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INSTRUCTIONS TO THE CANDIDATES:

1) The candidates should note Rule 5(b) of the Karnataka Judicial 

Service (Recruitment) (Amendment) Rules, 2016 that reads as under:

Main Examination:
The Competitive Written Examination for recruitment of 
District Judges shall consist of:-

Written Examination of two papers each of three 

hours duration with 150 maximum marks of each 

paper-one in Civil Law and another in Criminal 
Law.

(iij It is compulsory for all candidates to answer at 

least one of the papers in English language and in 

so far as the other paper is concerned, it shall be 

optional for the candidates to answer the same 

either in English or in Kannada in which event the 

said paper shall be answered entirely in the 

language in which option is exercised.

(i)



1) c3t),C£QSr ^fa3t) o)CXOc^)ri^O 2016d oiOiic^) 5(20)0^)?^

& LtiusTb^zb =00^ tf^rrl^o riskari^c^:

stoXl atdcu:----------- g -------sej-

c3ez&5d3o&& $G9r^& OsOg z!Q<z$c&: &&7i®o8c&:-
fi) Osq^ ztoeicZo <ati&> zj£uabn$nz& z&Jdcb rtotS gs

Zj£€c£q 150 rtoti &Ourt& w&Gb - kozb
e3 V &

sb&sotfl &Z)Ud$v SdcSfie&BdACbsfcS.
AUS) &^@r7t& uEdOJbSJdf)
zjtieZiO&O zro&Qzjz3£5$7bz$z& z&^jdotf: zj^u/f ZjOZ3o$2irio^

Z$z& &ort ^o±>0 avgQ&zdri&t vafyl
fttfodnrf, v zjctitfrriO & zi^uotic^ ztoSr ^a|
%jc>z5o£>£) av&Q£&$c&.

Jdzj ziu ZsCtf: Zj^vobtf^ &ort(ii)

2) If there is any difference in the question in English language and 

Kannada language, the question framed in English language shall 

prevail

kotii z5?$ e^/rVg vori &oc£>EJotf€) ^ori
zSz>QkcbzS zj$x>zSzj)^pgrb&c3.

3) . Write your register number only on the cover page in the space 

provided and nowhere else. You must 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.
<0^6 oago* rfoejdty sbtirig s^dn^d stride. d&g eododded, ded z>&ctiw 
ejdodzzdtfd). $ed> rtodb&cty sjfacforidQdjdod avod d^vccbqd/lc) &zpzjd dtddo wdtf 
dSfodqzrie dd^ dddd^ udodzjDbcb Qtiz>$)d? rbzddd^ djddsjvtfdj. & sbe&d
djddd ovvop’Jbdd &ddrd/f /tOcdJD/dSeO.

1. Frame proper issues on the basis of the following pleadings.
GIST OF PLAINT

10 Marks

The plaintiff is the absolute owner of the suit ‘A* schedule
03 acres, having purchased the sameproperty, which measures
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vide registered sale deed dated 23.03.2008. From the date of sale 

deed, plaintiff has been in actual possession and enjoyment of the 

suit property. The defendant is the adjacent land owner on the 

southern side of the suit ‘A’ schedule property. About six months 

back, plaintiff got measured the suit ‘A’ schedule property through 

a surveyor and came to know that the ^defendant had encroached 

15 guntas of the suit ‘A’ schedule property on its southern side, 

which is described as the suit ‘B’ schedule property. The plaintiff 

requested the defendant to vacate the encroached area and 

handover the suit T3’ schedule property. But, the defendant refused 

to vacate the encroachment and has also denied about he 

encroaching the suit B’ schedule property and plaintiffs ownership 

over the same. This made the plaintiff to file the suit.

With the above averments, plaintiff claimed a decree to 

declare him as the absolute owner of the suit ‘A5 schedule property 

and for directing the defendant to handover the possession of the 

suit B’ schedule property to him.

GIST OF WRITTEN STATEMENT

The defendant categorically denied plaintiffs title and ownership 

over the suit ‘A’ schedule property and also denied the allegation of 

he, encroaching suit B’ schedule property. According to the 

defendant, he has been in possession of one acre of land since the 

year 1995 having purchased the same from plaintiffs vendor vide 

registered sale deed dated 21.02.1995. The defendant had put up a 

barbed wire fence and enjoying his property as its absolute owner. 

The defendant, in the alternate, contended that, he has been in 

possession of the suit B’ schedule property since the year 1995
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openly, uninterruptedly and to the knowledge of the plaintiff and 

thereby had acquired title to it by adverse possession, 

defendant further contended that the suit was barred by limitation 

and also bad for non joinder of necessary party, as the vendor of 

the plaintiff and the defendant was a necessary party to the suit. . 

According to the defendant, the suit was not properly valued and 

requisite court fee is not paid on the plaint. This Court lacks 

jurisdiction to try this suit. On all these grounds, the defendant 

prayed for the dismissal of the suit with costs.

sotted A>c>0$0S>

The

10 wourteb

‘a’ &&&<& W&OfcOkcfc, DcTOOo 23.03.2008d ^)OC3DO!Dd

SDQcD dg «d QdQod srododo ^dipddd

d,3^)Oo±o ‘o* dura

djs^fuddboDd. rddsoci) tscb Saod sraQodo dscTO ‘a’ ^jaci^

ddr dj3?£i^cradd dxroo^ d^a^d.Fd dD^ ed d,^asQodo

CJcJcOO

a*

ddjse/ dura 233dd€)dod 15 rbod. s;£oedc±>, aoDdo droacd uodD aodcd,
6 c3-» eJl ‘ ^ w w

eroded, ‘a’ ddj3t^ hoboed ddSd^Ad. s^Dodo d^asaoddd asas ‘o*
_s 4 a -c ■ ^

d^lQdde^odo
eJddjso5' «^od So^dOodcd, oddAo^^j e>dd ?3saedddd'

5 ^ -C ^ c2 ^

t3dd ^a^aodo asDdOodd^ ^osuO^, 3s?d asas ‘a’

eroded, ad^do djsacdddfd, sdoi edd sded asaod dro<0e^dsh4 j os'v

e?cddood sraaodo ^ cjoasdcd, ^€)7jdeuDo!D«D.
M _5 4

ds sde€)d addrart^od a^aoia ssed asas ‘a* ddi^o4 ^d dodjsrar 

dro^u aoed qlrocdE® dxddfd sdd: crass ‘a’ ?^Sd ^peddd^

d^jsodd dradco d^asQrt &added aoed doasd ^e^edasd.
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5$J533S3 7J$Cs)0Si

gosroQoio sroaoio ‘c^’ c§ci/aeG4‘ sfe50e^^d:si)C±)

C3S533 ‘a* sSc^eS5, ^OSjJSeSF^A eori^Q!±5Sd. ^53SQO±3

gffsd EoOdo a^nd sssorf sDSfa D^sou 21.02.1995d

dJseoaDo&d ^DOeQ dgd dbJ3<yc sDoea droa « 1995^? sroOeaod dd^

sapedd^d ^)ed,os)d. ddsroDoio e &£oedrf dod deOodd^, « «^ab?d, 

t?dd dodrarar djaOcu^A t5d>^a^^fsod: EodDdc^d. d^^aois dairaFod^sA 

isDd; C3D53S ‘a’ ddra^ I995de ^xOdod ^oorlra d^acddod oi®^)de do^

oucrado asaod AsdddO ^do ?3fddaij€j3ocd aodcd e5 dssd © t?Ajd
n tn O ‘ O —' _e

T^pedd dx^ou dosOeud^ ri^&raoQcbdjcroA de^bo^d. d,^s3Daodo 

daodidodx ds asas ^^aodod sot)d^ eo^diScd 'dxdD asa sddD ddasad
• «J Q _e _o —’

©^oddi, sdsos^ docjQddddD, d? asdd deodd «dde^ durrsddd^- deQdd E^dd 

^dfe3d ad^ssd. ^dasaod d,55d d3 asdodd^ doodroA do^^djsdd dosao 

sddi e33d dgdraoad bdpd a^odosodd sfcejdd^ asdd dssao. ds a^odsocd^ 

d? crododd^ as^Odc: ©pcsd a^db ^dDs^ao. d? ac^ ssdrari^od ^daaaodo 

asasdcd, lOsdF dad dssc) drod^D ^^oatdssd.4 _«

2. Translate the following passage as extracted from a 
Judgment to Kannada language:

ds SsteoeS -Seard Ejsrtdd^ ud^d s?s23rt efdasas;.

The point to be considered in this case is, whether, the 

petitioner herein irrespective of being a legitimate or illegitimate 

child of the respondent and not being a married daughter, is 

entitled to maintenance, not only during the period when she is a 

minor, but also after she attains majority, till she gets married, on 

account of injury being unable to maintain herself. It is noted that 

the petitioner herein was already seventeen years of age when the 

petition was filed in the year 2014 and when the petition is

15 Marks
15 eotfrfqb
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disposed of; she was almost eighteen years of age. The family court 

has held that the petitioner could seek maintenance after she
The family court in my view has erred on twoattains majority.

counts: firstly, by not awarding any maintenance to the petitioner 

herein during the minority of the petitioner under Section 125 (l)(b) 

of Cr.P.C., and secondly, for the period after the petitioner attains

majority, by not applying Section 125 (l)(c) of Cr.P.C.

The expression “not being a married daughter” would clearly 

indicate that a legitimate or illegitimate daughter even if she has 

attained majority, would be entitled to maintenance till she gets 

married.

15 Marks3. Translate the following passage as extracted from a 
judgment to English language:

dasOenasd uscfcc&drttfe&k e>sSFO±>d^ ^O^d^d:

iB^cdsodDdd. t?ddo ?5di2ood-‘X)’o±) d&d tsdd do,do,
* •w' V

^cd, djse&d do.97d€) Froca ^ud dds^di aekssso

sa^dDridjsdD ̂ dd: d^dddcld^d^ d33d6

dro^dD^d. e dddd^d^ s&edd, ‘sd£): ^odds 5dddvJ d^cxddi
^ j) B O y ol

Edjs^odd:, ?3sded§, ^edid sdood ^dso^dsod dod,d <^o^di

^^cd2Jd:dd. 3000/-djt>. dj^dddx dodo d^od dowo^dO

F)edcsd QcJDO^docd doc^od dasdusAdogoocd ^cdcbcrodd i^dsroAdo. wcrortj^,

^ddd^ ^cddDcradd: d^sdod Sood d<?^crad dorood| dosooc^d^od ddd^o^d

ddeO'odO ^drSodo^d dx^o addod€) desde^ndodocd sroO^dDc^dds,

docssodded, ^oddDd^5 llde Sodded sdedrl drodc^ndodosxdcd, e?deoDCJ3ddD < . • 01

15 wourt^b

d3t)dco aided
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t?ci>d©od, sijsei ?oui)rs s36ecxk, ‘£±K£),^^^oc±),
n O U Tj

sS)drt^5S^ tspusd ^cbcbDsdOAosSoci), rossd^

^Soddws^^gjfuoci) sraaxjcrad.

4. Explain the conditions to be fulfilled in the matter of production 
of additional evidence in the Appellate Court; mode of taking 
additional evidence and the manner in which additional evidence if 
allowed, to be dealt with by the Appellate Court.

10 Marks

s&etjrfa ^o±reoo±>d<0 deddo sos&sck e>dd63<Dt£>d
^oddoris^; ddodo ^u^dd^ «dd)ij3^d doeofed<^
^oiroooi)^) d2ddo dgddo^d <^dQ^.

10 ©oSrtsfe

5. What do you understand by the expression “Part Performance” 

in Section 53 A of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882? What are the 

conditions stipulated for enforcement of the right of part 

performance? Explain with reference to Section 53 A of the 

Transfer of Property Act, 1882 and Section 17(1A) and proviso to 

Section 49 of the Registration Act, 1908.

10 Marks

?!;& drrordrat) e>0do&5±>, 1882 d vvo 53£> ab€) ado^cbd dd “sjsrldg
c3 —S ' t*> *

dddeOu^odd:, ddocd ©dr^i©oaoco? spsrtdg dddeOuod d^di,
dddda^cbd dodd^rtsd) cdrodcd? drrordcfs ©Qdodsd, 1982d

* W *

3oo 53^ djsodr^ ssotod, 1908d ^oo 17(1^) t£>& 3<sx> 49d ddoddrt^cd,
. —0 x ' 4

dda^j.m

10 yourfsk

6. Explain the meaning of temporary, perpetual and mandatory 
injunctions with reference to Specific Relief Act, 1963. Under what 
circumstances an injunction cannot be granted? Enumerate.

10 Marks

doaasd &?d^oddo, 1963d^ vd&yDv, sbo&o dD^
d,oEJ0^u3^ tsqjFri^d^ S)d0^. odsd dod^rd^O ^SwoqSisa^pdbd^ dedco
erbd)©^? ^)dQd.

7. What are the grounds for declaration of a Hindu Marriage as 
void marriage and voidable marriage? Enumerate the same with 
reference to the provisions of Hindu Marriage Act, 1955.

io

10 Marks
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&0dj3 5^^ ^FifcSSFaiira^^S&Crad a^OdD
s^jse^i.^co cbjtidjd]? Soodra &)c3D^ u^oDod, 1955d ^EpodcSri^cd^ srodcjO^j
S)dOXj.

10

8. What are the requisites of a valid adoption under the Hindu 
Adoptions and Maintenance Act, 1956? Explain with reference to 
Sections 6 to 10 of the said Act. What are the effects of an 
adoption under the aforesaid Act?

kodra 2S£d?5sod ssctod, l956d ©sodO sadradsod dd^
s3e5andbd'wte63rteb ods^d:? e 5so!odo±) uoo 6 ood lOd^ &dOAj. «
ut)0!cdoi) «So±x£) e?d ddud dS^dd^b o±ra^)^)?

10 Marks

xo eotfrtsk

9. What do Sections 9 and 34 of the Arbitration and Conciliation 
Act, 1996, as Amended by Act 3 of 2016, deal with? Explain with 
reference to the said provisions.

s50!od 3/2016d djacou ^dd^oirod dd doqrod esp^cdd, 1996d
tivo 9 dsb 34 cdra^dd^ d^ddodod? © SEpoddr^d^ Sdo^.

10. Explain the differences between Fundamental Rights, 
Fundamental Duties and Directive Principles of State Policy, which 
are in Part-Ill, Part-IV A and Part-IV of the Constitution of India. 
Enumerate at least five Fundamental Rights and five Fundamental 
Duties.

10 Marks

io

10 Marks

EpDd^fod do£iq7Ddd gpsrt-III, spari-IVoS dd s^rl-IVdOdd
^dFd^rid dd osa^ SdeFdu edfld ^cbjri^

djsodsd dd/ld dd sod donos^sd
* ^ _s

10

sc^s^ sodo
^^Fdh^d d^0X).o «.

11. Write short notes on ANY TWO of the following:

Contract of guarantee and contract of indemnity: 
Differences.

Exclusion of time of proceeding bona fide in Court 
without jurisdiction and effect of acknowledgement in 
writing: Sections 14 and 18 of Limitation Act, 1963.

Principles of res judicata.

lis pendens

2x5=10
Marks(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
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g* 33^u aslakrttf s&ed I35dc§ eodcODO:

(^) aradooi) SoSjod s&©d ^si sjQsrodd a^sjod -
cJ_seJ cJfii

(s>) 5336Aj ero^oiraoodbdO ^^^Qod d,cdradd^ dd^d^d
sidboiidci^ a^^diE^do &oddd<g ^edd ^ensd dgd 
ddraDE&risb. 55odOSX)>B ^a^oddo, 1963d ^oo 14 sdsb 18.

(^j) djsdr^fFd erofiabd ed^^b

(Q) €)7f dod?^

12. Write a judgment on the basis of following facts and evidence 30 Marks 
with reference to the relevant provisions of law and case law:

Smt. Parvathi filed a suit for partition and separate possession 

of her l/3rd share over the suit schedule properties, which consist 

of two house properties adjacent to each other. One Satyanarayana 

(Defendant No.l) and Lakshminarayana (Defendant No.2) are the 

elder brothers of the plaintiff. The suit schedule properties are the 

self acquired properties of their father Krishnappa, who died 

19.08.2016. The mother of the plaintiff and defendants, 

Smt.Jayamma pre deceased Krishnappa and died on 05.03.2014.

The plaintiff, being one of the legal heirs of late Krishnappa, has 

l/3rd share in the suit schedule properties. The defendants, in 

spite of repeated demands and issuance of legal notice, refused to 

allot the plaintiffs share, by contending that Late Krishnappa had 

executed a Will in their favour, which made the plaintiff to file the 

present suit.

The defendants, in their written statement, admitted the 

relationship between them and the plaintiff and the suit properties 

as the self acquired properties of their father Krishnappa and also

2x5=10
©Ourtsb

on
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the date of death of their father and mother. The defendants 

specifically contended that their father Krishnappa has executed a 

registered Will on 16.05.2015, when he was in sound disposing 

state of mind and bequeathed the suit properties in favour of 

defendant No.l and 2 and on the basis of the will, defendants 

became the absolute owners of the suit schedule properties and 

katha was changed in their favour and the plaintiff has no right to 

claim share over the suit schedule properties. On all these 

grounds, defendants prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs.

ISSUES

1. Whether the plaintiff proves that she is 
entitled for a decree for partition and 
separate possession of her share over the 
suit schedule properties?

2. Whether the defendants prove that their
has executed a 

16.05.2015
father, Krishnappa, 
registered dated
bequeathing the suit properties in their 
favour and thereby they became the 
absolute owners of the suit schedule 
properties?

will

3. What order or decree?

EVIDENCE ON BEHALF THE PLAINTIFF:

The plaintiff, who was examined as PW. 1, deposed about the 

relationship between the parties and suit properties as self- 

acquired property of their father, Krishnappa. PW. 1 further 

deposed that she has got a legitimate share in the suit property, as 

the daughter of Late Krishnappa and defendants had refused to 

allot her share, inspite of repeated demands and issuance of legal

10



notice to the defendants. PW. 1 further deposed that the Will relied 

upon by the defendants, said to have been executed by her their 

father, Krishnappa, was created and concocted by the defendants, 

in order to grab the suit property.

During the course of her cross examination PW1 denied that her 

father late Krishnappa was hale and healthy and had absolutely no 

ailments. PW1 admitted that her father was never hospitalized and 

his mental condition was stable. PW1 denied the signature on 

Ex.Dl Will of her father Krishnappa. But she admitted that her 

father used to sign in English. PW1 admitted that her father and 

these defendants have performed her marriage. PW1 denied the 

suggestion that her father late Krishnappa has executed Ex.Dl Will 

and bequeathed the suit item No.l and 2 in favour of defendant 

No. 1 and 2.

The plaintiff produced the property extract of the suit 

properties as per Ex.P. 1 and 2, which show that suit properties 

were initially standing in the name of Late Krishnappa and names 

of defendant No.l and 2 were entered as the owners of suit item 

No.l and 2 on the basis of the registered Will dated 16.05.2015. 

Ex.P.3 is the copy of the legal notice issued by the plaintiff to the 

defendants on 08.09.2017, demanding her share in the suit 

properties.

Ex.Pl : Property extract of suit Item No.l. 

Ex.P2 : Property extract of suit Item No.2. 

Ex.P3 : Copy of legal notice dated 08.09.2017.

ii



EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS:
Defendant No.l, who was examined as DW.l, in his evidence 

admitted the relation between them and plaintiff and also the suit 

properties being self acquired properties of their father, 

Krishnappa, and also date of death of their father and mother. 

DW.l further deposed that their father, Late Krishnappa, when he 

sound disposing state of mind, had executed thewas m a
registered Will dated 16.05.2015 and bequeathed the. suit item 

No.l and 2 in favour of defendant No.l and 2 respectively. DW.l 

identified the signatures of his father and attesting witnesses found 

on the Ex.Dl Will, by saying that he was personally present at the

time of execution of the said Will. DW.l further deposed that on

the basis of the said Will, they became the absolute owners of the
no right to claim share over thesuit properties and plaintiff has 

suit properties.

During the course of his cross examination DW1 admitted that 

late Krishnappa had no ill will against the plaintiff and he was 

treating all his children cordially. DW1 denied the suggestion that 

late Krishnappa’s health condition was not good about one and half 

years prior to his death. DWl 'denied the suggestion that they have 

forged the signature of their father and created Ex.Dl Will in order 

to grab the suit property and deprive the plaintiff of her legitimate 

share in the suit property.

The defendants examined one Vinay, son of attesting witness 

to the Will, late Narasimhaiah, as DW.2 and he deposed that, his 

father was no more and he was familiar with his father’s signature, 

but he did not find the signature of his father on Ex.Dl Will. The

12



defendants cross-examined DW.2 by treating him as a hostile 

witness and even during the cross-examination, DW2 denied the 

suggestion that his father had signed on Ex.Dl Will as a attesting 

witness, by saying his father used to sign in Kannada. Counsel for 

the plaintiff submitted no cross examination to DW2.

The defendants produced registered Will dated 16.05.2015 as 

per Ex.Dl, where in it is recited that Late Krishnappa was looked 

after by the defendants during his old age and they had performed 

the marriage of the plaintiff and gave her money and ornaments at 

the time of her marriage and she was staying comfortably in her 

husband’s house and out of his free will, love and affection, he had 

bequeathed the suit properties to the defendants. Ex.D2 and 3 are 

the death certificates of Late Krishnappa and Smt. Jayamma, who 

died on 19.08.2016 and 05.03.2014 respectively.

Ex.Dl : Registered Will dated 16.05.2015 

. Ex.D2 : Death Certificate of Late Krishnappa 

Ex.D3 : Death Certificate of Late Smt. Jayamma

ARGUMENT FOR THE PLAINTIFF:
It is the argument for the plaintiff that there is no dispute 

about the relationship between the plaintiff and the defendants and 

that the suit properties as the self acquired properties of their 

father. It was further argued for the plaintiff that the defendants 

had failed to prove the execution of the will by examining any one 

of the attesting witness. It was further argued for the plaintiff that 

the disputed Will was surrounded by suspicious, circumstances, as

IB



of the natural heirs of Late Krishnappa had been excluded 

from inheriting the suit properties, without any valid reason and 

due to the presence of one of the beneficiaries of the Will at the 

time of its execution. On these grounds, the plaintiff prayed to 

decree the suit.

one

ARGUMENT FOR THE DEFENDANTS:
On the other hand, it was the argument for the defendants 

that, due to the non availability of attesting witnesses, the 

defendants had examined DW2, who is the son of one of the 

attesting witnesses to the will and had proved Ex.D.l will. It was 

further argued for the defendants that they had looked after their 

father and plaintiff is a married daughter, who is staying in her 

husband’s house and since her marriage expenses were taken care 

of by the defendants and their father, she was excluded from 

inheriting the suit property. It was further argued for the 

defendants that though DW.2 had failed to identify the signature of 

his father, still the execution of the Will can be accepted, since 

DW1, who was present at the time of executing the Will, has.

identified the signature of executant and attesting witnesses and it
On these grounds, defendants prayed forwas a registered Will, 

dismissal of the suit with costs.

30

Ses&rrttfefc, wdejoa .lessbr
l/3e3e

EjgeS*) £9dd ^odoj^od:

sojaoQ&QO^cbd £>ddD sddrlvsAdjdd. (IcSe sJ-Ssrad)
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od cTOosakr© (2c5e sdlsroD) sraDol) fcsraoQUtJflcboBd. cros^s sldrs^ 

a^jso^ 19.08.2016doc±3 ©od ^ajjc)23ra t3^rt^)hcbo^. 53sQ

^SraDcdod 3S0!D &£Z±>& 2oO±)Si)fe sS)a sSjSddf fcsodd G?330c

05.03.2014doc±) dD,d dtsddo. did ^vddd ^d^diGd srod^dc^d^Dh ssnQrt cssro 

sSdjs^' i/3e3e E^rtd 'gcbdd. d,>B53sQodd ?jDndi, E330

ce^^raoG^dLra didi ©dOfi o-Q^c^dfs drsd d.d^Qoddi ^Gri So^

Irsdco Go^do^j, d^d ^deS>‘ e5dd ddsroA 2oOdi o^cCico G^diodd^ aodGnsn 

^d^jcd ts iradraGod G^Goio d^ c^^ddi^ dgddecsoddi.

d^GsGcddi ddi d,oi3sd dd,d£) t5dd did Gt>Go±> ddiGd doGodddi,
—’ £. ■—> ■—> <~J _o • • c(,

did Crosse) «^o±o t?dd dod 3ddG dodrosS^d t5Aj ^o^Jiddi^ did ddi dod
_d _c 0 ra co c3 _fi =< _c ife

did escOi 'sidd didrad Gfroodddi, GcgjlraoGdi^d. ddGt)Gcdd d^d t?dd dod 

GdeGDO drodid did^d di^doi)€)G3d GGSod 16.05.2015dodi Godi clooGDcOid
/«J _C MO.

woOico G^diodd^ Gddi gsge) ^did^di^ ^d^Godori emo^oi dosGc^di did « 

trooGoi Gsdiodi yq^dd died ^^Goddb cjssto dd^e/ ^d dosiroraF 

droiOe^oDddi did ©dd ddd£) 53sst) Gde^dra d3d t?Adi sroGA crosro
_S M • . O _c ro

So^ uedd dd ^di^Go GOdi T^dds^d. d de^ ^drari^oG d,ds3t)Gojidi 

Gssroddi, lOedr d&d Gsss dasdoi Gdod^crod.

ag33C330g{rtsfc
1. ^Godo ddrt ctsgs ddjs.o5' died 2©^ did

t) _d _e

7j|Oedd G^oddi^ ddodoo <sid Godi
zreded dGdss^oSie?_c

2. dlsroGcdid wdd dod udd g?too^ I6.05.20l5dodi—1 e) re
Godi dj^ocrooGd erooGco sradioddi, Gddi ctosto

«i

^liOddi, wdort erooGeii d^Gdd did « diJSGu
-9 «i Q -e

ddjs.o5" 7j Jirt dodj^rsF
6 tj-c

droOeuosAdis^d Gdi^dd^ s^ded dGds^doSie?

3. odBd tsded ode) Go,?

ei>dcb
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53SOO±0 553.JTO.1 <^OCi) ?i)QO±Ooi) Sftratfd ?jO20O^rt^ 207^
Cn* -* CJ» f\»X

ts^j eod c^dddd ^ocd sssjto.I

s&jododod: d^d

^)fl©?d2od 2o^ dds^Qodd) ddds^A ^c^lrsoddQ sddi Ifsdddo

iQd So^odd^ iQdoD' cicrauO^cd^croA sro.^.l skoodsdock dd,
/vf

de^ood£) dds^Doddo ^dd ddsroA tsdd dod ^,dd eoddDdroUpad <^ocd
^ M—^ ftJvyes) WW

de^bd £tdc£do3 ^rodoodo £oOdo d^^ crosro d,dc3t)Qai)dD

dooi^ed^d assDd <^oc±> cd9oio^)d.
_B

C3SS33

sjskS? dsss'sDdc^ t5ood dod . <d^d dodjt)r0Fo3ciA

sddo ftsdor^ oiro^jde usctodd^b ^dOo c^d^dd^

&0J.rJO.l ©d-

ed/scrtsraA ^ddD£ o

e^.^.I dd^ dododd^ odDddj^ tsdd/i cra^Duo d33Qd0o dod tsdd

d33d*&33n d^dod^cb cod^dd^ sra.^.l a.l uoo^od

FradDodO tscod dod ^gdd ^dDs^dd^ ^as^o^cd edd dd^ dod yod 

sjsslodd) d£o idscddddo c^db>d)dcdj 2»j&iTjj4)%c®t5d. co^.?js.1 £30od sdcddoddi, 'sdj 

dod sddi ^ ddsroQodsd droQdo’diddi, ^&d/asto,3s)d. sro.^a.l «uod dod sd.d 

d^d ?b^d a.l en)c&)C0 E^doodd^ eodcd crasro sobo do.l d^d^ 2?^ 1 sddo 2de

ddsroQodOn yoodco djsad/sdddo cbcdid djuddodcdv ^os^OXiO^d.
__ > eJ Q «< CJ

sroQcdo C3DS3S «A» ducod^cd, c^srad &.1 dodo 2 <£ocd ®t)2scd
_jj _f ' -£

d^cd t?^)dsd do^ dxoodg' d^d ^dd dddOd^ Q?raou I6.05.20l5d 

dj^ocroorod troodco crosdod d,W4)d 1 cddi 2d? d,di330odd dddo c^sro sodo do.l 

sdd: 2d droOe^di ^osxrod csssro^Acd djseo^ddd: ^s^d &:3 Qcroou
.£ O -C1

08 09.2017docd 53DOodo ddsroOodod t?€od 2od loeo ^edSo^d cioetSe^d
^*n)

ddodsAd.
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agScS a.l: C3BS3S rfo.ld co^CO

figSN &.2: Di)53t> £&30 ^0.2d e5^j

&,3: Qc^o^ 08.09.2017d ?lfseBeAjoJ

gi^53®aoj5 3jd 3J3^

le3e Kj^ssaQafcc ^.t^A £>otis a^d ^Soioe^ sroDol) eictoOci

eod ^ojjcjsSfo

sd^) osd ^od 33ododd sddrs Ocraoud?d, So&draoSDs d d^D.l sdoocddScd 

«sd ?racod£) sd.d ^.dd oDcd adesro© drodDd dodXtd Qcrao^fec^fi^felftlrs&J /-J^roC)

16.05.2015dodo Soocd djsocroo^d stocOdod ^radiodcd, soddi cjssto sot3o do.l dD^o
«% _D

2^ ndosroA 1 dodi 2df ^S53sQoi)0^ £too!dco dro^ddo csodD dosatoe^d. 

d.Ait).l y wo!oco ?rasdo±)cd), sododod ^so4 dd§ sssiOd ^ocd de^? 

a.l truoroco fradDodOcdd dd dod did: d^ud^d A^dcrodd ^Sort^dD, 

rdcdd^c^d. d.^D.1 d^odDdOcd dd de^^odO y o\)cCoco sisdocd ycrodd
O —' «< n •

dxd ssd) cjosro y^cd ?jodj3f0F d3D<s>3craAtd srodd crosst) yA;od sded 2od
^ -e O _s ^v)

ne^co cds^de dd c^oed d)Qcdo^d.

g.A^.1 dd^ sjsde ^sraOd'g d^d 4)^?^ eroded ddd odds^de ^d 

^dOo sdd: yddo dd dDd^cd, df^.A eSjsca&s^bSdcd ^oed ^(2j6jD^o«t)d.
M -fi =4. m tJ c< o<. y_£ o &j y _e

d^^j.l sdjd weiroer^ ydd ^eOu^^od didjscb E^ocddd ddr ^od^od

d^A ^d^dd^ das^o^cds^d. g.?ra.i 3^ dodod d2od^d^ dneo ‘

djs^ y^oded, sdd^ srodd crosro yx>cd sded gebd nsd^d^Eod
-fi «(. -D _c Q

fio^odda^ dracddjdd^ ^srad S.l €A)odoD pssa&cdd^ dJsSiddiEd ^d^d

djsddodcd, dasuO^d^^d.°i -s

d,.Ss3t)£>cdcb voodoo ?rosdcd d^e^d^u d^d dd^odod^ddd sdd ^idod^ 

c^cd.dddd:, d^.2 £oc±> ?3Su ^Eosdra d^Scd ydeb dd> £)E5t)dcio^O dd,
=<.«.—r CJl Q fe«J| n ej,

dod d^ri deolrao^cd dod^ yd^d dd^ dodod d&od dodod ^d^ 8.1

tmcODco ?5E)d;ojD(g ydd dodod d& ^cbd)^^ <oocd d^Sod^^d. ^dssDoddD
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' ed S3.2 ?ji)$ e^OC±) 233^3? ?jS33C0 SfttJfldO eEd3 S33t3?
—) ci —^ 4Jl U> &

?jS3SO?d<3olW ^.^13.2 S-l f33d37^ aOd d^UyS ?J3uOi3Dh

' d33Sdd) ^ ^od ^dd<g doDdD^ddo ^ocd

jddodssDd. S33Q dd dSeocb d.^JD.2 ddo^ dsd susiSe dc^exi c^oed

de^cdodd.

d^srododdD QcTdo^ 16.05.2015d dJ3OC3c)0!od voco^dX) craskabd^ s.l

t^ocd ^325dD dd-Sjd^ e5 troo^co ^dooixg sdjd doi)?o3d ^re^dO

d,^^Dodd) djsedlfso^cd d:d3 Essdod d^dododd^ t5ddodj3 dea dro^d^ 

EssQd yuod sdcdd a3odO dra sdd3 a^ddri^d^ ^/sU^cd^wsa sddo e6 dd^ 

dodd sddodO dc33,ft ^dos3^ sddo dd, dod ^dodod sddD ddsroQodd d^eOd
roH _c ^oCc3 co

dodi ^sradd usdreDod crosro ts^odcd, 3&§s330odart voodoo d3Dddoo^)C33h 

wdodoohd. ^srad a.2 dodo 3 do^d u^d dodo ^fdod eicdodo^ dodr® ^doaro 

ddd^ncd oddo ^do^A Q?3ood 19.08.2016 dodo 05.03.2014dodo do^d d^ddo.

RgScS.ai: QcOOOd 16.05.2015d ?lf3Oc330!l0d VOODOO ?33do 

fOsragS.ai: do^d ^dd dodeo ^dxrs dd, 

do^d asafcdy? dodra ^dosra d^

333Qod ddn^h srad

aSoQod ddcoor^ oood dooai-^ooo 333© dooo ddssoQod ddo^d i*d02J0^d 

dodo C3S33 ts^oio odd dodod doirodrd && ^odo.d eori odos^de ^^crado
_x> _c tf2 _e

‘ado^Oo codo^sod. dooododado d,ds330oddo voodoo ^radood odrad)de e^ej 

da^u,d ?33uoddo, assadra sdsdde voodoo ^dooddo, Tjoaoedo da&o coodo 

ssoQdoeod. £)e3oDd vocoooo ?rodood dojoou do^d S^dd d^dAr^ sraddoDod 

e^oddo^ ododol>uS33A ddcdodiddo^ odsdj^^ 5Ddr3^od djsdAdcd dodo 

vocaooo fradood EoEO d^cd^^10^1 ^^do^ wdodod 000^ ^ds s3Eoadod)do 

voodoo cssdood dod ^dod ododoscrodd doddrrisd doodo sroadossd. & <z<sz
^ CJ —c ^

Dodrad^od sraQodo coossoddo^ ad, dosdoo ue^cjooaood.

&s&
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sjd ?oSuoio ©oE^sroAcbsi tradra ^sroOojbdj cS^ae^o

?j3n0±) 5±)fic33d ^.SiS.2 d^dfo^ TjSnCdjSA 5^33^ ?iS3j3 S.l emcCOCX Erasfoo&c^ 

?BEDfdD siaAjcb^cjsn ^a^bs^d. ^boocb^Ocb ^E^aobcb ts^d dodab^ 

clQealrDoacb sraacba sbdDdoirod sbd^Acb dd, dodd sbdoixD 'acbou^ sbdD
« OH m _e _c

tJoccb docbd sOz^Fri^^ ^ds^aabcb sbdo esdd dod dJsealraoadQod 

w^absbj crosro ddo±od)d^, djsddDdad^rido <^ocb sraa?b^d
H _c _fl

dxiodDdocb dd^ dodo* d&abeS^ rbcbddco a^^Addjs g.?^.l

SDd: troctoea crasbcxbdo, eodobod dd? sosesdcb ?33d3cxbd3, adddd

sbdi d^ae^dra rjsucssdd dSod^d^ rbcbdXicb^jddod dDd^ ?5draod3 dj^oasc^od 

enx^ooD c3sdD tsAcb^dood & ^sbabd^ wdodbs^dd^ go&^Q^dicb

dDocb ^sroa dd sroDTbs^d. nudrad^od d,d53sacxbcb cradabd^ ^Osdr

d^od d2S5 droda) Iraeolooacjsd.

********
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