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All questions are compulsory. Answers to all the 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.

Tt g fard g1 9 gl © SR Rl Srerar Ul Ue ¥y # € eN
g1 I fadl yo9 @ 3ol 3k R ue & = oI dfewar & U U
AT BT |

Write your Roll No. in the space provided on the first page of Answer-
Book or Supplementary Sheet. Any attempt to disclose identity, in any
other part thereof, shall disqualify the candidature.

IR GRAST AT RSP e & Yo U8 R e ®IF R 8 Agshaid ifdd
F| Tl TR | B oy W W Bz W UgEE R W AW T PR W
SILIECIMBENEC R RYIcEI

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.
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Q.No.
/ 93b.

1(a)

1(b)

1(c)

1(d)

1(e)

RULES AND ORDERS (CIVIL & CRIMINAL)
M U9 ey (9eR U4 3muRIfea)

Question / 9¥4

Explain with the help of related rules of M.P. Civil Court Rules
1961 what measures have to be taken by the court while issuing
commission for local investigation?

Ay, R =omarea o9 1961 @ Gefed HOHl & T W R Y
5 g O & v $HeE ORI &Rd 99T ISTd Bl RIT—T
BICEIE RIS RGN

What procedure is to be adopted by the court after preparation
the decree under M.P.Civil Court Rules 1961. Explain with
relevant rules.

HOY0 FIER AT 94, 1961 & I BT TR &1 B
eeTq B A Ul U & §RT IUAS oHT ARy ?
Hefrg from afed we S|

Explain the rules that have been provided regarding framing of
issues under rules 144-145 M.P. Civil Court rules 19617

e gl @1 faveer 'g A9 Rifde <o | 1961 & A
144—145 # IUSRT Al & We IR

When it is necessary as per rules 176 of M.P. Rules and Orders
(Criminal) for theprevious conviction to be stated in the
charge and how can previous conviction be proved?

Ay, 99 & oeyr (Q1fe®d) & 99 176 & AR 3IRIY § &9 gd 319
fafg \sgmf?gdﬁ?mmwiwqwméaﬂ?@a‘mﬁ?ﬁgﬁwﬁﬁaﬁm
Hapell 87

Explain the provisions relating to verification of solvency of
sureties under rules 742-743 of M.P. Rules and Orders
(Criminal)?

Y. g8 U9 omew (Q1fes) & Fa| 742743 # gfcngall &1 wwe™ e &
[T & U™l Bl W Divd ?
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Q.No.

/ 9.5h.

(1)

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

KNOWLEDGE OF CURRENT LEADING CASES
gaferd sfaeial &1 99

Question / 9

Briefly state the principles of law laid down in the following
cases and also point out divergence, if any, from the view as
taken in the earlier decisions on the subject.

f=faRea gaxon A gftoriea ol & Rigral &1 ey d 9vi| S
3R weftrg fawg W gdaddt fofal # fod W R ¥ fagem, Ik @
g1, dl 3 B |

Laxmi v. Union of India (AIR 2015 SC 3662)
de fIvg  gfad offd e (T IS, 3R, 2015 — U IS 3662)

Anvar P.V. Vs. P.K. Basheer and others (AIR 2015 SC 180)
IR U141 fovg Wla. ¥R Ud oY (TSME.3IR. 2015 — HH BIC 180)

Mathuramalingam and others Vs. State by Inspector of Police
2016 CrLJ-4165 (SC)

HRMITH Td 31 favg o0 gRT ST 31k aiferd

2016 CrLJ-4165 (UM 12)

Lalita kumari Vs. Government of UP and others

(2014) 2 S.C.C.-1
FferdT HAN! g SU. 59 T4 319 (2014) 2 TAHLHAL 1

Question / 934
Summaries (in 150 to 200 words) the facts contained in the
following passage —
Alternative Dispute Resolution mechanism provides for an
additional forum in the dispute resolution mechanism.

A dispute precedes a litigation. A dispute is raised
because of ignorance on the part of the disputant. The
relationship between the litigants becomes bitter when his
ignorance about his right is fuelled by his ego. With a view to
resolve the dispute, its source must be traced. The mool mantra
of mediation, conciliation is empowerment. The disputant must
be empowered which would mean that they must have adequate
knowledge as regards existence or extent of their right under a
statute or a custom. Once a disputant is empowered by making
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him aware of his right or the extent thereof, the dispute may
come to an end.

Mediation should be part of the juvenile criminal
justice system. For non-violent offenders, victim-offenders
mediation may be applied under the supervision of the criminal
justice system caseworkers, which would help both sides to
humanize and rehabilitate each other. Mediation may be a part
of family counseling. It may also be a part of the civil court
system where parties to law suits are aided in settlement
negotiations aimed at helping them find their own best interest.
It may be a part of the community action. It may be employed in
labour dispute seeking to improve any conflict and feelings in
the workplace. It is, however, now always alternative to the
formal justice system purported to be conducted by "real human
beings" rather than lawyers.

The concept of employing alternative dispute
resolution has undergone a sea change with the insertion of
Section 89 in the Code of Civil Procedure. The parliament
intervened having regard to the success stories of its effective
implementation in other countries, particularly, in United States of
America where the settlement rate rose upto 94%. Initially, there
would be resistance to the system both from a section of the Bar
and the Bench but a positive change in the outlook is necessary. As
a lawyer or a judge each at one time of his life or other play some
role in settlement of a few cases and thus, there is no reason as to
why at least some of us would not buy the idea.

Conciliation and mediation should now be a regular
process in every case which comes to the court as it is now
empowered to force the purpose for taking recourse to
mediation and conciliation or arbitration as well as to judicial
settlement. Legislation however, by itself may not be sufficient.
It must be done by motivating others. Settlement at mediation or
conciliation, however, must ensure a fair procedure. No party
should go back with a feeling that some settlement had been
forced upon them although the same may be arrived as a result
of reasonable persuasion.
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Jpfeqss faare wamE o &1 U@ aifaRed w9 faarst @
foRTERTT & foy Ul SR & |

qHeHarel & 4 e fdae femm Ear 21 e fEg,
faaremal & T @ U # STSHATEY S Bl & | JHeHdIel &
MUY T HE B O & o1 S U PR B YR A ITD
IEGREY! o4 | WR W 2| fIae & F9E @ e 4 IAD I
P WIS B ST AR B | AEIRIAT U6 I BT oS FLGRA BRI
g 8| faaesal & dwed g9 aifed, e aod 98 © 6 9%
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IPR 7 IRFR & AR & I19q F9ad fhar Sar g, faare @ o
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AEIRIAT B SI-TSel JATURIEE: U1 AT &I 3 BT =112 |

feds AREOT & fog GifSa—eruvrell weuverdl &1 SUINT ATuRIES
Y IR B DY Wb (AEINTE FRGARN) B a@xE H BT o
AHe! 8, AT & AFIIHRT Td gAard Sl 8l Usall | Werdd BN |
HegRerdT URAR IR BT T 3T 8 Fhdl 8| SHD AT B Aeg=eudl
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At AL fFar o1 Faar &, 99 o 839 | qaue ud 9l § gER
f6ar ST WH| TE oW MumiRe < awRn & Gdew & S &
IRIfa® A @ gRT Farferd far S 2|
Jpfoud faare IARTE &1 GURIT H e GREdd 9RT 89 HGER
UfBaT AR & \HEY W §IN B | 3D I QT fRITHR IHRBT STET
FEE BT gfoed 94 Uwd ®, @ Y9Il BT @) Shadl bl q@d
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TE 8 5 &1 H 9 §B @ 39 fJgR & AT o |

T U4 AeaRRId] <A & e 3 aTel Y- A A U
Fafya gfear 891 a1ty a9ifs ~marerd &1 <fie A © A &
HEORIAT Ud AHSICT JAa] NI ST TR o1 & forg Heraa fan
T 2| TEf) 59 U B dad e g # ygia €Y ®, swe forw
Y AN B YiAed B M @1 ORI HAT © | AEUReIAT Siedl
TSl & gRT fdae & FRexw & o g 9% gk ufear &
awad B BIg T UeT 39 WiaAT B Q1Y 999 e} o ey B e
RO REGwY §3T & |

SETTLEMENT OF ISSUES

Settle the issues on the basis of the pleadings given
hereunder

Pleadings of the plaintiff :-

Plaintiff A is the owner of House No.110 situated at Malviya
Nagar, Jabalpur. He purchased this house from his aunt M on
12th April, 2005 through a registered sale-deed for a
consideration of Rs.1,50,000/-. At present, he is living as a
tenant in M's another house and he has no other house of his
own in the town. At the time of purchase, the defendant B was
residing on the ground-floor of the house on a monthly rent of
Rs.750/-. On 30th July, 2005 he and M gave a notice to the
defendant directing him to pay rent to him in view of the sale
but the defendant failed to comply with the direction. Ultimately
the plaintiff, by his notice dated 14th May, 2006 terminated the
tenancy and demanded arrears of rent and also asked the
defendant to vacate the accommodation as it was required for
his own residence. However, the defendant in his reply dated
20th May, 2006 denied the title of the plaintiff and refused to
pay any rent to him saying that the so-called sale-deed is a sham
document prepared for the purpose of his eviction. Hence, the
suit was filed on 2nd September, 2006 for eviction on the
grounds mentioned in Section 12(1)(a)(c) and (e) of the M.P.
Accommodation Control Act, 1961 and for recovery of arrears
of rent.

Pleading of the defendant:-

The defendant has taken the suit accommodation on rent from

10



M right from the year 1997, M was trying to evict him and
therefore, she also filed suits in the year 1997 and 2001, which
were dismissed on 20th September 1998 and 06th January 2002.
Thereafter, the said sale-deed was brought into existence mala
fidely for the purpose of evicting him from the suit
accommodation. The plaintiff has been living with M and also
managing her property and business. The plaintiff has no need
of the suit accommodation. As such, the suit is liable to be
dismissed with costs.

frr=ifea aal @ MR WX eyl B AT difod —
qrdY & IfaaT —

& A’ ATE TR, WeAYR § IARYT T AR 110 BT WAl B |
IHH U I A | g8 Y8 12 WS 2005 Bl 1,50,000/— BUY
Ufwe @ 95l Goiigd famd — fdelg & Argd | d [Har o1 | adqH
H#ag A 3 5 o=y ' A 9Ok fIRer o #= <@ ' &R S9e
U ¥R # U1 S g o Y Rl 7| I @ 9y gfael 9
S 8 @ Ydd WX 750 /— JUY UfGATE & fBRIY R g R VET o7 |
30 TS 2005 B SE1 T4 “H” 7 UfqdEl B 99 g Rl Hd gU
Aifew f&ar 5 a8 fama &1 gfewd @ gU S AR e o wifd
yftrare) 99 ST &7 Ure Rl @R U | JAdarTedr ardl 7 e 14 798
2006 PY 309 AIfcd ¥ fRRER & @ &R fear R fvw &
ARRET BT ANT B 3R WA Ufard] &1 98 e Reh &1 & fog
FeT e SHa 7o Frara 8q siuen &1 78 of,
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TEES 2| SOfelT A8 U_e RIE AgFer oI 1961 d1 ORI
12(1)@),(), 3R (@) ¥ SfooRad R &R adl 7 d5@ell & foly &R
vy @ sraf¥rel &1 agel @ fog 12 RYdeR 2006 1 a1 U T |

gfardl & fraed —

yfaardY ¥ 99 1997 W B’ F IEU  WIH Bl fhvw ) form B
“q IW deEel BN BT YA B I8 AT AR sAfGIY S a9 1997 Td
2001 ¥ gre qRgel fhu o R 20 RIdeR 1998 TAT 6 TIHAXT 2002 T
QRS P T 17| ausad 99 Iy faokg &1 au ®IHF |
IR Sl B FAS RV 9 W SR H Rl 1| drel
“q @ G I R ET © IR S9dT WURT U9 Fadrd &l |l Jdy B
JET 2| IS P AU W P PIE AGIIGAT 8l B gAY I I
RS fy oI arg 2 |




JUDGMENT WRITING
fofa der

Question / 931

JUDGMENT WRITING

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 :-

Plaintiff’s Pleadings :-

According to the plaintiff, defendant is his brother, and both are
doing goldsmith business in the name of Shrirangarika Dye
Cutters, at the house no. 67 Chandni Chowk, Ratlam. The
house No. 67 situated in Chandni Chowk was purchased by
plaintiffs, defendant and their wives Nirmala, Brijbala and their
parents through various sale deeds from its owner of Inayat Ali
and Mamunabi. Nirmala and Brijbala purchased open land area
of house number 67 through sale deeds dated 31.12.82 and the
payment of Rs 16,000 was made by Nirmala and Brijbala. The
plaintiff and the defendant purchased the other part of the
building from Mammonabi for Rs 47,000/- on 31.12.82. The
plaintiff and the defendant, again jointly bought another part of
that house on 31.12.82 for Rs 16,000/-. The other part of the
said building was purchased by their father Banshilal on 28.1.83
for Rs 16,000 /- and their mother, Basantibai had purchased a
portion of the said building from Kalimuddin on 28.1.83 for Rs.
20,000/-. Plaintiff, defendant, their wives and parents had jointly
filed a suit to evict the tenant Maniklal Hingde residing in
purchased House No. 67. The plaintiff and the respondent had
obtained the permission from the municipal corporation to
construct the building on 10.08.98, and construction was done.
The plaintiffs and the defendants used to stay in different rented
house, before purchasing the said building and receiving vacant
possession. Newly constructed building is not being enough,
defendant is staying in a rented house with his family. The
plaintiff and the respondent are doing joint business in the name
of Shrirangarika Dye Cutters. The defendant has opened a shop
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in the name of Shringranika Jewelers on the front portion of the
house, without permission of the plaintiff. The plaintiff made an
oral plea to the respondent for partition of the house, but the
defendant kept on avoiding. Then plaintiff through his advocate,
send a registered letter on 18.8.2005, whose false answer was
given by the defendant. Defendant had accepted the title and
possession of the plaintiff in the house, but refused to divide it.
After giving notice, the defendant and his son stopped the
plaintiff from doing business of Shringarika Dye Cutters and has
not given its account as well. If a reasonable division of the
disputed house is not feasible, then he agrees to divide it in
another way, although the plaintiff want half portion of the shop
in which he and defendant were doing business in the name of
Shringarika Dye Cutters. Cause of action starts from the date
18.8.05 on which notice was issued to the defendant and
continued thereafter. The value of suit house is Rs 10 lakh, on
its half value i.e. Rs. 5 lacs, court fees is being paid Therefore,
the house described by A, B, C, D, in the plaint map, should be
divided between him and the defendant, if the physical division
is not possible, then division should be done according to the
provisions of the Partition Act. The defendant is using the entire
house, therefore, an annual compensation of Rs 25,000 should
be given till he gets the vacant possession of his share in the
house. The family settlement and wills made by Mother
Basantibai are completely false, Basantibai did not have the
right to execute the will.

Defendant’s Pleadings :-

The defendant has denied the plaintiff's plea. Has expressed that
the plaintiff and respondent did not do business in the name of
Singarika Dye Cutter, that business belongs to his father
Banshilal, after his death the defendant used to do the said
business with his son Ashish. The said business was reduced
due to change, so his son has launched a new business under the
name of Shringarika Jewelers. The name of Shrangarika Dye
Cutters was in the record only, the defendant has proceeded to
get the license canceled in the municipality and the said
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business has closed. No house was purchased by the wives
plaintiff and the defendant on 31.12.82, only the sale deeds was
made in the name of the family members and whole
considerations were paid by their father, out of the income of
family business. The family members including plaintiff and
his wife did not give any consideration, only their name were
written in the sale deed. Family members did not had any
separate income. Father Banshilal was the Karta of the joint
family, he used to do business and support the family. The
eviction suit, against tenant was filed by the defendant alone and
power of attorney was given in his name and he had obtained
empty possession of the house. After acquiring the vacant
possession, a new house was made by the defendant, without
taking any monetary help from the plaintiff. The plaintiff was
not ready to live in the newly constructed house, as he was
living in rented house at Tata Town house separately.
Application for permission to build the building was given in
the name of all the members as it belong to the family.
Plaintiff's wife was of extreme quarrelsome nature, did not
respect the family members, used to quarrel. Therefore, during
his life time Bansilal had made family arrangements and
plaintiff was separated from the family. The plaintiff had never
done joint business in name of Singarika Dye Cutters. The
defendant and his family were doing business with the father.
Neither the plaintiff has made oral request for partition, nor
the defendant has given assurances. Both have no relation for
many years. The plaintiff has no cause of action. The proper
valuation has not been done by the plaintiff. The value of the
disputed location is 50,000/- per square feet, so the valuation
should have been according to the market value and court fees
should have been paid according to market value. There is a
dispute about the partition of the family property, but not all the
members of the family have been made a party. So suit is not
maintainable. In lieu of the share of the property belonging to
the Joint Family, plaintiff has taken his share which includes
jewelery, house, land, plots in Gopal Goshala Colony and open
land of house No. 66 of Chandni Chowk which he has sold and
received consideration himself. He has falsely filed the suit. The
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plaintiff had abdicated his right to disputed house during the
lifetime of Bansi Lal. His suit is barred by limitation. Therefore,
his suit should be dismissed.

Plaintiff’s Evidence :-

In support, the plaintiff has submitted the mutation order of
municipal corporation and its order sheet, property tax
documents, application for permission of building construction,
construction permission, copy of assessment register and shop
cash memo in the name of Ramesh Kumar Banshilal Soni.
Plaintiff witness no. 1 Vijay Kumar is the brother-in-law of
plaintiff. He stated that the plaintiff and defendant used to do
business in the disputed house in the name of Shringarika Dye
Cutters. The house was purchased and built jointly by Ramesh,
Nand Kishore and their wife Nirmala and Brijbala. The plaintiff
has not been given share in the house, although he demanded for
his share. He stated that dye-cutting work is now not in
circulation. He accepted that there was no discussion for
partition between the plaintiff and the defendant in front of him.
Plaintiff 2 Ramesh Soni stated that he and respondent used to
jointly do business. The defendant has stopped him from
working in the shop, he has not given the account. He has
admitted that the two brothers had good relation, so the sale
deed was jointly executed. It has also been said that he, his
father, brother used to work in the same shop, the license of the
shop was in the name of the defendant. His wife also made
jewelry in the house, but has not presented any evidence of it.
He has accepted that he had purchased a plot in Gopal Gaushala
Colony in his name and a plot in the Housing Board Colony in
the name of wife, but he has not given any details of his and his
wife personal income at that time nor presented the bank
statement. He denied that his father, Banshilal had purchased
both the plot in his and his wife name and had given him the
money to build the house, when he had separated from the
family. He has also acknowledged that the houses purchased by
all the registries had been broken down into a single unit. He has
accepted that while building was being made, he and his wife
did not object that their houses should be made separately.
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Defendant’s Evidence :-
The defendant has presented the bills of purchase of building
material and will deed made by Basanti Bai, in which he had

given all her movable immovable property to his grandson
Ashish Kumar. Basanti Bai's death certificate dated 06.03.10
was also filed. In addition to this, the plot allotment document in
the name of plaintiff given by Shiv Shakti Ghar Nirman Samiti
also filed.

Defendant witness-1 Nand Kishore's statement is that his father,
Banshilal, was doing business in the name of Sherangarika Dye
Cutters, after his death, he and his son used to do that business,
but said business was closed due to lack of circulation. In 2001,
his son started the Jeweler shop in the name of Singarika
Jewelers. The disputed house was purchased through several
sale deeds, and his father gave all the sale consideration of all
sale deeds from the business of the joint family. The plaintiff
and his wife had no separate business. The plaintiff was living
in the separate rented house in Tata Nagar before the possession
of the disputed house was obtained from the tenant. The
plaintiff, having been separated from the joint family, received
his share from father Banshilal in exchange for the disputed
house. The disputed house has been constructed by the
defendant from its own income and entire house remains in his
possession. Basanti Bai has made a will in favor of his son
Ashish.

Defendant witness-2 Ashish is the son of the defendant, he also
stated that the disputed house has been constructed by the
defendant from his own income. The plaintiff is separated with
his share of the joint family and has got a plot in Gopal
Gaushala Colony and open land of house number 66 which he
has sold.

Defendant witness-3 Pradeep Goud's statement is that the
disputed house was built on the contract by his father and the
defendant Nand Kishore had constructed the house from his
income. Although no written contract has been filed.
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Defendant witness-4 Rajendra Pitlia's statement is that the
disputed house is in his neighborhood in which the defendant
resides. The plaintiff had separated from the family in the
lifetime of his father, Bansi Lal, and in lieu of his share, he was
given a plot in Shiv Shankar Grah Nirman Samiti, whose
president was he, and money was given by respondent Nand
Kishore, and the registry of plot was executed by him. He has
accepted that there has been no written document of partition,
oral discussion has been heard, which happened two years
before the death of Bansiklal.

Defendant witness-5 Krishna Devi is the sister of both plaintiff
and defendant. She also stated that her father, Banshilal, had
separated the plaintiff from the family and given a plot and a
house to the plaintiff from his income. The Defendant has no
right in the disputed house, after the partition, the plaintiff had
given up his right. She also stated that Ramesh was not doing
any separate business since 1977-78. She denied that plaintiff
has purchased the said plot and house from his separate income.
Even before the disputed house was built, the plaintiff had
separated from the family and father gave him house, plots and
jewelery.

Defendant witness-6 Arvind Gupta stated that Basanti Bai had
executed on 24.03.05 a will in favor of the defendant's son

Ashish Soni.

Arguments of Plaintiff :-

The plaintiff has argued that since 1977-78, he used to do
business separately from the family and had the means of his
separate income, from that he has paid the sale consideration in
respect of the disputed house with the name of himself and his
wife. From his separate income, he had bought plots and house
for himself and wife. The permission given for the construction
of the disputed house by the municipal corporation are also in
the name of all the persons whose name appeared in the sale
deeds. Therefore, in joint family property he has right to get
partition done and get possession of his share in the house.
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Arguments of Defendant :-

It has been argued by the defendant that the plaintiff has not
proved that he and his wife had a means of separate income and
he was doing business jointly with the defendant. The plaintiff
was living in a separate house since 1990. The full consideration
in respect of the all the sale deeds in relation to the disputed
house was given by his father from the income of the joint
family. Although the plaintiff did not give in writing that he had
separated from the family after taking his share, but he gave oral
assurance only.

ffeReg eiffae=l Td 9y @ R W faaes faxfed $ivy wd
[eY F1 fdded Hxd Y Aeea Aty /affem & gaTa urauEi @
&g H g gy iy folkey —

qrEl 3 AfaE —

el & FAR IE AT Fhare! | AR €, 3R A RS S wed
D A W SY BT B FAN! FGAR B AR 67 QA Alh H B
2| FigAl e RId #aM FaR 67 TG 3Tl AT WA B T Bl
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e, goraTen de S9e AT fUar 7 7 faar on| ffem e goreren
q feuys fFid 311282 & AMA H AGM GHIG 67 & U 9N &Y
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Yo BHIG 67 H fHRRRR A RTe & g &%= &1 919
are, wiarel, ST gl dur S Hren e 3 ey g fhar o |
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FIAY PR @ ©, JE ghEEr A sfed wRfaEr ardYy &Y oAl |
SRS SIe™] & 9 H FHH o G 2| a7l 3 gfard) & gear &




15

AfgaTT & HEFH | 18.8.2005 P MRS FIAAUA SINI BT o,
ST e Sk X fhar | uferd! |7 dr€l & Wed an
MY B! WHR fHar o, o_=g foMoH &7 9§ §R & fear o
A 79 @ 915 Yfars! 91 S9d Y3 A SFREGT S1¥ Hed &1 Fawy
X A I B NG A iR SwE B oft gfardy w1 9EY fRan
g | it faarfea #om &1 gfoagea fvom 9va =81 & 9 o9 Ofd 9
T A 5 g A 9ga add BRI W& O SAB! AW B ardl
Bl AMRY | TS - | THR B TR dIeT 7 18.8.05 &I Afaaa &
A SR ST o7 | [ufed &1 IaAM o0 9 o ® & Rofdd 3
W & IR i U o & & MR W A Yoob T fbar o
e 2| o AFfE # U, ), S @ g v &7 ard) va ufoard) &
7Y IO FRIGHR S 3T 9RT &1 e feamar o1y, Hifus [
g T B O URIRM Ude @ UUE § gaR fawrem fear e
gfcrareT Yol HehT= BT UGN BHR V&l 8, 3 Rewd M9y gt g b
25000/— % d¥e afaqfd feamar oid| A gd=iles & gRI @I
qIRAIRG T AT THId & Sooid [HdT T & 98 Yuiaqal §Arae!
2, TAIETE B qHIT A BT ANBR Fe! o |

gfaard) & fraas —

girardl = Akl & a8 H T BT 8| SEA Fad a1 ® fb MR
S dcd B AH F I qT g e el FRd o, Sad Faad
S far Sfiera &1 o1, Sa <E SuR Ufadaral S gF JAEy &
Q1Y ST FIARI PRl AT | Sad Fadg, YRIAH b HRY AT AT 8T
T o, gferd Ufardl & @ RN A SRS Woid & AW 9 741
AR 3RY a1 a1 B | SFRSGT S &Hed &1 A A X@Te § o,
gforardl 7 $HST d R B B SRiarE! TR uifeieT § @R fear
2 3R ST AW T B AT § | 31.12.82 DI &I TAT Gladral Bl
gefieliel gRT 9 IRAR & FIAd & g A FIH URIR & Al
3 gRT far a7 o, RIS Al o 9Ud JUF dly Ulahe el (ol
Aoves faegus & 9M fom@ ganm & | IRIR & JS:l &1 goIs A DIg
g Tt oft, e sefiere € tRaR @ *al 9, 7 & FIA B URaR
BT 9T Bd o | FIShI &7 918 il Ufddre] & g1 Uvda fbar T3
o 3R SHd AW A FeaarRAr far T o iR ufderey 7 8 Red
anfeer e fohar o Raw onfode yid 819 & 978 yfdare] gR1 wde
el waq # e @ ford f GOR FE g3 o, 39 Yd |9 98 Tl TR
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% AH | &A1 o7 | e A &1 orgAfa @ ford etded, wgad uRaR
T FUfcd BF @ SRV T Aedl @ AW | A1 T3 o7 | ey @1 g9
sferd STl @ g7 SHfad oraven ¥ UIRAR® awey &R ardl &
IRAR A T FR QA7 o, oy gRaR Agad ©9 | FhE A I8ar o7 |
) A B AYFd wI A SRS S ded b FIA™ Fal fhar o,
gferare] &R S9aT gRaIR & fUar & |1 Faad &Rl A7 | 9l 7 B
A1 AIRgd sear &1 Fig g =& fHar, 9 & giardy 3 smeard
f&ar| SFl @ 7eg auf | @iE Rear 781 € | 9<) BT BIg 918 SR U
qEI B | 961 @ N1 SfUd Hedied Fel fhar T 8 | faarfed e @
U 50,000/ — & Ufd 9 fhe © o SR AR DT BR A
Yo J7ET BRAT TMMBY AT | ¥ URIR &) Qufed & gcar bl dl]
T fHar T 8, WY iRaR & W 9wl B UEdHR g 99T B,
e 918 YaeE Arg Fel & | 9e] §gad URaR @1 |afed § | ST
e, Rd SR e sHE affferd 8, @ Tas ® T emelr
BIAMT H @I TAT TG A RId HH™ TR 66 B Geil A BT 9
M A IR FRAT B 3R AFHH FaR 66 BT [THI%HA U B YUF &
AT &, G MG 9% Ggd fhar 2| 9el A 9efiard & Shamdra |
B fqarfad Hufed | 39T 8, IR Bis. AT o 3@ sa+ 9l 19
IHHT 91 JAW IR 2 | 39 PR 98 R [Ha1 19|

grel &1 Gy —

el A U I H TR Uit R @ MR ofeY, Hufead
fReiRer gwdrds, wau AT ofgsm 'q fded, AT o e, STHe
TR &1 yfafefd don e AR §efieliad |9F @ 9 @ e Al
R fhar 2 |

I el . 1 99 FAR AHT A€ B A B, THR HIF § & ard
gferard) faarfed #em # MRS S Fed @ AW ¥ FaEd BRd 9,
A B GgId U H BI B FHET HRET T AT| §SdRT AH WX
a1l B! oA 721 faar S &1 7 | ARl &7 weA € fF oW s BT @
HH P Bl ©| S WoR 61 § 6 S9e 9me ard), ufoard &
Heg deIR BT o T8 g8 2|

el HEN B, 2 I A BT FF & b g8 T gfaard] wga wU |
AT BRA U | YA 7 S0 TEE H IR B 9 Ad k7 8, R
Te! fear 71 39 el 7 Wer R & 5 <=1 asat § 99 o gwfeg
Tga w9 W PR FE TR T g7 N wUF R ¥ B 9, s§ar
fOdr, W18 U & ghM 4 I B o, THME BT AgHd garsy & A
| o7 | el b1 HUF 7 fF SHS! gt Al R A Sod TEd g o,
TR SHDI Bl YA YA el B | 3¥ WieR e ? 5 s
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9Tl AT BTAMT § T WA 31U 19 | TT SR 91 BblaiHT o
TAT TP I Tl & A A GRIaT o7 | Aefl 9 S 98T @1 (U= g
TT BT RT3 BT BIg fAavor 81 fear & ok 7 & do ®eie
Ud a1 B | 39 goa &1 TeA a1 & & S far aefiema 3 <=t
e S9® A B9 e or &R "hE 999 &1 U ff 9=k fear o
52 de) IRIR | e B T on| I8 ft Wier fhar € f5 wh
AR @ gRT BT fFY T 9hM & ASHY TP & JHhH g7 1T
8, A S9I0 FAY e 3R S9D!T Ul | aufed Ag} fhar o fh ST
IS | HBH 171 WM |

glaardt @1 arey —

gferarel @ gRT e A &1 9l o9 &A@ 9, | g
el HAR @I AT o7 G a1 8 | S 918 BT g YHIT UF 06.
03.10 YA o B | g9 iR R wfed g fFmior afdfy g1 ard
HI adfed fwar a1 e & SIS Ua (hal T4 & |

yfcrarel el 6. 1 FefbeR &1 HoF € & 9 far fiare gmier
¥ FHcH & M FAER XA U, ITD TG D 9I€ 98 qAT SHH TH
g PRI ¥, SIT AT G H A8l 8 b BRI §§ PR AT |
3R 2001 ¥ SHD GF A HTRGT o & 99 F Faad YH BAT B
faarfea wa a3 oy u3l & 9egd | B9 a7 o1 ITdh1 4T BT
yforer far 7 Hgad aRaR @1 o ¥ far o1 a1kl oiR SHaT I &
B3 JIS JIAN el A1 | dra), faarfed qd™ &1 fGRRISR | deoll g
FH D qd | & YU Tl TR D ABM H I8 T AT| a4l |7 Agad
e fear o) e qem @1 yfEre A ool o | fmior f5ar @
IR AQUl A% A I8 IEAl 2| S9! 918 7 99D g omeiy & U H
g e 2 |

yfoareT Aefl ©. 2 amefiy, gfard! &1 93 €, $9aT 91 oA © b faarfed
HpT faior gfcrardt 7 oA I | fBar 2| ad) Wgad uRarR | YAl
e dx gud B AT € SR MuTd TRnen deE! § ©ie g fdar
2 iR Jgad uRaR @1 Hufed 9as FHI% 66 B Toll YA B GBI IR
SHGT yfrwe ure T 7 |

gfeardT 9l €. 3 Ui 7iie &1 ®oF © b fQarfed 9om 39 fUar 9
% W g9 o1 R yfaare) Fefheik 3 3(9+T Iy | foHfor w=mn
o7 | JEY SHARI BT Bl TKTAT UK T8l [haT B |
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gferardy ARl ®. 4 o fOdferar &1 duF € & fafed 9om s9a
Teg # & forad ufqard) fag oxar 21 9t om fuar ssfioma &
SHadTal & 81 URIR A 37T & 7T o 3R S99 2 & Taol d S9
Ra wiex e i |ffy 9 we e @ or S a8 sreget o,
e 997 gfaardy Sefear 7 fear on, R S99 g1 81 far mar
oT| el 7 WeR fFur & f& dcar &1 B8 oK@ T8 <@ §, AifkE®
=l A 2 o f defiera @1 9g @ <1 99 Usel g8 o1 | ufcara) wed
3. 5 U <41 Id), giard] #9849 2, 39 4 HUF & b 99
g3l 7 IRIR PY I F T Bl Th Wl 3N ABE TP JAT BN
fear o | faarfed 7™ # yfqard) &1 @18 JIWHR F8! €, §car @ 9
Iy 7 AT BRI fer o | Aeft &1 FUF § B I 197778 |
9o FaaTd el $R @l ¢ | fQad Ae™ @1 wie ge) |7 S I |
BT T8l fhar o1 | Aarfed 7™ 999 9 Usdl 8 a1dl 7 §eaRT BT foran
o] T fIar a1 B AP @ 9T SavTg e o |

gicrare! el & 6 RfA= I« &1 H2F & & JHdI 918 7 24.03.05 B
gigd ufcrardY & g oM |l @ ueT H fohar o |

d® gret —

qrel B JR W T fhar T ' fF 98 1977-78 A € uRaR ¥
Jd FIAT HRAT AT SR IFH! YU AT H GEE A S A S
39 3R YA IS & M A afed 7@ @ o 97 & ey A
% ey A yidhe fQar o 3R gue 9§ o dol Ul gl ford we

de gfaard —

gfeardy @Y R W T' 9 a1 T ® & g 7w fig
fFar 2 f& SH@! 9ud g @1 ANE o 1 98 1y
AYFT wY A AT HRAT AT | & 1990 A B YIS
e qam & d9y # Rrow ey w3 9 S5a
SHe far 7 dgad uRaR @f g ¥ f&ar on | gef ardl 7 foleq &
T&l fear o f& 97 o Rmr deR ot ' T g
TR feam o |
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ORDER WRITING
I RGECE|

ORDER WRITING

Werite Order on the basis of facts given below :-

Case under sections 302, 324 read with section 34 of Indian
Penal Code was pending against the accused. The prosecution
examined it's witnesses. Thereafter accused applied under section
311 of the criminal procedure code 1973 for recalling of
prosecution witnesses Anantram and Raghubir for their further
cross examination on the ground that they are relatives of
deceased and they have pressurized by the Police to give false
statements claiming to be an eye witnesses, however, they were
not present at the time of incident. Thus, they are not the eye
witnesses and under these circumstances they have filed
affidavits that they were not on the spot and under the pressure of
the Police they have given statements. In view of this they should
have been recalled for cross- examination. The prosecution in
reply has objected that both the witnesses in their evidence stated
to have seen the incident. That the defence has properly cross
examined the prosecution witness, therefore application is liable
to be set aside.

far=ferRaa aeal @ IR uR e yr fafgy —

G FTOT & fa%g WRGG SU€ |fedl B1 &RT 302, 324 WEUST ©_T 34
% 3l gavor fAaReiF or | SRS &1 AR | e el @1
et fhar AT g9 918 SIfNgdd | SIS 'l T N g
AR BT IH GRS 8g 7 G X1 B ¢ gvs gfbar dfedr
1973 BT GRT 311 & 3T JAMEGT UF 39 AR W YK fbar & 9 gash
? Reer € ok 9% wgeell well & &9 o faear Wy < @ fou

axdd

21 Rafy & Wi & gfowReor o fou g smgd fear S
MRT | AFGISH BT SR | 3797 Fard § Aufed &1 75 b ST Aefiror
q U e § HeAT B <A AN Rd R 8| 999 et @1 IR |
[T HT g G AT S e €, $Afey Jaed ud AR
fy o= I B |

L
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