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CHHATTISGARH JUDICIAL SERVICE
EXAMINATION (MAINS) 2020

Time: 3 hrs. Marks: 100

1. Read the following carefully and write judgement after framing necessary issues :

fFafaf@a o gaurh @ usa R aur fAaruenl fY == e Aok ol
[40]
Plaintiff's Pleadings: / & & srfa==

(i) The plaintiff filed a suit for recovery of Rs. (25.000)- on the basis of a pronote dated
22.10.2009. The case of the plaintiff is that the defendant is a rice mill owner. He
borrowed a sum of Rs. 25,000/- from him for his business and executed a pronote, Ex.
P1, dated 22.10.2009, aggreging to repay the said amount with interest at the rate of
18% per annum. The said amount of Rs. 25,000/- was paid to the defendant by way of
cash by the plaintiff. In spite of repeated demands made by the plaintiff the defendant
did not pay the amount, hence, notice dated 22.5.2012 Ex. P2 was issued. The
defendant had received the notice. Even after receipt of the said notice, the defendant
has not paid any amount.
ardl 3 fAier 22.10.2009 & Uas WAl o STYR TR (25.000) F9A ht ageht & fog gas arg arR fra
a1} T AT O ¢ foh ufderdl amas A aifees 81 397 erua sgaara & fag 3@ 25,000/ - sud
& A IUR it 3R ges viHle, Ex.P1, A1 22.10.2009 & fFemfe forar, it s+ afr &t 18% ufar
af &l = @ =11 & 91 ghA 3 fAg g gaimi Ik AfA 25,000/ Tud ufaard) &t e & w7
aré} ZRT AT T T AT ATl ZRT AR-IR Hiv fRg S & arasie ufaard) 3 afy @1 aprar g
forar, safag Aifew feAier 22.5.2012 Ex.P2 SRt fomar war umi ufdard) st Fifew e un s+ Aifew
T g1 & a1 ot ufaardt A i afy v spraE T8 e @1

Defendant's Pleadings: / ufaard & siffe==

(ii) The defendant filed written statement and denied the plaint averments. The case of
the defendant is that the plaintiff was running a chit fund in which defendant had
subscribed some chits and availed chit amount in the beginning. Before making the
payments, the plaintiff insisted him (i.e. defendant) to execute pronotes towards
security for repayment of the balance chit installments and obtained defendant's
signature not only on the suit pronote but also on other three pronotes. After the
discharge of the chit amount, the defendant requested the plaintiff to return the
pronotes, but he did not return the same on the ground that the pronotes were in the
custody of his partner Sampath. According to the defendant one of the said pronotes
was used for filing this suit. The defendant prayed for dismissal of the suit. ufaard &
faf@a Fu= R forar o a1 & =T o1 @<= fovar ufaard) &1 arrer ag & f6 ardl ves e v
T @1 AT R ufaardl 3 o Rl & gegan ot oAt ok ywena d R afy 1 a1 Isram am
WA T & U, i} 3 39« (srufa ufdard)) = 2w Re fi fheat Fir srerrft & fog ufasgfa &
fog uite fAonfea & o1 smug fhaT SR 9 chae a1g & WiHle R afess o=g 9 wiAlel wr oft
ufaard} & gwa1er ure frg) Re & afy & fPAdea & arg, ufaardt 3 &t | ui=le aow &3 @
g kg, Afeh 39 39 STUR wR I/ aruw g1 fahar ik uinie Iudh areft Sua 6 sif e & 4
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afaerdl & STHR 39 d1E &l SRR A & g I UiAlcH # @ Uk o1 Iuai fwar mar i afaard
A a1g @RS &= &Y urd=m

Plaintiff's Evidence : / a1&) & H18a
(iii) The plaintiff examined himself and proved Exs. Pl to P3. The plaintiff deposed that on

22.10.2009, the defendant borrowed a sum of Rs. 25,000/- and executed the suit
pronote Ex. P1, dated 22.10.2009 which bears the signature of the defendant. Ex. P2 is
the notice issued by the plaintiff through his lawyer calling upon the defendant to pay
the outstanding amount and Ex. P3 is the acknowledgement. aré} 3 T uftefor forar iR
Ex.P1 9 P3 fag favami ardt 3 avgr fk 22.10.2009 <1, afaardt 3 25,000/- T 6t afy Iur <t ok
areuE uiie Ex.P1, =i 22.10.2009 =t fRsmfea farar, e uv ufaardt & gwaer €1 Ex.P2 ard
GRT 39 ahle o ATEIH § FhraT AFA T YA &= o forg ufaard) &t st forar mar Aifes @ ik

Ex.P3 sifadigpfa g1

Defendant's Evidence : / ufaarél & areg
(iv) The defendant examined himself. He deposed that the suit pronote and other

pronotes were executed as security for repayment of the chit amount payable by him
to the plaintiff. Plaintiff was conducting the chit unauthorisedly. Though the amount
payable towards the chit was in fact fully paid, the plaintiff has not returned the
pronote, including the suit pronote, executed by him. Ex. D1, dated 27.5.2012 is the
reply notice to Ex. P2, Ex. D2 is the acknowledgement of the plaintiff. ufaard 3 @
gdteror faram| 3819 et foh S91eh gIRT arél &t & fRre A1f2Y & gerafrar & forg afersffa & =u & aren
Hte ok o= wiste Runfa fhe g &1 ardt sFifaregpa wu |/ Rie &1 Tare @ @1 U1l gieifeh
Rre & fag 3a afY araa & gft @=g @ YaE & 7F A, ardt A I9F gR1 FenRRa areua vt
|fga vl araw @ faar &1 Ex D1, fAies 27.5.2012, Ex P2 o1 3R #ifew &, Ex D2 ardt &Y
siforeepfa 21

Arguments Plaintiff : / ard) & ah
(v) On behalf of the plaintiff it has been argued that the defendant has admitted his
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signature on Ex. Pl, pronote. Even assuming that the suit pronote was executed as
security for repayment of the chit amount and when according to the defendant the
entire chit amount was paid, the defendant has not chosen to call upon the plaintiff
to return the said pronotes; that even in reply of Ex. D1, the defendant has not stated
that the entire chit amount payable by him to the plaintiff had been said in full. That
no evidence was led by the defendant to prove that the pronote was executed as
security for repayment of chit amount. The defendant has miserably failed to prove
that the suit pronote was executed as security for repayment of chit amount.
Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled to the decree sought for by him. ar} & ik & ag ah
T e 2 o6 afeardt 3 Ex P1, wiFite wR sra=T gwaer @R fFar 81 agi ae 6 ag 7 g &
A& Tt @t Rie fA & gsfrarE & o ufayfa & wu & Roofa forar mar ar ok s ufaeard
& garR gt fRre AfA 1 e fovar mar an, afdeardt 3 ardt & I uiele araw A & g @i
&<+ ol faehed Ex. D1 & IR & ot 1l A1 &; ufaard) 7 ag 181 et & 6 3udh gR1 a1 &t 3 d@yuf
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e afr &) gut =a @ wgr mar U1 gE fF ufdardt gr1 ag aifed &=+ & g FiE gga 78 Rar mar
T foh Ti-ite &t fRre AfA & gafrar o forg ufayfa & wu A RreafRa farar mar a1 ufdard o afea
& # ¥t axg fawee @1 i are viste &t R af & gaafmam & fog afaagfa & & d Aol
forar mar um1 safag, T} S grr it 1 f3h 1 gereR 21

(vi) It has been also argued that since the defendant has admitted the execution of the
suit pronote, Ex. P1 and admitted his signature on. Ex. P1 therefore, the presumption
under Section 118 of the Negotiable (4) Instruments Act is in favour of the plaintiff.
gg a<h +fi R mar ur ok fk ufaardt A areusa uifRed Aie u.dt. 1 &1 Ao wfier frar g ik
n.dt1 W IR gEeR R 6y g, safag, urr 118 AmfAgae sgdea sfafaw & simfa
SUYROM arél & q&1 J g1

Arguments Defendant / ac ufaarét :

(vii) On behalf of the defendant it has been argued that he did not receive Rs.25,000/- as
alleged by the plaintiff and his signatures were obtained by the plaintiff in blank
pronotes as security for repayment of chit amounts. He has paid the entire amount
due towards the chit transaction but the plaintiff and his friend Sampath refused to
return the suit pronote to him.
afaardt Y ok & ag ah fam man fF 39+ ardl & gR1 feg g sifYie=Et & agER 25,000/- F9d
uTed a1 fohg & 3R I8 g&I1eR ardl 7 ARk UiAE e wR R ufr & gaafmar f gren sarh
oft| ag Rie Gouagr & 92 Sehrar Tegut AFA 1 YaT &R gopr @ AfhT ardl ok 3ud A sy 3
TS UITAERL Ale 3/ aud deq 9 R &= fan

2. Read the following carefully and write judgement after framing the necessary charges :

Frafaf@a o gaurh @ gea &R qur sRiu PAfffa o FAofg fod

[40]
On (30.09.2013) Rajkumari was on duty in the office of the Chief Reservation Supervisor,
Bilaspur and she had received a sum of Rs. 1.77.560/- (One lakh seventy seven thousand
five hundred sixty) as cash and vouchers against making reservations in trains) on that
date, but she did not deposit the said amount. Next day, on 01.10.2013 at 10:30 a.m. when
cash was compared, sum of Rs. 1,77,560/- (One lakh seventy seven thousand five hundred
sixty) was found to be less. On being inquired from Rajkumari, she told that after
discharged of her duty in the last night, she had handed over the cash of Rs. 1,77,560/- (One
lakh seventy seven thousand five hundred sixty) to her colleague (Mahesh) who was
working at Counter No. 13. But, Mahesh also forgot to deposit the amount, On 01.10.2013,
in the morning shift, Roshani Awas on duty on Counter No. 13. From the footage of CCTV,
it was found that at 9:58 am from the drawer of Counter No. 13. Roshang took out the
money and wrapping the money with a red cloth she took the same with her out of the
counter and went out of the office. A report was made by one Virendra Singh. On the basis
of the said report, the offence has been registered. During the course of investigation, it
was found that out of that money. Roshani gave a sum of Rs. 1,69.665/- (One lakh sixty nine
thousand six hundred sixty five) to Ragani for hiding. On the basis of memorandum
statement of Ragani, cash of Rs. 1,69,665/- (One lakh sixty nine thousand six hundred sixty
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five) was seized from her. On completion of the investigation, a charge-sheet was filed
against Roshani and Ragani.

It was the defence that they are Falsely implicated in this case.

Prosecution examined complainant Virendra Singh (PW-1), Mahesh (PW-2), Rajkumari (PW-
3) and Kishan Kumar (PW-4) from whom CCTV footage seized, witnesses / (PW-5) and (PW-
6) are the witnesses of memorandum of the Roshani and Ragani and seizer of the cash by
Investigating Officer (PW-7)

f&ieR 30.09.2013 i ITTHHART Je=A IFRETUT Widereh, R & wrafaa § & wR ot 39+ 3w fafd &t
¢l # IREUT A & fAog Ahg Td BT & ©U J FUA 1,77,560 (Teh &G TR goIR Uid df 918)
Y eFRIfRY ure it oft, faheg S I<F y=RIRY Rt S AT fRam Tt 241 01.10.2013 @Rt 10:30 <t gats
ST9 Feh& <hl JeI-T <hl 1A}, $U 1,77,560 (QYeh FIIRG gk g9TR Uid |1 916 ) hY «=R1fY ot e gran )
ASTHAR! § B R I gl foh it @ srat v @ Ags g & a1g 387 srg= |t #g2r st dRwR
HE&T 13 R ShRiRd oT, &t U 1,77,560 (Teh AT GdgwR g9TR Urd 91 918) <l Tehg 4==1fA hl Siar o,
afer wgar Wt g=RIfY ST @A e AT 01.10.2013 Y UTE: e arelt J A2 wrder HE@r 13 )
FriRa ot .8 .. K s @ g urar mar ik 9:58 Tt gats e St 13 i et & A A o=
frerTetr auT Tt FuS # ¥ Tded gY a8 I i 31U WY AR FNeR @ areR et aur swrafera & amge
et it R Rig g1 Ruté &Y w1 3w sr=awor & R ag urar wan 6 Rl & s ur srarTey gsfigra
forar mar1 39 ¥ 7 @ A2 A FUA 1,69,665 (Teh ARG I-TgwR g9IR Bg I 993) I ! BuR & g
faar um1 W & AU FYF & SMYR WR IR FUD 1,69,665 (Teh ARG S—Tg<R 89K B Il 49s) e
sifvufaa farar man srawor gR1 g & a1g AR gd I o v Rg o g R

ufaRedT &1 g d<h Ut ok I¢ 39 et A g T & enferd forar mar 1

g A Rulémal fR= f&g (stowmo1), W32 (810 Tr02), ASFHARY (310 Hre3) Wd fheFAHAR
(s1oHTo4), foreret <ft. «ft. &1. 6. et aret grefewm ot sifwafde fovam mar o, |reft (3105105) wa (370€106)
ek guer A2 vd I & AuReH sy Afafaf@a frg 1o o aur a=Rify srffufga & wt off v
AT oh U AR (3T0HT07) & HYUH HA T &1

Translate the following Hindi passage into English:
A=faf@a 3= werizn o1 sidsh & srgarg fifKg :
[10]

(a) w1 aR A Treft @ 39 a9 Y e T S ST Gerdt foh IThY TRUT 2Afh B ghft ofik ag gear
oh =R el TRUT R T

(b) weft 3T geT & IR | Uget | A ST 1 Hehal ATH UTT: 311d T dd HiSIE 8T g1 Fafag
ATTAE &arsil & Tra=y | §H a1 hY 12T gl i ST Fvel! foh & SR &} sirewdTd et 9
ol

(c) adiaror fi 21fh T aafs @ R aafws 7 (9= gt 81 [T ara Y ok At g aftr = & gaar
€, T afh 39 SR &= T8l & "eheTl

(d) = aRk & s et aradia &) aRgar & a1y @Rt 98 @ a3k 91 2regl a1 39 & 3
SuahT forar AT a1 IR AT U1, I fderet &9 & e 1) dopd |

(e) wmgeht dR | wreht @ g s ST Y S Fehedl foh ag VF gear s &t aRYZAT & TATY TRUT R
gt 1t foh Astt & a1y gedt @ ar st a4t 9ug | ge St g1
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(ii) Translate the following English passage into Hindi:

A=faf@a sidsh weriar &1 3= & srgarg fifdg :

[10]
Once in a claim petition filed by the other claimant arising out of the same accident, it has
been held that Insurance Company is liable to indemnify the owner and is jointly and
severally liable to pay compensation, then the said finding would be binding. Only if any
new evidence is led by parties, only then it would be possible for the Claims Tribunal to give
a finding at variance with the findings recorded in earlier claim petition arising out of same
accident.

Non-bringing the legal representatives of the deceased driver of the offending vehicle do
not affect adversely the petition. It does not result in abatement of the claim petition in
toto because the owner of the offending vehicle is made vicariously liable for the act of his
employee, i.e. driver, therefore, once it is held that the driver of the offending vehicle was
rash and negligent and was responsible for the accident, then the owner of the vehicle
would automatically become liable to pay compensation for the rash and negligent act of
his driver. For the purpose of payment of compensation, the owner of the offending vehicle
can be kept in the category of legal representative of the driver.
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