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M.P. JUDICIAL SERVICE (CIVIL JUDGE) MAIN EXAMINATION - 2015

sg@Hid/RollNo. | | | [ |
Tl Tl B AT ¢ 4 | :  Ffad gt @1 | 12
Total No. of Questions : 4 : No. of Printed Pages : 12
JUDGMENT WRITING
—_l U iR
Fourth Paper
agel g
WHI — 300 ©OC - qulics — 100
Time Allowed — 3:00 Hours Maximum Marks - 100
forder —
Instructions :-
1 All questions are compulsory. Answer to all Questions must be given in

one language either in Hindi or in English. In case of any ambiguity
between English and Hindi version of the question, the English version
shall prevail. | -
T ue et €| W U & S) ol SirdT SiUS U HiwT H € % 2 Af
fa=lt 72 & ol iR 2= u1e @ dig $ig Wiewd &, o 3 ure g B |

2. 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 Number or any mark of identification in any form in any place of
the Answer Book not provided for, by which the Answer Book of a
candidate may be distinguished/ identified from others, is strictly
prohibited and shall, in addition to other grounds, entail cancellation of
his/her candidature.
TR IRABT a1 JIRE e @ YIH U8 R i W W 2 sgpHie sifdd
| SR gRaer ¥ Fifde e o afoRe S WE W AU 99 A1 3
STl BIS HHEG AT YgaT BT BIg M Afdd w1 Y 6 el #7 I
gRasT 9t 3 IR GRIDII W ST TR Sl |o, wduT ufafig g &R oy
MR & SRe, ae paffar FReT 3 S T SR €|

3. 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 done.
it SRl @ forgmae Wi iR UsHI BT IMad © | R wEmi @ gn
R TS STR-gRadr # foreae aft qeuieedl / qRieaeanTe & A o
I AT JUSH BT AT DT Jedich el febar T b |

P.T.O.

?@ Teachingninja.in



Q.No./ Question / weH ‘Marks/

Y.sh. : : IcH
SETTLEMENT OF ISSUES
faarerel &1 Reriexo
Q.1 Settle the issues on the basis of the pleadings given here under - 10

PLAINTIFF'S PLEADINGS :- The plaintiff has filed a suit for
eviction and consequential relief against the defendant under the
provisions of M.P. Accommodation Control Act 1961. The
grounds are that he is the owner and landlord of the suit
accommodation in which the defendant is his tenant @ Rs.3000/-
per month. He and his family members reside in a house bearing
Municipal House No.20, Sanjeevani Nagar, Jabalpur. The House
consists of four small rooms measuring 10 feet x 12 feet in
addition to a small kitchen and a living room cum dining room.
His family comprises his wife, two sons aged 24 & 20 years and
one daughter aged 22 years. His children require separate rooms
for their studies. His elder son is marriageable and very soon he
will marry him, then he would require a separate room exclusively
for him. In the circumstances, his present accommodation is
insufficient to fulfill his residential requirements. Therefore, he
‘bonafidely needs the suit accommodation. He has no alternative

- suitable accommodation of his ownership in Jabalpur city. The
defendant has purchased a flat in a posh colony of the city in
which he and his family members has been residing for a year.
Ever since, the defendant has locked the suit accommodation.

WRITTEN STATEMENT :- The defendant has admitted that he
is the tenant of the plaintiff in the suit accommodation @ Rs.
3000/- per month. However, he has denied all the remaining
averments made by the plaintiff in the plaint. He has pleaded that
the plaintiff’s present accommodation consists of 6 big rooms in
addition to a kitchen and a living room cum dining room. The
plaintiff’s eldest son has recently completed his graduation in the
engineering stream and he is already got a job in the campus-
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selection in a company based at Bangaluru. Therefore, after his
joining the job his requirement for a separate room will come to an
end. His wife has purchased a flat with her own income in her
name in which their married son and his family reside. They
occasionally stay with them. He and his four family members still
reside in the suit accommodation. The plaintiff also possesses a
house of his ownership in the city which is suitable for his present
residential needs. In fact, the plaintiff want to let out the suit
accommodation on higher rent after getting him evicted. For this
reason, he has filed the suit on false averments. Therefore, the suit
be dismissed with compensatory cost.

fr=fafaa afaaal @ ER ) fQaes farfaa i |

g1dt @ FHEET — 91 3 I8 d1E Al & fawg e d aikenfis
FETIAT U B AeAvRY W R0 ST 1961 @ WIEEEl @ S
WA R ¥ MR ¥E 2 P a8 9euR HBM Bl W T AR Hfeld
() ® T S TRiardl SHaT 3000 /— HH URERE B R A [PRER
® | 98 g9 # 0F URAR & Wewll & W TR UIfidl Haq HHIb 20
Follge TR, SeAR # HaRRA & | 7 3§ IR Bl &R &, b1 aRkAm
10 BIE X 12 Bl 2| U AR TP BICT YW T 966 T8 IIo P
2| S YREAR ¥ SHH U, 24 T 20 IGT J1 GF UG T 22 UG YA B |
SUS oAl BT SHD SRAT ©F YAP BRI Bl ALIGAT B | SHHT I91 T
fagre a9 & | faele €1 98 SH@! faaE H SR 9 SH UHHd GUd
FER DI MGYIRAl BN | 39 uRRfEl § SEET addE A SHd!
REIRA AR BT of IR g SUAI 2 | S(yd S« dIGUR 3T
vae[‘{iql-llquv HEHAT & | THAR TR H THb U D W[ BT Plg
JBfoud NfouTeE A 8l 2 | URER F TR B el Bie |
v wie B fRaT ¥ R 98 oY URIR @ WEwRl @ 9 U a¥ I RE
RET & | d9Y QAT 3 IIeING Sard H ATl o ¥El ¥ |

gfaarsdt @ sfyaaTd — uidard 7 WeR e 8 & 98 arara smard |
3000 /— ®9A URMAEE P X F dE] BT PRREER & | T SHA ael gRT
IeUH # Y T Ay T el BT Sed BT 8 | 99 I8 Sff¥erEH
a1 & % 9l @ 909 oA H U INISER AR TP d5H g ANl Del
S fIREd 6 g€ PR T | I B S YA F B H B DT wrE
¥ e B & iR SHel HN 989 $gw RUd U $UHl § 8 ghl
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B | VT SHBI AB B B TS oY B LA SAB IDH B P
ATILIHAT TH B SIUHT | S Uil = Wd Pl M A G B 79 W
¥ | 98 IIhaT I AR Sl © | 98 SR SWD IR UIRAING e
39 W1 U A # FaRq € | ) @ U TR A 9% Wifie &
TP 3 ABM 8 S B! IIHH ATAY MRS ¥ SUYEH B |
IR<rd H, 9rdl 99 SHId A B UgEIg TR A B 9= R
W ST AMEAT 2 | 3 BRI | I Heam sifiges axe 91e g far
2 3[AUd UfIaxTHS Fg S A1 d1e Wk a1 5 |

FRAMING OF CHARGES
ARGl S faw==r

Frame a charge/charges on the basis of allegations given here
under.-

PROSECUTION CASE / ALLEGATIONS - Surendra Singh
was a driver of a truck with registration no. HR 55 R7750. On
20.10.2015 he was carrying the truck from Gwalior to Shivpuri.
On the way before his truck, Ram Singh was driving a truck
bearing registration no. MH 31- 7851 in a rash and negligent
manner causing endanger to human life and injury to any other
person and he was not allowing Surendra Singh to take his truck
forward. Ram Singh stopped his truck near a Dhaba which falls
under the territorial jurisdiction of Police Station Satnawad. Seeing
that, Surendra Singh also stopped his truck. Thereafter, he took
strong objections to the said acts of Ram Singh. Thereupon an
altercation broke out between them. In the course of which Ram
Singh committed marpeet with Surendra Singh with an iron rod.
As a result, he suffered fracture in his right Tibia bone. He also
damaged his truck and thus caused him a loss of 8000/- rupees in

terms of money.

FrafafRaa sl & smaR R Ry faRfag #IR |

T BT I/ JAFGT — = RiE £F TSI 16 TIeiR
55 3R—7750 BT Il AT | I 20.10.15 BT I8 €b Bl WiferR A
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REGE of ST T A1 | S9D $F B AF IJANE H USigd HHIG AT
31—7851 DI IdldeiU AR ATRAEIYdd aXid W Il J&T o forad fed
3 AT Bl I &l T AFaSad FHed~ &l &1 o7 AR I8 IR
g B SHET ¢ AN &l of H T V&7 AT | YERE 7 SHPI b Uh
34 & U I, Sl & Yferd o AdaEe & I SFfteR # e @
| I8 SWIR G g 7 A AT €F AT | TAvE 9EH YERE B
SR Pl B U el AURT ol TER I Al & 19 BERgA & TS|
39 ERFE YEE 9 P RiE & 9 dlR @1 B ¥ ARGE #1 |
URUTAREY, IE6T Slfesil ST ke | 47 ga | S99 S99 ¢ &I A
~ &PING D1 3R §9 6 S & & ©Y H 8000,/ — HIY @I B TS |

JUDGMENT/ORDER (CIVIL) WRITING (CJ-IT)
fota /e (Rafaa) <= (o-n)

Q.3 Write a judgment on the basis of pleadings and evidence given 40
here under after framing necessary issues and analyzing the

evidence, keeping in mind the provisions of relevant Law/Acts :-
Plaintiff’s Pleadings :- 1. Plaintiff Om Pal Singh, instituted a
suit for recovery of Rs. 54,450/- against the defendant on the basis
of a promissory note dated 6™ May, 1982. It was averred in the
plaint that the defendant being in need of money requested the
plaintiff in the month of April, 1982 to give him a loan of Rs.
40,000/-. The plaintiff agreed and gave him a loan of Rs. 40,000/-
on 6" May, 1982. After receiving the said amount in cash, the
defendant executed a promissory note on the same day with a
stipulation to repay the same on demand along with interest at the
rate of 12% p.a. However, the defendant failed to repay the
amount despite several oral demands. A registered notice dated
15th April, 1985 was sent by’ the plaintiff to the defendant
demanding repayment of the said amount. Despite receipt of the
said notice, the defendant did not return the amount. Therefore,
the plaintiff filed the suit for recovery of the aforesaid amount
along with interest at the rate of 12% p.a.

Defendant’s Pleadings :- 2. The defendant in the written
statement has denied that he had ever borrowed a sum of Rs.
40,000/- from the plaintiff and executed any promissory note on
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6th May, 1982. It was alleged by him that the promissory note is
a forged document. It was also alleged by him that the suit is
filed by the plaintiff in collusion with his brother Netra Pal Singh,
who is an attesting witness to the promissory note.

Plaintiff’s Evidence :- 3. In support of the case, plaintiff Om
Pal Singh examined himself as PW-1 and also examined two
witnesses, namely, his brother Netra Pal Singh, PW-2 and
Malkhan Singh, as PW-3.

4. P.W. 1 Om Pal Singh, the plaintiff, stated that the
defendant took a loan of Rs. 40,000/- on interest at the rate of
12% per annum from him on 6th May, 1982 in the presence of his
brother Netra Pal Singh, Gurvinder Singh and Malkhan Singh
executing the promissory note Ex. P1. He also stated that the
defendant signed the promissory note at points A and B. Malkhan
Singh signed at point C and Netra Pal Singh at point D.

5. In his cross-examination he denied the suggestion that no loan
was advanced to the defendant and that he had forged the
promissory note. He denied the suggestion that Malkhan Singh
was not present at that time. He stated that he had sold his vehicle
HRP-2128 at the relevant time and, therefore, he had the money
with him. He admitted that his brother had also advanced a loan to
the defendant.

6. Netra Pal Singh P.W. 2 stated that Om Pal Singh, the plaintiff,
advanced a loan of Rs. 40,000/~ on interest at the rate of 12% per
annum to the defendant in his presence and that of Malkhan Singh
whereupon the defendant executed the promissory note Ex. PI.
‘He also stated that the plaintiffs had sold his vehicle for Rs.
1,80,000/- and he paid the loan amount out of the amount.

7. In cross-examination, P.W. 2 admitted that the suit which he
had filed against the defendant was dismissed by the Court of
Additional District Judge and that as against the said judgment he
filed an appeal which is pending in the High Court.

8. Malkhan Singh P.W. 3 deposed that he knows the plaintiff and
the defendant, that he borrowed Rs. 40,000/~ from the plaintiff on
6" May, 1982 and that at that time he, the plaintiff, Netra Pal
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Singh and others were present. According to him, the defendant
himself brought the typed promissory note and Om Pal Singh
gave Rs. 40,000/ to him whereupon the defendant executed the
promissory note Ex. P1. He had also proved signature of him and
those of the defendant and Netra Pal Singh on the promissory note
Ex.-Pl:

9 In cross-examination he denied the suggestion that the
plaintiff did not pay Rs. 40,000/- in cash to the defendant. He also
denied the suggestion that he was not present when the
promissory note was executed by the defendant.

Defendant’s Evidence :- 10. The defendant examined
himself as DW1 and closed his evidence. He denied having
executed any promissory note on the said date. He also denied his
signature at points A and B on the promissory note and asserted
that those were not his signatures. He admitted his signatures on
the vakalatnama executed by him in favour of his Advocate. He
also stated that except signing at point PA on the vakalatnama, he
had not signed any other document. He furhter stated that he had
not even signed the written statement at point PB. He also denied

his signature on the application moved by him under Section 151
of the Code of Civil Procedure.

Arguments Plaintiff :- 11. The counsel appearing for the
plaintiff contended that execution of the promissory note dated
6th May, 1982 is duly proved by the plaintiff and his witnesses.
Malkhan singh P.W. 3, who is an independent witness.

Arguments Defendant - 12. The learned counsel appearing for
the defendant contended that the promissory note was a forged
and fabricated document and, therefore, no reliance should be
placed on it. It was also submitted by him that the court is not
competent to compare the signatures given by the defendant in the
Court on 13th March, 1991 with disputed signatures allegedly
made by the defendant at point AB on the promissory note Ex.P1.
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frafafed afeal & smeR W faee RfE SRR @ T
&1 fadaa $=d gu Gaftm fafy/affam @ gaTa geas &)
e | v@d gy Fola fafed — |

ardl & AfaaT —

1— dTe] AR o Uil & faReg IFRRT A f&Ae 06051982 &
AR WR 54,450 /—6Ud P 9l 2 e ARerd f&ar| acus # a8 Fer
a7 5 gfcrardl o1 gRIRT @ AEeIHAT BF R SHD g oo 1982 H
ATl BIR B0 0T <51 &l (Aaqe fbar 11| a7l Head gayl e S
gfarel &I =Ml 89k w9 &1 oiF f&ld 06—05—1982 dI T | Sad
- XIR AE 9w wRe gfar 3 Te 9N die wuifed fear R
Seellgd o {6 I IR A T9 W 12 wfowra ufay & & |1 a9g
B | S0P dI9je Ufaard) SR—9R Hifgsd AT 6 o W IRy amd
B H B 8| a€l §RT QB 15-04—1985 Bl U@ &1 S <afdr
Bl A9 YA B B fod Uolied Aifed e fsar | fifew g
XA B qraeie A1 Ufcard] | IR ao T8 1| gafe ardl 3 SR
RIRT @1 12 Ui aiffes <019 & W1 ayell 89 a8 URd fhan |

gifaqret & siffga7 —

o— Ufardl = SaEerar § 9l | 9ol 89X w9d RO o Ug fedie
06—05—1982 I UIH¥NI Hle HuIfed &3+ ¥ Yoic: SHR 1| gfearey grr
g et fhar a1 & gREd e Ueh Boll Sxdladt & | 98 ey fear
T &5 At 7 3 H1g FAUTRE, S AR AlC BT U YAV ael
e, B 9 MR axe 918 URd R 2|

qrel @l Gy —

3— dal o 37U Uef wHH H W Bl Arcl Gl G 1 b wy oS
ST TAT & I AT BHIT U 9[E AIAUTANE U9 7 go@ERig &I
Il AE HHIB 2 U9 3 B ©9 H W WIS R |

4— JIQT AHUTARE G001 = BT 6 Ufarsy 5 SHY aTelig 8ok w0
BT T 12 UfaRId Ufqay aif¥e <o WX Hid 06—05—1982 HI U HTS
TIUTIE, [HQdNiE U9 AEMNIE a1 g & gHel form o | ardl 3 U8
A Fel & Iad FT & YAV SR Gfadel 3 9ot Ol 1 BT 9E |
Fuifed f&ar & ar<l 7 I8 41 s {6 ufqard) 5 9He) |9le W) U g 41
forgal W eWER Y o Well FaamiiE 3 9@ g ® 9 S5ueiiE
7 S g W SRR 6y I |

5— Ufqu¥ierer § ardl 4 39 g 9 $HR BAr {5 99d g’ BE kU
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TE! foar Tar o7 o Boil YA e SR fhar WA B | S 9 gEi
Bl 4l HBR fHaT b ST FH TR AGEHNGE SuURYd el a7 S99
Hel T |- AUAT A8 TF03IR0YI0—2128 Tcadqd & <97 o iR sdIfor)
IS U 89 T gERINT off | ST WIeR BT 6 S9e 9iE grr 9
wferardl @1 For & w2 B |

6— TAUTARNIE G002 < I8 WY & b de MuIeE 3 12 ufaed
ey e W 9 89R WU BT RV 99! U4 HOEFGE B
SR # fear o 59 . 9 vt dio1 &1 e e ufdare! = duifed
fHar o1 | IEH I8 Wl Pl & d’T 7 SISI dl8d Uh ag T EIR
-JUd H 997 o 3R o I H ¥ I T AR Y= Bl |

7— gi0]102 7 GfuRIerr § dar {6 S Sl are ufaardl & e aftRe
fS7err el & ey # uwgd fBAT o, 98 ORY gem o7 U9 S
oia & fI%g S8 aUd URGd @1 § O S99 R § dfed 2|

8— HeI@MNIE dI0W03 7 WA # I8 Pl b 98 del U9 ufqardl &l
STFET & Ud wfaarel 3 ardl 9 fedie 06—05—1982 &1 ATl 89R WU
ol & | 99 9AY 98, a1dl, AAUTig Ud 3= SuRYd o | Ufare] &Y
CISUYET UHER AIE AT oA iR Uiz 7 areii 9k ©0 89 o
g O R | UfareT ¥ SUs 99 Ues @ 1 &1 RN Al [uifed
far 27| S99 Usel U 1 & W dle RS9 WY B, ufdardr g
FIATARTE ® gEER GHIvE f5 |

9— FRIIRIET § I 9 Ged H SRABR a7 6 ardl 3 el golR
Y gidrel @ e T8l 3| S 39 g @ N sRdieR fhar fH
WY YHAR) He gfdaral 7 wuifed fhar 99 98 Hivig & T8 o |

glaarct &1 aeg —

10— 9fcardl 9 wd B ufdodot & w9 ¥ Wit fFar ik s |y
THI BT | S B e W) BiE N A He duiiRd & A ¥BR
fehar| S UAER) Ale W U 9T & WEl R UH gER B 9
SHR fHaT 91 I8 H8T {5 Sa SRR SS9 T8l 8 | 991 U A Hye
& U H AT IHhTadar T IR 4l SRR B WieR fhar | 99 98
FE % IHATH R g Nowo W TR BXD IS B o D
JfaRF ST g BT exawl |uifed =8f fhar| S8 3T ®er b
IGB gRT SaEerd W Godo fg ©® ) saer 78 5 ™ ¥ oW
U ERT UG B3 T gRT 151 Wodiowdo & ded TR i e+ BER
g ¥ $HR feHar |
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d® arel —

11— 9 & AMTS gRT db AT 1T % 06—05—1982 BT THAY A
BT WUGH 9l Ud S Wierl gRT faffaq it fhar mRm g
AAGTHRIE q0|01 Th o= arll 2 |

d® gfaard’ — |

12— Yfars] @1 IR 0 SuRerd fagm aiffMee grT a6 fear mar &

UHER A U Boil g1 AT exdidel 8, ford R &Ie wRiar =gl fobar
ST Hhdl| S99 gRT I8 9 Per 731 & gfdard) gnt e 13—03—1991

B AT # Y T sWRR & fAarfed sRR 3 AdE e B o

eTH FEl B S BIUg w9 | ufaare! gRT Uy Mot & U Jic )R U 4
T § ga 1 § |

fvla /e (qifs®) @+ (IMFC)
JUDGMENT/ORDER (CRIMINAL) WRITING (JMFC)
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 on the

concerning law.
Prosecution Case :- The Prosecution case is that complainant

Kuldeepak on 29-08-2007 submitted a written application at city
Kotwali in which it is mentioned that he has got a shop of motor
parts in the name of Ganga Automobiles situated at Jagatdev
Talab. On 24-08-2007 at about 9:00 PM he went to his house after
closing the shop. On 25-08-2007 at 9:00 AM, when he opened the
shop, he found that the motor parts were scattered. Two crown of
GNA Company used in TATA vehicles costing Rs. 7,000/- were
not found. On the basis of this report the crime No. 587/2007
under sections 457, 380 of IPC was registered. Site map was
prepared. The disclosure statement of the accused was recorded on
08.09.2007 and pursuant to it, two crowns were seized from the
house of the accused. The statements of the witnesses were
recorded. After completing the investigation the charge sheet was
filed in the Court of Judicial Magistrate First Class.

Defence Plea :- The accused denied the charges and his defence
is that he has been falsely implicated.
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Evidence for prosecution :- The Prosecution examined as many
as five witnesses in support of its case. Complainant Kuldeepak
(PW-1) proved the FIR Ex.P/1 lodged by him. He deposed the
fact of breaking the lock of his shop and theft of aforesaid articles
therefrom and deposed the fact of identification of articles.
Investigating officer (PW-2) deposed the fact regarding the memo
and seizure of stolen property. Rajaram (PW-3) and Gopal
(PW-4) were examined to prove memo and seizure but they have

not supported the prosecution case. They are declared hostile.
Nayab Tahsildar (PW-5) deposed the fact of identification of
articles.

Evidence for defence :- Accused examined himself in defence
and denied the allegations against him and took a defence of false
implication due to enemity.

Arguments of Prosecutor :- The Prosecutor has argued that the
prosecution has proved the case beyond reasonable doubt 'against the
accused. Hence, the accused be convicted and sentenced suitably.
Arguments of Defence Counsel :- Learned Counsel for the
accused submitted that the complainant lodged FIR with inordinate
delay of 04 days and no reason for delay has been given. The
recording of disclosure statement on 08-09-2007 of the accused at
Ganga Auto Mobile, is also not true and the police has not seized
the stolen articles from his possession. The police has made the
concocted story in this regard. The identification of the stolen
articles has not been done properly, therefore, the prosecution has
not proved the case beyond reasonable doubt against the accused.
Therefore, accused be acquitted of the charges.

A fod T Ao @ AMd P MR UR AR faxfaa &Y den
1 el T qeEl, iR 9 9@l @ AER R iy fivg 99T,
T garol oty fafad —

HFIGT &1 gHevT — ARINHE & el I8 § 6 BRI Gadus 3
290820073%%@%@1%@%{%331&@9@%%@%
Sl fHar a7 o 6 AT Sife) HeEed B M W HieR UH @ S9S
g® STed dleld H R 21 24.08.2007 Bl &9 9:00 o1 WY I8
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P §8 PR B UL AU HR Gl AT o7 faHATd 25.08.2007 B ST
GIE 9:00 Io, ST9 S G Wiell Al Ig I & Aiexureq Bt g F |
SIIUHT BUHT & ST IS RTTdT SUART <el BUHl & dredl § gar & dof
S9! @Md 7,000 /— B9 ofl, 781 TT Y| 39 RO B AR R AR
W. 587 /2007 WG, ® SIRT 457, 380 & AT <o fhar 74T| Fa=T AT
TR fdar T g BT gdhed HUF fAe 08.09.2007 B afifoRad
fbar AT 9P SR W I HRT AMIA B R W oW (HU Y|
el & BT AMARIT By Y| ST Y BN B UTHIq ARG I
Ifa® AfRg e qo¥ Sofl & =rarery 3 ud fasar |

gitRen Afae — YT 7 SIRY W IBR 51| SHHl ¥=g I8 & fF
Y FOT BT T R |

AR B W — IS F U U B wRdE § Uiy e @
BT BIC & | BRI HASIS @A 1) 7 SHD gRI o THIEIIR.
Tee . 1 B AT fHAT 2| SEN B Ned ghM W AEE B aN &
AT IG BT UgAM D Tl BT HAF (BT & | fAdwer ¥y @ 2) |
A TG AN B g BT O B Heg H B fbar 2| WUSIRE (141 3)
Tq MU (T 4) B FA Td ST b1 WG B D fw wifdd awrar
T fbeg SR SIS @ FER BT wHeE TR e ¥ O veed
YT fpar 71 8| T TEAAER Q19 5) 5 9 P! UgdM BRIY
® TG BT HIF 6T 7 |

A9 W — JAWNGdd F g9d H AT B BT 2 SR N e
SIU U Ul &l SHR fHar 91 I8 999 formr & 5 R & R
S 3T GHET AT B | |

ARRISTS HT a5 — AWIAST & T8 7 B AW 7 aHS By
IR B Tog Iayga Hes ¥ W Tfed w) far 8| gafery sifga
P! IRIE B SUYH IS fadT WY |

S99 _3fe@ad »1 a% — AWYdE & fagH ofdge 7 o feur &
BRI = GqH a1 RUIE 04 T & SRR faedm & g SR & T
[AcT &1 P BRU &1 IaR1 TAT 2| IFgI 7 B 08.09.2007 B
AT ST Higged W WIed HUF F81 Y iR Yfery & S9a Feol I IR
Pl TXIE S el B | Y 7 §9 A ¥ FIEd BEEl 9918 8 | AR
gs IS Bl UgAH ST TY [ AL B TS ¥ | sy e W
A B AgH b fOee gfoaga WeE W W wifed wE fear 2
FHTY Y ERT BT Sy fBar S|

FhHhhiik
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