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1. Option is given to the candidates to write answers either in
English or in Kannada.
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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.
20 Fe¢ sof PR I IIB PORNTYDT IFNRY IRDF ByBe Swe
OoFm JFF]EI  oRWORY, woR  PRODY  TeIADI  BFOMW
CYASRESADTNE ol '

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. '
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1. Frame proper issues on the basis of following pleadings.

Marks:10
0.S.No.23/2013
Plaintiff: Ramakrishna
Vs

Defendants: State of Karnataka and 2 others
" GIST OF PLAINT

The plaintiff is the owner of 4 acre 30 guntas of land in
| - Survey No.25/1 of Bilikere Village of Hunsur Taluk, which is
described as the suit ‘A’ schedule property. The suit ‘B’ schedule
property is 1 acre 10 guntas of land in Sy.No.26/1 of Bilikere village,
which is a government land, adjacent to the suit ‘A’ schedule
property on its northern side. The plainﬁff has encroached the suit-
‘B’ schedule property and in settled possession and enjoyment of the
same. The plaintiff has put up the barbed wire fence to the suit ‘A’
and B’ schedule property and raised the areca nut garden and
enjoying the same as its absolute owner. The defendants are trying
to remove the barbed wire fence and to illegally dispossess the
plaintiff from the suit ‘B’ schedule property, which made the plaintiff

to file the present suit.

On all these grounds, plaintiff claimed a decree for
permanent injunction restraining the defendants from illegally
dispossessing the plaintiff from the suit ‘B’ schedule property,
without following the due process of law.

GISTOF WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendants, in their written statement, admitted the
plaintiff’s title and possession over suit ‘A’ schedule property and

denied other piaint averments regarding plaintiff encroaching the



suit ‘B’ schedule property and his settled possessibn and enjoyment
of the same. The defendants also denied the allegation of they trying
to illegally dispossess the vplaintiff from the suit ‘B’ schedule
property. According to the defendants, suit for bare injunction,
without seeking the relief of declaration, is not maintainable. The
defendants further contended that the suit is also not maintainable
for non compliance of Section 80 of the Code of Civil Procedure, as
the plaintiff has not issued statutory notice to the defendants before
filing this suit. On all these grounds, defendants préyed for

dismissal of the suit with costs.
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2. Frame proper issues on the basis of following pleadings.
Marks:20

0.8.No.157/2016

Plaintiff: Sathyanarayana
Vs
Defendants: Smt. Kaveri and another.

GIST OF PLAINT

The plaintiff is the son of Sri Venkataramaiah. The defendant
No.1 and 2 are the daughters of Sri Venkataramaiah and younger
sisters of the plaintiff. The suit schedule property is the self acquired
property of father of the plaintiff and defendants, Sri



5

Venkataramaiah, as he purchaséd the same from his own earnings,
vide sale deed dated 27.01.2001. The plaintiff looked after his father
during his last days. Out of his love and affection towards the
plaintiff, Sri Venkataramaiah executed a registered Will dated
09.09.2009, bequeathing the suit property in favour of the plaintiff.
The plaintiff's father Sri Venkataramaiah died on-17.02.2010. After
the death of his father, plaintiff became of the owner of the suit
property on the basis of the Will and katha of the suit property
changed in the name of the plaintiff and plaintiff has been in
possession and enjoyment of the suit property as its absolute owner.
The defendants, without any right, title and possession over the suit
property, are denying the plaintiff’s ownership over the suit property
and trying to interfere with the plaintiff’s possession and enjoyment

of the suit property, which made the plaintiff to file the preset suit.

On all these grounds, plaintiff claimed a decree to declare him
as the absolute owner of the suit property and for permanent
injunction restraining the defendants from interfering with the

plaintiff’s possession and enjoyment of the suit property.

~ GIST OF THE WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendants, in their written statement, admitted the

relationship between them and denied other plaint: averments
regardiﬁg suit property as the self acquired property of their father,
he executing a Will in favour of the plaintiff and plaintiff becoming
absolute owner and in exclusive possession and enjoyment of the
suit property and alleged interference. According to the defendants,
the suit property is the joint family property of their family, as their

father purchased the same from the income of their ancestral and



joint family properties. The defendants further contended that their
father has no absolute ﬁtle over the suit property to execute the Will
in favour of the plaintiff. The Will relied upon by the plaintiff is
forged and bogus one. The suit is bad for non inclusion of other
properties of the joint family. The suit is bad for non joinder of
necessary parties, as the elder sister of the plaintiff and defendants
by name Smt. Sushelamma is the necessary party to this suit. The
suit is not properly valued and requisite court fee is not paid on the
plaint. On these grounds, defendants 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, PUTTUR

0.S.No.22/2012 |

Raghava Poojary ' ‘
Aged about 34 years, ,
S/o Jaganath Poojary, |
R/of Vittla, |
Puttur Taluk. ---- Pliaintiff

Vs i

Ganesha Shetty : |
Aged about 55 years, |
S/o Narasimha Shetty, |
R/of Vivek Nagar, Puttur,
Puttur Taluk. ---- Defendant

|
DATE OF FILING THE SUIT: 30-01-2012 |
PLAINT | ]

The suit prdperty described in the plaint schedu;Ie is a site
measuring 60x40 feet, bearing Site No0.42 in Vivekanahda Layout,
Viveknagara, Puttur. The defendant is the owner of the suit
property. For his family necessities and to repay the loan, defendant
want to sell the suit property and entered into an agrefzement with
the plaintiff on 22.12.2007 by agreeing to sell the suit jproperty for
Rs.4,00,000/-. On the date of agreement, defendant rec?eived a sum
of Rs.2,00,000/- as sale advance from the plaintiff aﬁd agreed to

|
execute the sale deed within two years from the c‘late of sale



agreement. The plaintiff is/was always ready and willing to perform
his part of the contract. The defendant has postponed the execution
and registration of the sale deed on one or the other reasons. The
| plaintiff issued a notice on 1\0.1(‘).20 10, calling upon ‘the defendant
to execute the sale deed. In spite of the sérvice of legal notice,
defendant has not come forward to execute the sale deed, which

made the plaintiff to file the présen_t suit.

On all these grounds, plaintiff claimed a decree for specific
performance, by directing the defendant to execute the sale deed in

puréuance to the sale agreement dated 22.12.2007.

WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendant, in his written statement, admitted his ownership

over the suit property and denied other plaint averments, including
the sale transaction between him and the plaintiff, execution of the
sale agreement and receipt of Rs.2,00,000/- as sale advance from
.the plaintiff. According to the defendant, to perform the mai‘riage of
his daughter, he was in need of money and he borrowed a loan of
Rs.2,00,000/- from the plaintiff. As a security for the said loan,
plaintiff has obtaihed signatures of the defendant on a blank stamp
paper and by misusing the same, sale égreement has been created.
The defendant further contended that he has not agreed to sell the
suit property to the plaintiff and plaintiff never been ready and
willing to perform his part of the contract. The suit is barred by
limitation. On all these grounds, defendant prayed for dismissal of

the suit_ with costs.
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ISSUES

1. Whether the plaintiff proves that the defendant
has agreed to sell the suit property to him for
Rs.4,00,000/- and executed a sale agreement .
dated 22.12.2007 by receiving a sum of
Rs.2,00,000/- as sale advance from him?

2. Whether the defendant proves that the
transaction between them is a loan transaction
and as a security for Rs.2,00,000/- barrowed by
him from the plaintiff, his signatures were
obtained for a blank stamp paper and by
misusing the same, sale agreement dated
22.12.2007 was created?

3. Whether the plaintiff proves that he was/is ready
and willing to perform his part of the sale
agreement?

4. Whether the suit is barred by limitation?

5. Whether the plaintiff is entitle for decree for
specific performance?

6. What order or decree?

ORAL EVIDENCE OF THE PLAINTIFF

The plaintiff, who was examined before the court as PWI,
reiterated the plaint averments in his examination-in-chief and
deposed that defendant is the owner of the suit property and for his
family necessities, he agreed to sell the suit property to him for
Rs.4,00,000/- and executed a sale agreement dated 22.12.2007.
PW1 further deposed that on the date of sale agreement, defendant
has received a sum of Rs.2,00,000/-as a sale advance from him.
PW1 further deposed that defendant agreed to execute the sale deed
within two years from the date of sale agreement. PW1 further
deposed thaf even after two years, defendant failed to execute the
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sale deed and he has issued a notice, for which defendant has not

responded, which made him to file the present suit.

PW1, during the course of his cross ékamination, admitted that
when the alleged sale transaction took place, defendant’s daughter’s
marriage was scheduled. PW1 admitted that apart from the suit
property, defendant owns no other property. PW1 denied the
suggestion that defendant has barrowed hand loan of Rs.2,00,000/-
from him and as a security fof the said loan transaction, signatures
of the defendant were obtained for a blank stamp paper and by
misusing the same, sale agreement was created. PW1 admitted that
after receiving the notice sent by him, defendant has approached
him and told him that he will repay the amount with interest. PW.1
admitted that there was no such legal hurdle to postpone the
execution of the sale deed for two years. PW1 denied the suggestion

that he was not ready and willing to perform his part of the contract.

The plaintiff examined one Ramesh Babu as PW2 and he
deposed that defendant, being the owner of suit property, has
executed a sale agreement dated 22.12.2007, by agreeing to sell the
suit property to the plaintiff for Rs.4,00,000/- and received sale
advance of Rs.2,00,000/- from the plaintiff. PW2 further deposed
that he was present at the time of execution of the sale agreement
and put his signature for the same as witness. PW2 identified the
Ex.P1 sale agreemeht, signatures of the plaintiff and defendant and

also his signature on Ex.P1 sale agreement.

During the course of his cross examination by the counsel for

the defendant, PW2 admitted that at the time of alleged sale
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transaction, marriage of the defendant’s daughter was fixed. PW2
admitted that he and plaintiff are close relatives. PW2 denied the
suggestion that defendant has barrowed the loan of Rs.2,00,000/-
from the plaintiff to perform the marriage of his daughter and as a
security for the said loan transaction, signature of the defendant’s
was obtained on a blank stamp paper. PW2 denied the suggestion
that sﬁbsequently, he and plaintiff, by colluding together, have
created Ex.P1 sale agreement by misusing the signatures of the
defendant obtained on the blank stamp paper.

The plaintiff marked following documents on his behalf:

Ex.P1: Sale agreement dated 22.12.2007

This sale agreement shows that it was executed
by the defendant by agreeing to sell the suit
property to the plaintiff for Rs.4,00,000/- and
defendant has received Rs.2,00,000/- as a sale
advance from the plaintiff.

The recitals of the sale agreement shows that
both the parties agreed to execute the sale deed
within 2 years from 22.12.2007.

Ex.P2: Property Katha Extract

This property extract is relating to the suit
property and name of the defendant is shown
as the owner of the suit property and it
measures 60x40 feet.

Ex.P3: Copy of the Notice dated 10.10.2010

As per this notice, plaintiff requested the
defendant to execute the sale deed in his favour
in pursuance to the sale agreement dated
22.12.2007 by receiving the balance sale
consideration of Rs.2,00,000/-.
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Ex.P4: Postal Receipt

This Postal Receipt shows that Ex.P3 notice

was sent to the defendant by way of registered
post on 10.10.2010.

Ex.P5: Postal Acknowledgement

This postal acknowledgement shows that the
notice issued to the defendant by registered
post was served upon the defendant personally.

ORAL EVIDENCE OF THE DEFENDANT

The defendant, who was examined before the court as DW1
deposed that he is the owner of the suit property and was in need of |
m9ney to perform the marriage of his daughter. DW1 further
deposed that he approached the plaintiff to advance the hand loan of
Rs.2,00,000/- and plaintiff, while advancing the loan, ,has obtained
his signature on the blank stamp paper. DW1 further deposed that
he never intended to sell the suit property'and plaintiff has created
the sale agreement by misusing his signatures on the blank starrip :
paper. DW1 further deposed that after receiving the notice from the
plaintiff, he approached him and offered him to repay the loan
amount with interest and requested the defendant to return the
signed blank stamp paper. DW1 further deposed that plaintiff was
never ready to perform his ‘part of the contract and if the suit is
decre_ed for specific performance, he will be put to iﬁ'eparable loss

and hardship, as suit property is the only property owned by him.

During' the course of his cross examination by the learned
~ counsel for the plaintiff, DW1 admitted his signatures on Ex.P1 sale
agreement. DW1 denied the suggestion that he put the signature for
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Ex.P1 sale agreement by agreeing to sell the suit property for
Rs.4,00,000/-. When it was suggested to DW1 that while executing
Ex.P1 sale agreement, he has received Rs.2,00,000/- from the
plaintiff as a sale advance, DW1 said that he received Rs.2,00,000/-

as hand loan from the plaintiff and not as sale advance.

The defendant has marked following document on his
behalf: :

Ex.D1: Marriage Invitation Card

~As per the said marriage invitation card, marriage
of the defendant’s daughter was scheduled on
12.01.2008.

ARGUMENTS FOR THE PLAINTIFF

Learned counsel for the plaintiff argued that, by exarhining
plaintiff as PW1, one witness as PW2 and by producing Ex.P1 sale
agreement, plaintiff has 'd.ischarged the initial burden of proving sale
transaction between the plaintiff and defendant and execution of
Ex.P1 sale agreement. AIt was further argued by the counsel for the
plaintiff that, when the defendant admits his signature on Ex.P1 and
deny the same as sale transaction, burden is ﬁpon the defendant to
prove that his signatures were obtained on a blank stamp paper as a
security for the loan transaction. But, the defendant has failed to
prove the same. It was further argued for the plaintiff that even
when the notice issued by the plaintiff was served, defendant has
not given any reply for the same, denying the sale transaction
between them, which indicate that_,contention of the defendant is an
aftef thought. It was further argued for the plaintiff that immediately

after the expiry of two years period the plaintiff has issued notice
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and thereafter filed the suit, which demonstrate the plaintiff’s
readiness and willingness to perform his part of the contract. On
these grounds, learned counsel for the plaintiff prayed to decree the
suit for the relief of specific performance. In the alternative, it was
argﬁed for the plaintiff that the suit can be decreed for refund of sale
advance, if the court come to the conclusion that plaintiff is not
entitle for decree fof specific performance, as the decree for refund of
sale advance is the lesser relief than the decree for - specific

performance.

ARGUMENTS FOR THE DEFENDANT

The learned counsel for the defendant argued that the
transaction between the plaintiff and the defendant is not a sale
transaction and there are many ciréu‘rnstances, which show that it is
a loan transaction and document was executed as a security for the
loan transaction. It was further argued by the learned counsel for
the defendant that even though there was no legal hurdle for
execution of the sale deed, still without any reason, two years time
was fixed for execution of the sale deed, - which itself indicate that
Ex.P1 is a document executed as a security for the loan transaction
and it is not a genuine sale agreement. It was further argued by the
learned counsel for the defendant that, even after expiry of two years
period from the date of sale agreement, plaintiff has taken 10
months time to issue the notice and after issuing the notice, he has
waited another one year three months to file the suit, which also
indicate that it is not a pure sale transaction. It was further argued
by the learned counsel for the defendant that the time taken for
registration of the sale deed, issuance of the notice and filing of suit,

are also indicate that plaintiff is not ready and willing to perform his
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part of the contract. It was further argued by the learned counsel for
the defendant that the suit is barred by limitation, as it wés not filed
within three years from the date of sale agreement. It vaas further
argued by the learned counsel for the defendant that thei plaintiff is
not entitle for decree for specific performance. It was further argued
by the learned counsel for the defendant that the plaintiff is also not
entitle for the relief for refund of sale advance, as the said relief has
not been claimed by the plaintiff and in view of Section 22 of the
Specific Relief Act, 1963, when the relief for refund of séle advance
has not been claimed in the plaint, such relief cannot bei granted by
the Court. On all these grounds, learned counsel for the defendant
prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs. \

SRDT Tene TDTE WEINY ¢SE el ZmbowD o-o'|ama BTG
smqsrmosmab& ) 3@9’&4 WB0WD:

| " wozney: 70
A2 RIRDEST [OOSR, TBRD

RO 505% 22/2012 |

CoPR TRWO

WODEY; AW 34 IRE
0T WNTOT TR0

WOR: D, TIRT FVRR.

éadocgp
nesed éég
JoPA;: RBJRD 55 S/,
30T : ITROIJ ?3&23;,
WR : DFeT JINT, WA,
THERD TORB.

Tos RO BT 30-01-2012



17

RIS

WBTIR JRBROIY Towd B Q0T TLBAT FB) IR N:Bed INCT
DReFIIOT . WEBHBODYHS! A" F0.428Y 60 X 40 OB DALFT 20T AEF
BN, TETOOI T SACH BPRIBINDTS. 3T, DWOWT BRZIINVRLIT
WP T NITRBERN  TSTOOOD T BT, TIVT0EW  BIBELY  LWONIT,
TOROBR QFR0E 22.12.20070 DOD 3opth WIVW, SHB TOT SACHRY,
80.4,00,000/-8 R[p00E [RBL  WwQIROBHFI. DOD oD TF T OI
FBTOOI TROOT DOLROH BVORRE TeowoN  T0.2,00,000/-T, ALFOXT
DB FOITL  THW  W0D  BREBRINE DO TIW,  WIHEAED
2.0BROBT. PRI B3, WIAI FCOIT PoNRI), IVFLHIL AW AT DI,
[, WYBD ONG;, TIWOOI  10BY 20T w0 Bed 00D BRI,
WODBRBL D) IPOWIOWILY  BVOBWRMEZ  WORBD. WO OF0T
10.10.201000cH  H3woDR 0w Jpewer” B DOD BTIFI, WIIRBED
ée@'é@o@%m 8 Secded BITOOR POCINGTR BRB ©3 DD TITI,
LODIRBL ATIYTIFOOT TROID 88 WOTORT), BIBECFIOWND.

8 QR FORNYOT TON TSTOD AP DF08 22.12.20070 00D
30030 TWIW TFOT DOD TTBI), WIWBIRRLY AVeFTI 8000 JOFF TOOZOD
BIODI), BRCOTZ),.

TION 3T, Tdww ITHY T owe FII [wded  dNTVTIIY
LYBPOWD OTHIE VBT WOBNH WORT $Z DF ACD TAIT DO
R[RTOT, 00D 3T T WIRIRLIDRT B, WOWOH Te.2,00,000/- B3,
DO BOONBFION  RFFOADFTRY, VTBOATT. T3TROOH TS 3, N
DONE NPT AVTON S3IN BT VRZIZ AW WOONOT  BH.2,00,000/-
T, WOTN TREOFDH. ¢ WOT PHIFIRRYT TOKRD BETOOD  RAWNEI),
20T {PTD FPNBE S TEDELORT TR, DDTJO3RER JRAEROTD OO



18

B00T0 TIRW), FARTHTE. TBO0ID TNOTT|OT Tob WOR DT BROIIY,
[o002E [RBN CIRTIR, WYZRORY BT TORD I, TWOI B0 FRNT,
QBFLDID 0IRTAR, AFITAY ONBIT. Ty FTOMNE BN WeTIHIF. Bk
RTY  TITLNYOT TETOOD TOTRRI,  DWF W [W® [BD
32008R0BTTVS.

ROWOBN

1. TEROD o ?33534 dra.4,00,000/—§ INSDIORIN)
BRBLY  LQBEOW OTOT  22.12.2007 Tow 2,08
S00eD BTIW WINRY, WTWBRLY, <ira.2,00,000/—wa$301
DD DVONB  TRWOW  @ONOT {oseéb%%
ARNRTR), TOOID WD BAROTVS0NE?

2. T3T0OI  ©T|C  IEDIT  IITOT WO WWOT
arsédmd waé_oo SO JVBWBENOT THR.2,00,000/- oT
BTSN 3OHOIN 3T, R&NYW, I TN *FPNTT
NS TRTBROT @cs:n& DDIOIRN  TRIBROW
DJ0T 22.12.20070 DdeH ITID wgwaﬁai "N)@e?g}r‘_\))@@ﬂd
WOLNTIR), AOWEB TBATT03e?

3. TR0 T DD 3T 354 OI 'ﬁodax—-aa’mal
ARFGOA AW AT, ), fazﬁwom%asm BNT, DOTH
PARYAIE w@m@doﬁe?

4. O[O FoONS a;_adﬁ a@ﬁ%&?g&ﬁoﬂae?

5. 00 A0FF  TOID BRI, BB
WTEATTZ00E?

6. O3PS B3 SR @Y

TR [N mi s

INDIA{O NN m&’meoﬁod WNOTW D mg 1 Q0 mg maoc’mag 35‘{ dmsoé
&)ZSDGQ"S’)O?DQ DOTHIT @mdrﬁ%ﬂaﬂa& NIT° emzzspmg TEWROD T es%_onoda

=500es 35333 35‘% V0T eﬂwssséﬁ@ch 83 o0 eﬁﬁ’_ocodaada°1 dra.4,00,000/—§5



19

WOV TIVWED m%;d&raocsa Q00T 22.12.200730TH 20T DR ITOD wgwmd
T BT HOT  DROINTYT. WoTo.l BOOWTOT  NOD BT T, BT
OITOTD  TBWLOIW 38@106 d\.@.z,OO,OOO/—waiae1 DO JVONE TR0
TRERORT Q0T A DROINTIT. WoxD.l BOONTOT T3 VD
3000 TF ST OINOTW A0 JRFBT  wENAE  DOD  TII,  WIDRRB
WQBROBT HOT T DROIVZYT. TRl FROWTOW & AT JHET BT
BONT WPBFP BRRE TSWOID DO TP, WITZALTIY B T 2,00
Mewexmd Bemo0n 3eyE0R BRB o3 ©nE e 008 FOOAYTOFOOT
FoD B3 0w FPRBETOND DO TOF ROINTT.

oFR.] 3T, Wote FIIY DD NOD [IWHIT STHT TPOT, TBWLOD
NG DHHF  INORBPND SN,  LRFAEWTS. mom.l BTN S
BRODYT B3 o3PBe SX ég ADWVBI, wRBRYZIT. TRl TSTLOIN
32’001065 dra.2,00,000/—a$3301 @dm—s 0N aﬁdcﬁa&mo@% B ¥ TOT wéwmdcs
FTION BITOOHT RNTR, WO O T WSS e TADERYLNG
BB OB, DNVBOIRNBREROB  DOD  FTOD sﬁgdm& BARPNG O
RRUSHYR, ATUEORHI]T. Tom.L T 808 AresseAn, ALFOAT WOF BITOOOW
I, BeITRNG, DB T BBRBROB DRTI), WF  ADE OB
DIRBPYTN BEPT INWID, LLEAWTIT. 0%l DOD WD, WIDERRE
ARODTZY, IV S[RFNY LIOR SOOTRBEL A3oFTse PIRVS IRBD acdY
ARRBI), WwRBRNTIT. .l T  FTOOI 33, TOT PRI, JTFLHAD

SRR, A7 D) B, WIRTACIY IHNT ARV, TVFOATS.

QRN LTE TR WU IMBITI, WoAR.2 NOW  AF WV
DRRT G TI, AIONY TSOOIN  moww  GAH  HIesToN  OIJV0T
22.12.200700% 20T DO FOUTL  TIWSY,  WOWERLY < WO BRI,
8.4,00,000/-3 o007 IO TIVBED 230 TOOONOT de.2,00,000/-5),



20

D0D TedFoTH AEFOAT RO FROINTVY. e0%2.2 VROHJOZ T & 20D
B00T0 TWIWY WIDBRWT 00T ToROT), WBY FI0IPN T [PAG SO Y
RRCNTYT. @2 ATOI .1 DOED FTD BJBBII, I @ddegdow OOD A,
TITAOD B I 3T, ReNTRY, ST,

WoFR.2 FEWL HT DLW [pRT Tt AmIRY DO 0D
GFE0  ShE 0 TITOH DY DWDH  INDIPNR,  SRRTY, -
m&&rw%@oé. [oFD.2 T DB D BETT BOWOIN ROLOTIZY, u%ﬁm%@d
WT.2 HAWID TOWOT T, NY DTHF BRRE BTN TR.2,00,000/-=,
OTN JIEDIN0RT, W, ¢ TOT IITOOE FTIEN T FWATIY,
Y o TNRE e mmmgma:«g ANTW  BRWINGD, JTOIOATYT.
WOFD.2 WYT IO W) @AW WOAT ToWeRN 00 oI NS wHed
TADEROT FBTOOR LMY, BRTdRER BBREROE T .1 HOD Food
TIBI), Ay AN AWNT BRWIONT, DTBOATRT.

RO 3?5_{ TN 33 YA ma)mérieéaﬁ:_,\ mdaéfo&rao@das_a_d

QTR .1: AF0F 22.12.20073 00D 3T Iz,

8 Do T TIRY  [IORD  mem BB,
dra.4,00,000/§ TR 0003 IVTWED ‘&;e%))&@chb plAloueln)
8%.2,00,000/-3=, ®0oN® 008 Beasmon RACBORTRDS DO
o8 RRNT.

WPH TFOD DD T[IVIY, DT0F  22.12.200700T 2
BRET LINE WTRBABLD WYHBEROBIRT HOTD 00D FTIX
TIRY 2TIWONA.

TN D.2: B0 9T Fuex.

83 BAOD TITL T VAR BOWORAW) B, FBTLOD
éﬁdm‘i [ADIND! eﬁaod) R0DF DO z'méﬁmﬁci% Elate]
QA LERE 60 X 40 ®8 0T ToBBOONT.



/ 21

AT £.3: dmeos 10.10.20108 Sect3edT .

8 Ject3eas  TFeT DRI BITOOHI),  H00F
©22.12.20078 00D BT HWIW TFoO o NDOCD BEowow
02.2,00,000/-33, 430 N0  [IRI, II, TSN
WVNERBLY FeVEROBT.

amﬁ .4: ©023 3ded.

Ty ©0 THOO JTI .3 z’i.rae@seﬁm SPOTOONB 9023
DPOF QOF0F 10.10.201000T0 ZdToln %%baofocroﬁ:a’_ap QRO
L3R IINTS.

AN .5: 2028 HoWTT.

B 908 &HOWTIH) RP0TWR0N3 @08 - RS Td=oN
THHATOZ  JeedeRd  TITOR BI:  ONZ Q0T
TSR,

TRk I8 W8,

TOTROOI TYOPOOHT FNOT TRl Q0T TY &@oﬁwag D DT
SBROD BOFINGDY 3, WY 'wadaas WRET FLTN IIN BEOT WWIFZ 9B
QOTH VeghTT. TEe.l: BNOWFOWD B0 WNOD WP Been IR Te.2,00,000/-
- WO BRBLD FeERORT) ORRN MO FRWY I, BLAYR, 0O ¢RI FNGE
e BADELORGDH 0T W PBIWTY. Tl WOBHIOD I T
1B, SRmE SR IRFTe F0E AR DB OGN B AT BAGS
DS BBBROB IF, BHNATI), DHTOIREND DO BT TIR[I, FAWTT
Q0T FoF DRI, TFe.1 TOOTHIBOTD TOOT Jeetied 20T 293 T,
WODOP,  Beeso3zen AROTR), WG JaNes a'bdokmwc% TRBDITN DR B
BEDEROE O oI WAGHI, TR, OB FOROBDITN Y
DRckTE. Tl FoTHIOE WO G3RE  PORR, SO 3I, TOI
PONTZ), ADEHID AFITIY @B oww AN IR FedT NEF SAOIN



22

8 TowRR) JOFF OIR B3 9T IIX BowwRdE D DI IF YVOERTIBT
ROTH FF DBOINSIT.

W0 TT [P, BHOD PR ToKde FTOIY TFol DI .1 DO
Boe0h TIFY I3, Ab THOW, LREARTW. T WD om SRKHI
02.4,00,000/-3 BT smdeytsen WRBROW AT .1 DOCD T T, Ao
BRRY, HNT ARWIoD), J00FOATT. TFe.l TR JITI 2.1 DOD oD
wgwm@l WO BRBTON DOONOT dm.Z,O0,000/—d&& RBOONE  DOEH TN
BADHIRORT 20T ARUWATR T d\.ra.2,00;000/—m:>3ml TO0WOT §; FOLTN
TROG DB BONE 0D T Y, NSVCD]eH |

S Eaplalevse) 35_“ TO=RN B3 IPNS ma)c:aéo&:aﬁ:_,‘ r{:doaz)%.reoadzsgcj

RTO8 QI THEHBCDH B0 B,

B DDFOH DO DIOH TS BOSOCH WY
STBC0 Be08 12.01.200850%8 AR, |

Dok 3B wmE [

O TG [RY Feeoth IO IFF, WAL 20w ) LI WLy
POTD.2 N0 WY TR BRR DI JTI .1 DOD I TFR), Towd
TR 3, I TSPODT IBHAT FTE 20w DD FIFT I VT
o1 DOO B TN, WORROUDTT, VD TAHT  THFPWE
BDLPOONT), AVFLALPWON  [eORTT. D TT. [IewD:  BRORDTOWD
TETRO0ID T .1 TPT B, FWoDF), BB VBROW DD BFFWT
ROWOPYTWR),  ATIOATN 3, RWODT, FOT BBVTOTT FZZreN &R o
TNGE e THERDNG) INWEI, BITOWRD TN TARBH 0
MO, O T FOW  F0OHIOD  TOOD  FHHIBOS  Apetierd
TR0 0 SNZTR IR W), BT RO D0eD FTTIT B 20T JeP
V3OO & Jeceean 3T ERWYDPOY W TIODH  HINS  GI



23

@503(553% ROTH  SPOINFTW DO WORRTIT. WD FTT  F|ILOTY  BWOOTB/OTD
PORD JIRFB BT BN BRBY TOOID JeeeA), WORRPATY, & 03T 88
TOTOTI), WA W WO 50365 3Y, WIOT TORFBI, ATVEHLID
AT D) 9z, WEBTONG, 0T 3002 BABIH ATV, H OCY FTOCNRPOT
D0 WO [T, [HEOTY T} OB, JVFF TOINON B BB HOTH
DJ08TYT. WD TT [HEOTd B|VOTTOW  TORRN JDFF TOFD @I
VBEAY NOW  VPTPED  TYY  TOSPEODTON B TOTITI),  WOONB  Tew
DTTRBEMN B, BPTWIBIW, 03PIOBT ARFR TOTITHE  BINOILD Swonds

eD WTTPB|E0D @3, 233 TOTOT QO WRRTVT.

TR0 TB s

TEWD TT [T, T[HEOW TO DR BITONT FRAT FFTT 2,00
DD [BHT VY DB BOMD ROTBFFND VRO OB JFITT N
DRI, WOT AITOE HIIEN FRFONG 20D SROMHIS 20T
DOQFTYT. BB TS [EOT  BVOJOR  DOCH  TJIRD),  WITRRBD
cingyde PIRII 3eBH YYOFTR INT olRPYue FTIYD DOD TIIJ,
30D ATRH JIRTY VRO INOTRATY, TS 2.1 FOT FITIT FIZrN
OB DS D) BT I DOD IIWD TP VY H0W JRORIT
QOW TOATVT. B3WD TS BT, BEOW TWPOTJOT DVED T B, $T
F20eDI0T ATW B[RENY WRY BWONT J0IT QAN RWRPT TF, SONTNY
S033 Brewead, 3RUE) DR, ¢ IeckeD oW F03T WD [ BR
- SoNY PO TORY © WeT TomBI, AQAT 3T [BROTD I DOD
[DTT B 20w ZROMIT HOW  TORTYT. TBWD TT B[RF, FIOW
JPOPT/OD DO TFIW, WO  Ie0TF TR BB,  SeeeleI,
ZOORAPILY ) TR, AYI IRDBROR ZTNOD BB QO FTOS

33, TOF PODFBI), IVFHIWN AF W) 9, WYSPNCIY Q0 3RO
DO DOORTT. V3TD TT [PFY, VICOT BVOTBOW DD BT BT



24

DR IREBRYNAR 3 ToTOB), AQIYTRZOOT & om0 FOME  BR
LYTED 0T [ORTE. Tdeed BT B[PFY, [eOD  F[VODRIOT RO
QOFE TOITOH B JEONL OBEAY QO [T, J3WO B =[P
VIO BOOWDFJOTD AN BJNONTB DD 2DTR[ECH B3, JBOPLD 3B
VBFAY 3PF0TT & TOTRTRI, WO H WEY Fvy DD IOFF
WOTT LRI, 19630 300 228 HooT [VONE  BEO VT 0R30D
TOTRTDR, @0 TIRQ Fedde AR WOBT TOTITH/I), T03POODF) BRBEN
BOPRY 0T TQTB. & ACR FTRNYOT TdWD T TNFY, [IeOD
TRTOBRT, DVWFFLE [W TR DI0ATT.

EES LT



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

