000/-
AR e ALY TR, WWeD IRmRehe?

4. TeDHChy o T agacs m@ﬁo&mq AODNITN IS

—

madas_;zsmd D :%onzs o3dde WelR @g&dz@cﬁ&d
0D .ﬁ@km@ﬁoﬁac?

3. SR00% FIROOBE, WA TRIRRCW MTIRAVIE REH,
TBchen e:aaraa%a"oiac?

6. TOcks RAR kT, DEewy wRbE RIchRy, Idobes
BRFITIRO3e?

7. SR €3 cln {2

TelCh TRoz ai:aa’_:_ RS m‘is

OO TOIPODT W00 @M.l RO TE DROIWBY I, w0080
DICRODY @l HED  DuPONYRY, WITT w0foMZ owe  FWEE, o
SRIRDZoeN B [BTOoN &ony AR ©R.4,000/-8 IPT o
KX <ial) m@ﬁmdmﬁd& 2,000 CPOHRT YORRCRT), IFIBROTB WBSLRI
20TH DBOINFLS. 070 BNCRFODD 3T, HIcRY FdTH0I® VOPNTTN
m@ﬁoﬁa&d ToWE [RARY DB H wew IYNT DT Te.1,16,000/-
AR ot AT AT 0T PRCTT. To.T.] BNOTDHODD 3T, WECHY
DTLTRLNCIPNALE 33, =N Beder wonBoday, WPBoPILL BIR o
TR e 200 HBOINTS.  weA0! B0ODBOD BF, WWIPY T
TS0 TR0 LONRORTY, LY [RB Ferwn DI e AhF  wedn
BOTZ, THEE TREW  FePBR0BT) SBET  BITOOD  BF, FecDICHI,
DIYFD DPOTONTYE Q0T DRIVETT.  Ho.Aw]  F0ODIOD BT, WY

ZePToDY OJCE 0111201000 Fo Tdw00R c—:’l@f’ﬁerﬁd}c{ 3R, YBT AN



22

BIR, TSRS D w0 QW BN DDy, DONSIW FVEROBT
O EOT. o] BHOTTOT 38, Wy Jewiod [BTWOR @ SeckieRd
FOCIRAGTAN BB ©3 mowe IWEBEY 9 TR deuy I PER 1P3
BT, $RLIVTOTO0T TR Bt (I TRTIIETAWNB Sakepiel

T T Jeod [REIT 3T, @ FROTY mml Zo®
SHOmNds ©de oderrnd KBed @on® VNN 3BT ATy, TN T8
2 Derns mhow O 9@ Q0m  wBewysed. &Rl g aplalewy
RYPEITYTE T3oED BLRT DwTE ©¥3 14 B.a0e AC3 BB AT NFRTIY
NR20RHTE. WA dTeE  @ldg wvdohi, wgedmesrimh B
PEHBCONS AR ReWES0DI, V0E0ABT. wo. 7.1 B T3meoNod &N
o oy G 0D G0 DI ©3 T, ™R AP AIOIGO0T
3 Dowme  RRBTES  OITBIY Eocrosafumzﬁ w1 B8, D DR
voriRoby, @de. Hoderornou 0 DOIANYY  TBOPRWIOD w&s
ARUdR & enns et wond mToPIL ARE B9 Q0T TeehTT.
.M. BITPOOR RAACHIY, WES [RETY WOLTGD B T plecty
géeboda, 3RwEtdY DEDTY DOEOEET.

TROIN 3T, [men B 3ENS WeNTRINYR, S du3RcRDLES

T8 2.1 0930 [TEW
By ST [Eed meme  BhiEy) weod  BICY
@d:@cjmol i@eamgﬁ 208, ©TOY oo a’é&cécj
é)aesas'am& 20x%8 98 Q0 TedBeRns.

DTeE &.2: Rectiem
B Sectdeny, WO B3, ®sewd PROF DTOT
01.11.201080%0 by J3ON OBR 08 BOTIT
80.1,00,000/-%), ToRé FPBEy FeLIL0RTH DI
DO  RBR B, OTHIRVA & Heekied
:00NT 15 OING wend oo IWEED, Y
D8 BBy TEYRROBT Y,



23

ATR 2.3 @0 T D
2 @028 TN dTd &.2 Ei.@%?)fﬁc'bd RROTONI
20k [PVT T[EZOR OIwos 01112010500
FH&LICONT 0 ENoepatInl

PToR 2.4 902 HowT
B @0 HowTxm  B[ImoOR  Seomaond €023
ThbAToE deeiemdy,  Joedod  Bomsodn
ALBDATIED DO 8e0R0BT.

TSR0 JPNT DBy IR W8 N

HBTOR0ID T,0IPOOHT [oB FA.] 20w ApE DROINE Lo
Toww  BRBT S8R0 W T SonY &N TwR.4,000/-3 ZT o)
oBRNToT TN THeSBIT L.0T &30 BONBODTY,  JBEREROW
DDEHHTR, tairdEed. Txe.] DOodn 8T Do TEIET  QAeEoF D),
F weR BT, RIRDUTTN Ty BRRDPI, B BRI
SOBTR, dIOLMI. ] IoDTOD I3, MIHO T IES
HTT ©¥B 14 2B.0eN030wR BB BTTT B FTFHE AN 2HICT
1999 oo F3EE eFyoLmEn Ko DRSS, BAR.] 37, W BevTody
B3, tORA BFTW), TIRIWGHN TTHARYITRAY 20T DRCOTI.  B.50.]

TVOBTOD 37,

e.—aoﬁ@absﬁaa RBLBROE LTITH 9T 5@ 8@5&3@@013% aﬁds :n.ra@asaﬁd%

cfl

g JePsodyY o wowe WRECY 20T ©ITRT

@355334 WDIND) 6&13;563055 &% JIRETY 82AR B0WCRTT IF FE Fod

womm:?;ci DOTN m@odm“@pd.

TA]l O TO [eodd INRE 3P, Towe ATOTY TR o
FBRQ  oohcd IR weBnRowdmend) &ond AR 8».4,000/- Q0w
203RWF0. FAR.] TR TR WBR Bro RSOy &3 AR TdeRobh,

BRLT OWPER, wLBewzRd. Bl S B SRTDIBA 3F, w9 RGN

$¥ ~



24

RS RRADD wii #ed odmeyie BN 8deh ag 20T 2.:23R9QFT.

ot -2

-

Tl o BWES @98 14 @B.aeNos WD QAT DOTH BREORLY 3F, WP
iR TOSRH By a0t LafeRme. Dl TR Wy I, BoE
widl TR SRAERORD, OO LAY Sectlend, =7, BoBE ALI0A
DTF, BIN &ra&sde:o 20T WBRYH0. TR m@oxo BIT By BRCIAN

o 03RITe YOBTTIY, IPLY QOTH ao%%m;%@d.

Teedode 37, Homeh 81 YN8 meOCRendE, THTH 2232080033

RER @1 &R Cieh
g Do wémé Bm5003 10.10.2008T0cn 20083¢
wOT  BRAT, WY, ONFT, DR RPOLT  don¥
8R000T TR.16 000/—55‘13 RS m—a@d velnv!
SReBRICVNT. :

- ok =TT weE

ToO0H [N FHWRT BT, [eeod 3, TOTRY eI FWED
ZedT  wHOW m@esg 3 TBToHOR  EonY &R TR.4,000/-8 ZFed
ST RBRMCTAKPSR, DHWON LyReoBmE womh WOBES.
SNOTHH[ODD wh TO B[y, Bdeed I, WTTQ TSWoD0OID TR TRRET
DAerdF 14 W.awe.Nos BB [T [T éme‘u’ o8N ©HIOHE, 1999 mowe
TEITT, Usojammem’ Q0T TDATT  BRE  wEZY, AR BRI

DFOTINTYT DOTH OIS, THIN TR TRAT DTS &.] SACD ITe

TN a’&g@d @e.#:a’ 160 23.098 20T as@fpgﬁ ESOD00T  oahn a%%ﬁocl

SEIay AQAT B e CWRFEDrdEE Hom ST, FHOD Cele NSO
[Ty TWORW[OW TORAT SRR, TBTOOL TowOYTITOOT HIT
Beoh PG RORRRND I DEWOR ISR, Y IRFRN 15

OINY UTRITI, VBRNB  FDHTOOT  BETohoD RN ®IIY, IR



25

TFoURe  STHARYACAING 0w RORTT. MODTIVIL b T =ea,
Do IR, THTBY JITHOID TORO IBIDTE NN TFTH I
APows 20080 [UNT wRRoD), FPZ B3 IRARTy, AHowo® 20083
S03TW  PRRONT, TS TRBI[TZY, IH0TCO WBRBTe T FNIFOY
POTH TORT]T. F 2y ROEAYOD O ®O [P, BeeOT 30BN

EWDFALE B BRTL TeTTVT.

HITOH =3

TERD TT [WY, @ 3T EnY @A ITORY  SA01

OYIORR, 20x8 vBCHOm TWHIFTY 3RB BETOD MPSTY AT S0
HenodhBd IRTT ©9E 14 BO.N0B IBD JNTT oFFRs. STHTOOT
ToOFEIT ol ©QACHID, 1999 oo 5&5353% t—a%odomrbgd QO TORTT.
D3O IT [T, IO DoDIOD T, GGG [OED  FNHAT
IO IR DBIWON T OSBNY DI AR TIW, IHTAR
TITRON FIERRY, 5D [pBee JBerdATON T, ITHODT, deBwRNY
PO WROATE  GTDTOCT  TBWeDOH BN TIW, IR @FeS
UEEBRICONG Q0 OWTT. Béewd TT 0T b/m0m0.] ISR Sed
EN ADPYTR,  LLBRORDY TP wII BN RN GonRod,
TROORANTOW, SDE00T  wowme TR @O BeTANPDY 20w
m&:oewd 8 Uy TTRAPCD TBwod [T [T, @[S0 I9WIRTY, SwF

-0 [ye]

BB [0 [IDTED araeamad.

ok ook ook



	00000001
	00000002
	00000003
	00000004
	00000005
	00000006
	00000007
	00000008
	00000009
	00000010
	00000011
	00000012
	00000013
	00000014
	00000015
	00000016
	00000017
	00000018
	00000019
	00000020
	00000021
	00000022
	00000023
	00000024
	00000025

