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Instructions :-

I All questions are compulsory. Answer 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.
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7 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 mark of identification in any form or any Number or Name or
Mark, by which the Answer Book of a candidate may be distinguished/
identified from others, in any place of the Answer Book not provided
for, is strictly prohibited and shall, in addition to other grounds, entail
cancellation of his/her candidature.
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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.
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Q.No./
U.h.

Q.1

Question / oA Marks/

SETTLEMENT OF ISSUES
faareral &1 Rerdisv
Settle the issues on the basis of the pleadings given here
under -

PLAINTIFF'S PLEADINGS :- Plaintiff 'A' filed a suit against
defendants 'B', 'C' & 'D' for possession with pleadings that the suit land
Survey No. 67/1, area 2.47 acres situated at Village veerpura Tahsil and
District Rajgarh (M.P.) belongs to 'A' Who is the bhumiswami of that
land. 'B' is the real brother of plaintiff. During 1997-98 'A' had given
the suit land to the defendant for cultivation only for one year. In 1999
when 'A; demanded his possession back the defendant 'B' refused and
filed an application under section 190/110 of M.P. Land Revenue code
for mutation of the-land in his favour. Initially the plaintiff appeared in
the proceeding before Tahsildar and filed his objection but later on he
was told by Tahsildar that the proceedings have been closed. The
plaintiff later on came to know that the suit land was mutated by
Tahsildar in favour of 'B'. 'A' then filed an appeal before S.D.O. which
was dismissed on 04.09.2002 being time barred. The plaintiff was thus
forced to file the suit for restoration of possession on the basis of the
title. During pendency of suit the plaintiff came to know that 'B' has
sold out the suit land to defendant 'C' & 'D' on 15.11.2002 and so the
plaintiff made them the party in the suit and also prayed for a relief of
cancellation of sale deed.

WRITTEN STATEMENT :- The defendants filed a joint written

statement and denied the plaint averments. According to them, the plaintiff

had given the suit land to the defendant 'B' on shikmi in 1995 and since
then 'B' has been in possession till 2002, the date of sale deed. A valid
order was passed by Tahsildar in favour of defendant no.1 holding that 'B'
has become occupancy tenant and thereafter he had become Bhumiswani
by operation of law. The suit property has been validly sold by defendant
"B' to defendants no. 2 to 3 ('C' & 'D'"). The plaintiff has not sought the
relief of declaration and thus his suit is not maintainable. The defendants
'C' and 'D' are bonafide purchasers for the price. It has been prayed that
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the suit be dismissed. A plea of limitation has also been taken in the
written statement that the suit of plaintiff is time barred.

ﬁmﬁlﬁaﬁaﬁiﬁﬂfaiwlwﬁmﬁvﬁmaﬁﬁfﬁl

qIdl @ JffagT — aQr ‘U A giEel dr, W iR I @ foeg
Peoll B A6 59 MaeHl & A1 U fhar 6 g 9d Ja) 67 /1
&G 247 UHs RO UM IRQY dedld 9 e IorTe ardl @ &
S b 39 W &1 [ @R g | A ardl BT W 9IS & | 99 199798
H el 9 aeus 4 e 9y o fou ufdardl & ' e © fou
<1 AT | F 1999 H S Aral < Heoll dYd HET df gfaard] € 7 §hR
fpar SR 9 BT AHIARY U U § S TG ORI 190 /110 HM.
YIS fdl & Sfiid ofded URd $] fQdr| drel M #
dediiclaR & THe 9 dRiare! ¥ SuRed gall iR I <rUHT 3mufed
95 AT IR fhar <fbe arq § dediiciar gRT 89 I8 9ar il 1T fd
HRAAIET §§ B o AT §| 918 H ardl I Fd gan b a9
dexiieleR gRT dF @ uer ¥ AmidaRg e) & T & 3 a9
IR PRI & |Hel AU URId @I Sl [aTid 4.9.2002 &l
A it 8 9 MR dR <) T | 91E) 39 YhR Wl b AR U
Heoll B YUK &G dI6 UK R DI (99 g3 | A8 & Yo &
SR drdl B g8 od gAT b A6 15.11.2002 P gi@ry A
rEUE YA gfdard] I iR SV & ue H 9%g F) & &R a9 ardl |
ST W U H SR 9 iR g w3 @l R e @Y
BT D1 AT Yrei=T @ |

glaqrst @ siffggs — 9ikacel 4 9ga e o wRgd fear
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Ry fadie W 2002 9% IR 61| dEEEER ERT SRard 4y
Pl HiBYl HYB 3R 9% H A & yadd IR [ @R M SR
gU UREre) F.1 & gt H 9 ey uIkd fdhar war 2| ufardl i gwo
gfcrardl ' SR € @ v | 9y w5 ¥ 9 v Fefed R 9 @
I fhar a1 g | 91eY 7 W@ @ FEIAl B AR T8 B 2 ora: BT
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ol &1 I8 Ui B TR g b oare PR B S| foRed wes #
e Fael arfare foar war & o ardl &1 a8 g9 91T 7 |
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Q.2

Q.3

FRAMING OF CHARGES
IR &Y faw==r

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

under.-

PROSECUTION CASE / ALLEGATIONS —

As per case of prosecution on 01.01.2015 at about 5 O'clock in the
evening, 'A' and his father 'B' were coming from agricultural land to
their house by bullock cart. On reaching from approach road to main
road 'H', both stepped down from the bullock cart and while they were
crossing the road for drinking water, the alleged offending bus bearing
registration no. C-1, driven by the accused 'F' in rash and negligent
manner came there from wrong side, dashed 'B'. Resultantly 'B'
sustained fatal injuries and succumbed to injuries on the spot. His son
'A' lodged FIR agamst driver 'F' at police station 'G'.

ﬁﬁﬁﬂ@ﬁﬂ%ﬂ$3ﬂmwmﬁﬂﬁmaﬁﬁrﬁl
ITIGTT BT BV SifAHIT —

SIS YPHROT & AR QB 01.01.2015 BT M STHT 5 qol,
T 3R BT fUAT A1 U W ¥ BR doTTS W aifiy o R o | o
d TTSS W 4= AN T R AN, M S ¥ SR 3R W9 d
el 99 @ faU RIS B wR W2 o, 7 ISR 9T s R
LI T/ R -1 o, N SRR U Iaideud g SUell I Tad
fe=m | =R o g4, Y @I cdax AR <1 | e aRumaasy 1§y
I =D IS PIRG g3 SR e WId W & S0P §og el B
BRY Bl TS | S GF ‘T A Yo a1 S # ofiged greR uh’ @

faog vor e RUi 51 o718 | |

JUDGMENT/ORDER (CIVIL) WRITING (CJ-II)
vt /e (Rafae) @ (0-n)

Write a judgment on the basis of pleadings and evidence given here
under after framing necessary issues and analyzing the evidence,
keeping in mind the provisions of relevant Law / Acts :-

Plaintiff’s Pleadings :- Plaintiff 'A' filed a suit against defendant 'B'
for recovery of prihcipal amount Rs. 1.60 Lac (One Lac Sixty
Thousands) and interest @ 02 rupees percent per month. Plaintiff
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pleaded that on 03.01.2005 defendant 'B' came to residence of plaintiff
'A' with 'C' and requested for loan to meet out his urgent domestic
expenses. 'A', 'C' and 'D' were neighbours and resided in town 'E'. At
the guarantee of 'C' the plaintiff lent aforesaid loan to the defendant.
The defendant executed promissory note at the residence of plaintiff in
the presence of 'C' and 'D'. But according to promise defendant did not
return the borrowed amount despite repeated oral demands. Then
plaintiff sent a show-cause notice by registered post on 30.07.2007
which was received by defendant. In the response, defendant mentioned
in his reply that neither he received any amount nor executed any
promissory note as stated in the notice. After receiving reply, plaintiff
came to conclusion that defendant was not willing to pay the due
amount. Then plaintiff filed Civil Suit for recovery of total amount with
interest before the court of Civil Judge Class-II, situated in town 'E'.

Defendant’s Pleadings :- The defendant 'B' filed written statement,
therein it'has beéen pleaded that neither he received amount nor executed
any promissory note as pleaded in the plaint. Defendant specifically

pleaded that so called 'C' witness of promissory note entered into the
conspiracy with his brother 'F' and prepared a fake promissory note in
collusion with his close relative plaintiff 'A'. This fraudulent exercise had
. been done by aforesaid persons with ulterior motive. Because in the year
of 2004 a Civil Suit was filed by the defendant 'B' against the 'F' for
permanent injunction which was decided on 22.10.2009 in favour of
present defendant. In that previous Civil Suit 'F' filed an agreement for
sale therein 'C' was cited as witness. This agreement of sale was declared
as forged document in previous Civil Suit. Therefore to take revenge and
teach lesson to the defendant all above persons entered into the
.conspiracy and created forged promissory note.

Plaintiff’s Evidence :- Plaintiff produced three-witnesses which are
plaintiff himself as PW-1, and witnesses ‘C*{PW-2 ) and 'D" (PW-3 ).
Plaintiff also filed promissory note (Ex-P1) notice Ex-P2, Postal receipt
with acknowledgment (Ex-P3) and (P-4). During the ‘course of
recording of evidence it was found that (Ex-P1) is not a promissory
note but it was a bond. That's why before taking into consideration in
evidence the same was impounded and after due compliance Ex-P1 was
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admitted in evidence as a bond. All the three witnesses stated in their
statements that defendant executed ExP1 on 03.01.2005 at the residence
of plaintiff and also taken one lac sixty thousands rupees in cash and
also agreed to pay interest (@ 02% p.m.

Defendant’s Evidence :- Defendant alone appeared as witness as DW-
1. He has also filed certified copies of previous Civil Suit 1-A/2004,
Plaint (ExD-1), WS(ExD-2), so called agreement for sale (Ex-D3) filed
by 'F' brother of 'C' (PW-2) and judgment dated 22.10.2009 (Ex-D4).
~ Defendant proved all these documents by calling original record of
Civil Suit 1-A/2004. Defendant stated in his evidence that in previous
Suit both 'C' PW-2 and his brother 'F' threatened and tried to dispossess
defendant from his agricultural land therefore he had filed a Suit for
injunction against 'F', the brother of C (PW-2). Defendant also deposed
that in previous Suit 'F' had produced an agreement for sale wherein 'C'
PW2 was cited as a witness and also presented as a witness in support
of his brother's claim. In previous Suit agreemeﬁt for sale was declared
as fake agreement.

Arguments_Plaintiff :- On behalf of the plaintiff it has been argued
that plaintiff proved his case by reliable evidence. In previous Civil Suit
neither plaintiff nor his witnesses were party so that judgment of
previous suit is not binding upon the plaintiff. It also contended that
plaintiff produced an independent witness 'D' (PW-3) who is neither
relative, nor interested with plaintiff and has no animosity relations
with defendant. Therefore plaintiff's Suit should be decreed.

Arguments Defendant - On behalf of the defendant it has been argued
that there was no introduction or any kind of relation of defendant with
the plaintiff. There was no need to‘take loan such a huge amount from
the plaintiff. Without previous introduction why plaintiff had given
loan to defendant without any mortgage or security ? Because of
previous litigation there was no occasion that 'C' PW-2 became the
- guarantor of the aforesaid loan. Defendant advocate has drawn attention
of this court to compare admitted signature of Defendant on Ex-D1
plaint of previous Suit with disputed signature as shown on ExP-1 both
are squarely different from each other. He also requested court to
‘compare signature under Section 73 of Evidence et
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frfaRag aifflaat & smaR W faaee fRfF @i G
gieg &1 faded ®xa gy wefta fafyr/affaw & g«
grauEl &l e § v@d gq fAvta faRkad —

qrd) & AfEad — a€) °F | UH d1e diaarel 9 @ fdwg qo i
1,60,000 /— TAT ST 2 HUAT Ul HHeT U @1 X A el 89
W fbar| Il & AfMEEEgaR f&Ad 03.01.2005 BT Ui T
TGP A W T B A1 R SR fae fhar b 9w wd @
forT RV 0T B AT B | W, W AR T AHl TSR €, S B«
F U N R €, B TR WR adl A Sa =l gfdaral b o |
gferard) & U U Alc | OSIR § @ Hel ddl & 'R WR fefed
fopalT | oifthT arere & R Ufard! o ol I b dR ARG w9 3
A OR FE I B q9 el 7 R IRl A RS ke |
e 30.07.07 B AST | I Ufarey =1 Ui fobar o | iR # gfcrared
3 ug forer f6 9 o SUY ®E wudl o ok 9 & B UE e
frgfed fear oar. b e # Soor@ fvar 71 2| Sia9 UK R &
qear Al 59 frepy W ugar o ufardl <@ i ot R @1 35S
T8 21 a9 9y 7 <A arg el IR e |fiRd e g gdaeR
TeTd T2 O Hxar § # Rerd 8 H uxqd fhar|

gfaarst @ sifaeaT — afar) T | fafad wue iRae fear for
I Ig Aaatd fear f6 7 a1 sa I o @ &fiR T &
e foenfea fear S {6 arg o7 # sifeata & | ufdarer | fafe:
syt fhar b Jenafa URR) Al &1 |ell | 9 3ud 9ig W
ATy JUR f5ar| a8 wofl SRR SWied Afddl - Tad dded 4
B 2| i af 2004 ¥ TH A a€ A 9 9w B [Geg
wrg TSt @1 wRga fBAr o S feAid 22.10.2009 BT GAHM
IRE ‘T B wer ¥ PRipd gen 9 gdadf Rifda 9 ¥ B T 1@
faeg &1 agey uF TR fhar o R S9aT 918 9 9Ell ® wd |
SfeeiRad o | a8 fAea BT ey Boll Swasl & wd H gdadi Rifdel
foamor # @fdd fear wan| gAY gee o SR Ufqdrdl Bl Wb
Rram & fou Swigg o @feaal 7 vs33 4 wffd 8 gd woll
ORIy e e fdar |

grdt @t gy — Ty 3 A el wga By 8, o a9l Y
(amowo 1), |Ef &' (@0W0 2) TAT T (GO0 3) | A&l T YHA T
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yee di—1, AIfes yesl Yi—2, ued e g ifdipfa ugel ¥—3 9 4
WA Bl & | eI AMfARad fFd I & IR I8 urn T {6 uew
G—1, ORI Al 81 & dfed 9Ivs 2| 3AfiY 59 SxadS B aey ¥
faR § o9 & qd uReg fhar 7ar &R A e uR SR & ugard
ugel Yi—1 dfvs & ®©U H g § Uy fhur | S A el
HUAT DAl H AT B © b Fiaaral | yge Wi—1 BT ol foid
03.01.05 B dql & Fa wF R fwifed fear on, REwR ard,
gfrarel @ < el r A gweR B o den uftardl ¥ 1,60,000 /-
HOT FIE TAT 2 GfAAd UfqHES el R HEAT g3l o |

glaqrd! @1 wrey — ufddrd] WA sfdhdll AR H Yoo 1 & wU H
IR g SO yHIford gfaferll gd & fafde arg 181/04 & arque
vyl Si—1 faRad ®em S—2 qu1 dnedd fAamg &1 ey $-3 o
|l | (A00 2) B A W GRT U [har WA A7 der 39 ol
e 22.10.2009 Uasl -4 @1 yfaferlOai wRgd @7 € | wiaardl o S
A qXTaSl (Afdel U&HReT 131 ,/2004 & Hol Afferd S fad {6 € |
gfearel = U wed § ad fhar 2 {6 gdadt o arg § gl
el | (@00 2) AT SHD WS W' F yfaral B SHS! HY gy |
4@ B BT A [HAT T gwast & oft | gafew S verrs st
BT 91 ® Sl AR | (ST0R0 2) BT WIS o IS [dwg YR fhar
ol gfiarel I8 W gy Hxar © fb gdad) arg # S fdwa b1 ey
U gegd fhar o S el | (@odno 2) W Sxdrdst T Targ o
T N YAl GebRoT H AU A1g b qHdT H el & wu H uqa gan
o7 | Ydail dTq H I fdshd &1 e UF Hoil "IN fhar T 2|

TP grel — ardl 1 IR 9§ I8 d6 W fbar T B ardy 7 o
are favaaig |eg & gR1 |ifed fhar 2 | gdad! Sar gaxor & 7 o
arel AR T O SHB el YR o | gy gdadi are &1 iy 3w
TR GO HRG AL 2| FE W a fear @ a3 w@dy el ©
(@omo 3) wd fhar 8, S 9 ar A 9 fRadg € iR 7 a1 SS9l
Gl 8 SR 9 Wl @1 ufdardl 9 ) B gIEE Bl Hey AE 2
gAY ) o7 AT 3@ fbar o |

d® _glaqre] — 9iEE] @1 IR | 98 9% Wqd fhar T 5 sHer
qél | Pz gaadl uRFg 3R -l ff UPR @1 B ey 8T 2|
gfcrare] ol ga- € T SUR oF @ B agadhar 1 &t o | faer
gd uRerd & aral -1 farel & Sa91 0l 97 96 9 SHEd b b @
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fear ? ydadit A arg @ aog | v $I8 oifuw T o & ard
e | (@od0 2) WU @ 999 Gfddral @ TRl ool | idarar
Afaad TSI BT & Ufddal & Widd swieR Sl yes Si—1
qdaell RIfde IR & dreud WR & SR farfad swier S ges g1
W A T &, DT Je D [FRIE PR Bl (A Bl g,
fpar f5 <1 EweR Wl Uh—gk ¥ = | SAd 9 © [ 9N
73 e AMRFTIH & AT AT FRIERI BT (A B bl & |

favfa /amewr (qifs®) <@ (JmFc)
JUDGMENT/ORDER (CRIMINAL) WRITING (JMFC)

Frame the charge and write a judgment on the basis of the
allegations and evidence given here under by analyzing the
evidence, keeping in mind the relevant provisions on the
concerning law.

Prosecution Case :-

15 Truck bearing registration No. MP20 AB-845 belonged to one
Mohanpal ( P.W. 1). On 21.1.2013 the truck developed a mechanical
defect. It was, therefore, parked at village Dumna by the driver of the
Truck. On the following day, a window of the truck was found open.
On checking "diesel pump", "self starter" and "tools Kit" were found
stolen from the truck. A First Information report Ex. P1 was, therefore,
lodged to the police by PW. 1 Mohanpal on the basis of which a case
for the offence under Section 379, Indian Penal Code, came to be
registered. In the First Information report Mohanpal' expressed
suspicion against accused Kishan Das, since he was the driver of the
Truck.

2. During the course of investigation the Kishan Das and his brother

.Ram Das were arrested. Whilst in custody the two accused made a

disclosure statement under Section 27 of the Evidence Act before the
Head Constable in the presence of PW. 2 Chet Ram and one Bhagat
Ram leading to the recovery of "diesel pump", "self starter" and the
"tools Kit" from the house of accused Kishan Das.

3 The police, after completion of investigation submitted the
charge-sheet against both the accused for offence under Section 379
read with Section 34, Indian Penal Code.
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Defence Plea :-

4. The accused persons denied the charge. Their defence was that
they have been falsely implicated.

Evidence for prosecution :-

53 The prosecution in support of its case examined three witnesses
in all. There was no eye-witness of the theft. Mohanpal (P.W. 1) proved
the FIR Ex. P-1 lodged by him. He also proved the theft of aforesaid
articles from his truck. He also deposed that accused Kishan Das was
the driver of the Truck.

6. Chet Ram was examined as PW 2. He is silent with regard to the
making of the disclosure statement Ex. P 2 by the two accused. Another
witness to disclosure statement Ex.P-2 was Bhagat Ram but he was not
examined by the prosecution. Head Constable Shyam Lal PW. 3
deposed that both the accused while in custody on 21.01.2013 made a
joint disclosure statement Ex. P 2 in the presence of PW. 2 Chet Ram
and Bhagat Ram. He also proved the recovery of "diesel pump", "Self
starter" and "tools Kit" in pursuance of such disclosure statement.

Evidence for defence :-

7. On behalf of the accused persons no witness was examined in
defence.

Arguments of Prosecutor :-

8. As per the prosecution both the accused while in custody on 21.1.2013
made a joint disclosure statement Ex. P 2 before Head Constable Shyam
Lal (PW.3) in the presence of Chet Ram (PW.2) and one Bhagat Ram and
in pursuance of the joint statement, recovery of "diesel pump", "Self
starter" and "tools Kit" was made from both the accused. Therefore, on the
‘basis of disclosure statements and'recovery of the articles, offence under
Section 379 of the IPC was duly proved against both the accused.

Arguments of Defence Counsel :-

9. On behalf of the accused it was contended that the joint disclosure
statement said to have been made by the two accused is not admissible
in evidence and no reliance can be placed upon any recoveries alleged
to have been made in pursuance of such joint statement. Therefore,
accused should be acquitted.
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9 fod T Ao @ AMd @ IMER R AR faRfaa &
aT R fed A a2, 91| 9 aaf @ mER W faareiy fag
AT, Uh goRel faufy faRad —

HIIIoIT &1 GHVIT —

1. ¢, fO9®T uoie ®Hid gadl20 Udle4s o, HIigd Uid (R1.3M.1)
HT a7 | A6 210113 B ¢h 4§ FifFGI Ffe o T 0| s
TH DI IAD AAG H UM AN H G IR QAT | 37T a7 g
U Raggs! el s g | PR &1 R g 4 | Sioid U™, dAh
TIER doI <o fhe &1 AT BFT Ul TS | A8 U (31411) & g
gorq el Rurd udi1 gfory § a6 &xarg T8, /s AR ) gR
379 MIEfd @ I TUSHIT AWM & =T H YHI0 Usiad fdar
Wluwwﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁw%wmmwmm
far wife 98 & &1 arad o |

2. OTJEYM & SR (B R Iqd WE YW Bl RREIR
fopar a1 | IR H Y@ B AR Il YT F A2 TR
AT TF I AR &7 SURRY § We STRETS @ ey oI 27 e
faae & =id U Uded a9 fQar i R 4 SIod 99, Hewb
WIER' 3R ‘T e’ Igad (heas & Ao d a-Me (hd T |
3. gfer o ey YUl #RA & e Qe AfgEIel & fawg
gIRT 379 HEUISHT URT 34 WIG(d & IfAd TUSAIT WY & H=< H
AR U= Ra fhar |

- yferen sfare —

4. SIRYEIIO 7 AR FEBR HAT | I7HT 991 o {6 3= el
HHRT AT |
AT B e —

5. JIMWMAS F AU YRV & FHAH H fA A GIER & B
HEA | AR BT Dl et Al T80 of | Algdard (@UEn1) 7 SHD
gRT Tl $Is s UM ol RUiE udi vl & | S94 a8 ol
g fhar € b Swied adl & ARl S9a ¢b ¥ 9 gs ol |
IE- I8 U Wl T fob ifigad fheerd b &1 dreid o |

6. TONTH A2 B WU H wWiferd fhar | S99 3UH pUF H
S FIgFOT & gRT AU T Udhed 99 U2 & IR H HiE 91
T8l 9dle | Ubcd 999 UW2 BT I IR WIARE o oifbd 39
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AT & gRT GRIEra -8l fhar Tar o1 | U 3IReTd el
(@1=13) T PUA f&Ar of fob fadid 21.01.2013 B ST AMIFATT A
APREAT | SISO el $2 FYARM qAT WIRM & a8 gdl2 &I
ghed 9T YA WU A QA1 AT | SEH SISl UH, Aok WY 3R
¢ fhe &1 R Udhed 99 & IITER0T H fhar SI=r 1 yHIfod
foba |

ddid 1&g —

7. SIMYERTT B AR ufcRer H R @l & wdieor T8
HRATAT AT o |

ARISID BT db —
8. SIS & IR, QHI AMGFIOr 5 Q-1 21.01.2013 Pl
AMRET H o T9 SBIH U IMREd Ml (IT¥N3) I davM

(Q14T.2) AT U 3T HICARH & FHed q@zaﬁwwﬁaﬁaﬁ?
YA AT D IIARYT H SISl U, e IR 3R ¥ fbe Bl
RIS F1 AMIETOT F B TS o | TR ybed qaH AR e
Bl RS & IFUR R ST AMGFII0T & fdeg oRT 379 WG &
AT IR ARy, B9 3 YATOTT B3l € |

9 Aferaddn b1 db —

9. NIRRT B R & I8 $el AT & b FYad Udbe g3 Sl
5 Q1 AMGFIor & gRT AT ST HET T &, e § Iey Jal 2
SR 39 W ORI T8 R O Fdar 2 &R 39 MR W @l T8
RESH W W R T8 e aEr =@y ey e
QgE fhd S =Ry |

EX o
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