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Instructions :-

1.

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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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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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
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SETTLEMENT OF ISSUES

Q.1 Settle the issues on the basis of the pleadings given hereunder
and in the light of relevant provisions of laws - 10 Marks

Plaintiff’s Pleadings :-

Plaintiff had purchased certain building material valued at
Rs.2,00,000/- on credit from the defendant on 15.01.2015. Plaintiff
required additional sum of Rs.3,00,000/- for the marriage of his daughter.
Plaintiff offered to mortgage his three story house to defendant, which was
accepted by defendant on the condition that he will execute the sale deed
in favour of defendant and they will enter into an agreement separately
regarding mortgage. Plaintiff having no other choice after receiving Rs.
4,00,000/- executed a sale deed of suit house in favour of defendant for
security of loan amount, Rs. 6,00,000/- was mentioned as sale
consideration in the sale deed and fact of delivery of possession to
defendant was also mentioned. On that very date, defendant had executed
an agreement in favour of plaintiff that if plaintiff will pay Rs. 6,00,000/-
with 2% monthly interest within three years then defendant will re-convey
the suit house to plaintiff by executing a sale deed in his favour. Plaintiff
never intended to sale his property.

At the time of execution of this sale-deed, two tenants namely,
Heeralal and Ramesh, were also residing in the suit house, who were
paying monthly rent of Rs.6000 & 8000 respectively. The defendant was
authorized to accept this rent in lieu of interest. Plaintiff continued his
possession on suit property as owner. In March 2017 since Heeralal had
handed over possession of that portion in favour of the plaintiff, whereas
when the property was vacated by Ramesh in January 2018, the defendant
rented it out to one Lokesh on rent @ Rs.10,000 per month. The defendant
got his name entered in the Municipal records in illegal manner without
any right over the suit property. The defendant is not entitled to recover
interest (@ more than 12%.

Further that in June 2019 plaintiff had requested the defendant to
execute a reverse sale deed in his favour by settling accounts, but
defendant declined. Plaintiff has been always ready and willing to perform
his part under agreement dated 20.04.2015. Plaintiff has given a notice
dated 15.07.2020 also, but the defendant did not follow the terms of the
notice. Resultantly, plaintiff has filed this suit on 01.06.2021 against



defendant for redemption of mortgage, declaration of title and possession
and in the alternative, specific performance of agreement of conditional
sale and for restoration of possession in favour of the plaintiffs from
Lokesh, who was inducted as a tenant by the defendant and till such
vacation, claimed rent from Lokesh.

Defendant’s Pleadings:-

All the averments made in plaint have been specifically denied being
false. The plaintiff had willfully and with free consent, executed the sale-
deed of suit house in favour of defendant after getting the due
consideration and handed over the possession. Plaintiff is residing in the
suit house gratuitously. Alleged agreement as averred by plaintiff is fake
and forged, which is inadmissible in evidence due to its non registration,
which can not be acted upon by the court for granting relief to plaintiff.
The suit filed by plaintiff be dismissed with cost being time barred and non
maintainable and plaintiff be directed to hand over the vacant possession
of suit house to defendant.
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FRAMING OF CHARGES

Q.2 Frame a charge/charges on the basis of facts given here under -
- 10 Marks

PROSECUTION CASE / ALLEGATIONS -

Naveen Mishra is working as Branch Manager of Madhupur Branch
of Bank of Baroda from 01.01.2018. Sudhir is a cashier, Abhishek is Data
Entry Operator and Manoj is working as Sweeper in the same Bank. On
12.05.2018, the bank was closed at 02:30 PM being half day holiday on
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Saturday. Keys of bank were kept by Manoj. With the help of Manoj,
Abhishek got the bank opened on 12.05.2018 at 7 PM and disconnected
the CCTV camera installed in the bank. Thereafter Abhishek opened 12
fake KCC loan accounts by using the password of Branch Manager
Naveen Mishra and cashier Sudhir and transferred Rs.l lac in each
account. The fact of fake KCC accounts was disclosed in the audit of bank
conducted in the end of the month and it came to the notice that amount of
only Rs.5 lacs is available in those fake accounts. Naveen Mishra lodged
FIR and after registration of Crime No0.92/2018, police started
investigation. Statements of witnesses under Section 161 of Cr.P.C. were
recorded. Accused Abhishek was taken into custody and interrogated. He
revealed that few days prior to the incident, he secretly watched the
password of Naveen and Sudhir during meetings with them and noted the
password, which was used by him for opening fake KCC loan accounts
and for transfer of money in those accounts. After few days, he withdrew
Rs.7 lacs from those accounts out of which, Rs.2 lacs were paid by him to
Manoj and he used the rest of amount. CCTV footage of camera installed
at showroom just opposite to the bank was seized in which both accused
are visible. It was found that they entered the showroom by opening the
locks on 12.05.2018 at 7 PM and came out at 7:52 PM. Rs.30,000/- were
‘recovered and seized from accused Manoj on the basis of information
given by him in his memorandum under Section 27 of Indian Evidence
Act and seizure memo was prepared. Charge-sheet has been filed after
completion of investigation.
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FUT YR 161 TUH0 B TEd o@eg fBd | IR AfNs B A |
AFR TEBHT HARUEH I URT 27 WRAD WY ARfE o fear
o S g 5 I e & 8 9 @ 999 9 YR & 9 oal @
IRM S9® UGS OB W IGHR A B ol ¥, RNiFdr SN e S
Boil AW A @ Ty R O givwR Ry B 9 T SR
I @l ¥ 9 g w9y e, R | 1 d/@ wu FEs Ry iR
ofe Td w* A §9 & I Rog oen & AAAA. d71 @) e I«
o T Rt e fRAie 12.05.2018 B AT 7 q91 M1 RMYRTU §e6 BT dTedl
A IEH O T T 752 I RN AW RW | FRAT AT BT Al
FIRvSA I O 27 ARG ARy I oka far T Rree smeR W
Y b B T g 30,000/~ BT GG B ST UGHAHT A>T TAT| YOI
T SURTT AN AT A Uwgel fobar 1am |

JUDGMENT WRITING (CIVIL)

Q.3 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 :-

- 40 Marks
Plaintiff’s Pleadings :-

The brief case of the plaintiff is as follows :

The suit property belongs to the first defendant by virtue of a
registered sale deed dated 18-03-1980. The second defendant is the son of
the first defendant. The plaintiff entered into a sale agreement dated 05-07-
1995 with the defendants for the purchase of the suit property against a
total sale consideration of Rs. 10,000/- and on the date of sale agreement
itself, the entire sale consideration was paid to the defendants. The
defendants handed over possession of suit property to the plaintiff on the
date of sale agreement and since then, the plaintiff is in possession and
enjoying suit property. The defendants also handed over original sale deed
dated 18-03-1980 executed in favour of the first defendant to the plaintiff.
In the sale agreement, the defendants agreed to execute sale deed in favour
of the plaintiff or in favour of his nominee. On 05-06-2007, the plaintiff
orally requested the defendants to execute the sale deed in his favour.
However, the defendants promised to execute the sale deed in six month's



time, since they were employed in Tirpur. Subsequently also, the
defendants avoided execution of the sale deed in favour of the plaintiff.

On 04-01-2009, the plaintiff came to know that the defendants were
trying to alienate the suit property to.a third party, since the market value
of the property had been increased. The plaintiff was always ready and
willing to perform his part of the contract. On 05-01-2009, the plaintiff
sent a notice to the defendants for executing the sale deed. On 06-01-2009,
the defendants tried to interfere with the plaintiff's possession. In these
circumstances, the plaintiff filed the suit for specific performance of
contract and permanent injunction.

Defendant’s Pleadings :-

The defendants while denying the averments stated in the plaint,
specifically stated that the second defendant borrowed a sum of Rs.
10,000/- in the year 1991 from the plaintiff and as a security for the said
loan, the defendants executed a promissory note in favour of the plaintiff.
The defendants also paid interest at the rate of Rs. 3/- per Rs. 100/~ per
month. Since the defendants incurred loss in their business, they could not
pay the interest to the plaintiff; they handed over the original documents
pertaining to suit property to the plaintiff as security. The defendants had
also given the signed blank stamp papers to the plaintiff. The plaintiff
informed the defendants that he is obtaining the blank stamp papers only
as a security for due payment of the monthly interest. The plaintiff also
informed the defendants that in respect of paying the interest, he will have
the possession of the suit property and to that effect, he would write a
document in the blank stamp paper obtained from the defendants.

In July 1995, the defendants tried to dispose of the property for
discharging the loan availed from the plaintiff. Immediately, the plaintiff
prevented the defendants from disposing of the property by using the blank
stamp papers and getting the document written on it as though, the
defendants agreed to sell the property to him. The defendants are willing to
repay the loan amount together with interest from the date of signing the
blank stamp papers. The defendants did not receive the notice dated 05-01-
2009 alleged to have been sent by the plaintiff. The alleged sale agreement
dated 05-07-1995 is not true and genuine and the same is not meant for
selling the property to the plaintiff. The transaction between the defendants
and the plaintiff is only a loan transaction. In these circumstances, the
defendants prayed for dismissal of the suit.



Plaintiff’s Evidence :-

The plaintiff examined himself and three other witnesses. He deposed and
reiterated the contents of plaint and relied upon the documents which were
marked as Ex.A1 to A8.

P.W.2 and P.W.3 are the attestors of Ex.A1 agreement. P.W.4 is the scribe
of Ex.Al. Except the attestors and the scribe, the plaintiff has not
examined any other independent witness to prove the averments stated in
the plaint. The only correspondence between the plaintiff and the
defendants is Ex.A3 notice dated 05-01-2009 sent by the plaintiff to the
defendants which was also returned unserved.

The office copy of the pre-suit notice has been marked as Ex.A6. It was
received by the first defendant and the postal acknowledgment card has
been marked as Ex.A8. The first defendant gave reply of notice and the
same has been marked as Ex.A7. Office copy of the same has been marked
as Ex.Bl. The reply notice is dated 20-01-2005 and Ex.B2-
acknowledgment card shows that it was received by the counsel for the
plaintiffs on 24-01-2005. The suit came to be filed on 24-01-2005 itself.
However, in the cause of action column nothing has been mentioned
regarding the reply notice containing refusal to perform. Of course, it is
obvious that after sending the notice calling upon first defendant to
execute the sale deed in accordance with the sale agreement for sale, the
suit came to be filed within 12 days and it so happened that the reply of
notice sent by the first defendant was also received by the counsel for the
plaintiff's on the date of filing of the suit.

Plaintiff has deposed that Ex.Al sale agreement dated 05-07-1995 was
meant for selling the property to him and it was not given as a security for
the loan availed by the defendants from him. The plaintiff further deposed
that the defendants executed Ex.Al-sale agreement in his favour for
selling the suit property for a total sale consideration of Rs. 10,000/-.
According to the plaintiff, he paid the entire sale consideration on the date
of execution of the sale agreement itself.

He further deposed that in the sale agreement, it has been recited that the
defendants will execute the sale deed, as and when the plaintiff wishes
either in his name or in the name of his nominee. He further deposed that
since the defendants were employed in Tirpur, they requested time for
executing the sale deed in favour of him due to which he avoided to file
the suit. He further deposed that first defendant alone is the absolute owner



of the suit property. He has also deposed that on the date of sale
agreement, the defendants had handed over the original sale deed marked
as Ex.A2 dated 18-03-1980 to him.

Defendant’s Evidence :-

The first defendant has deposed that the second defendant borrowed a sum
of Rs. 10,000/- from the plaintiff on a monthly interest of Rs. 3 per Rs. 100
per month i.e. 36% per annum. Plaintiff had obtained their signature on
blank stamp papers as security for due repayment of the loan amount,
which he had utilized for filing the present suit for specific performance of
contract.

He further deposed that when second defendant has no title or right
over the suit property, the reason for including him in the sale agreement
makes it clear that sale agreement was nothing but a security transaction.
He further deposed that plaintiff has not produced a single paper to prove
that he took any step between 1995 to 2009 to get the sale deed executed
from him.

Arguments of Plaintiff :-

Learned counsel for plaintiff submitted that the suit agreement
executed by the defendants was meant for selling the suit property to the
plaintiff and the recitals found in the said agreement itself would establish
that it is meant for selling the property to the plaintiff. The learned counsel
further submitted that the plaintiff has been contacting and requesting the
defendants to execute the sale deed, since the date of execution of the sale
agreement and since they took steps to sell the property to some third
parties, he issued a notice dated 05-01-2009 and filed the suit on 07-01-
2009. The learned counsel also submitted that in view of the close
relationship between the parties, the plaintiff did not file the suit
immediately. The plaintiff has come out with a genuine case and therefore,
it cannot be alleged that he has not approached the Court with clean hands.

The learned counsel for plaintiff further argued that S. 92 of the Evidence
Act bars the defendants from contending that there was no sale and, it is
submitted that defendants should not have been permitted to lead oral
evidence in support of the contention in the light of Section 91 of the
Evidence Act.

Learned counsel further argued that suit insofar as it relates to the
prayer for a perpetual injunction restraining the defendants from
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interfering with the possession of the plaintiff's cannot be held to be barred
by limitation. He further submitted a vendor who had received the entire
sale consideration is obliged to handover possession of the property to the
purchaser and give warranty for occupation free of disturbances. It is not
possible to attribute any grave misconduct on the part of the plaintiff,
especially in a case where the entire sale consideration has been paid, to
deny to him the relief of specific performance. On the other hand, it would
be inequitable to deny such a relief in view of Section 10 of Specific
Relief Act.

He further contended that the plaintiff, after he paid the full amount
to defendants and obtained from him the receipt of the last payment,
completes his part of the contract has to be adjudged in the broad
perspective. The Court in suitable cases should look into the totality of the
circumstances and the allegations made in the plaint and from them come
to the conclusion whether necessary allegations have been made by the
plaintiff in that regard or not.

Arguments of Defendant :-

Learned counsel appearing for the defendants submitted that the
alleged suit agreement was not meant for selling the property to the
plaintiff and it can be construed only as a security document for due
discharge of the loan amount. The learned counsel further submitted that
the alleged suit agreement is dated 05-07-1995, whereas the suit was filed
only on 07-01-2009 i.e., nearly after 14 years from the date of alleged
execution of Ex.A1 sale agreement. Plaintiff has assigned no reason for the
delay of almost 14 years in filing the suit. Even if time is not the essence
of contract it has to be performed in reasonable time. Hence, suit is clearly
time barred and limitation can not be fixed from the date of issuance of
legal notice dated 05-01-2009 as same is against Article 54 of the
Limitation Act.

The learned counsel also submitted that in the absence of any
evidence led in by the plaintiff to establish that there is no latches in filing
the suit, suit can not be decreed. The learned counsel also submitted that
the plaint filed by the plaintiff for specific performance of the agreement is
not in conformity with Order 6 Rule 3 CPC, and Clause 3 Appendix. It is
also the contention of the learned counsel that even though sale
consideration is paid in full at the time of execution of agreement for sale,
even than plaintiff should have 1o prove that he had been ready and willing
to perform the contract from the date of agreement till the date of filing of
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the suit. The learned counsel further submitted that the plaintiff has not
come to the Court with clean hands and therefore, no decree for specific
performance can be granted in his favour.
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BEICIRSURES

JUDGMENT WRITING (CRIMINAL)

Q.4 Frame the charge and write a judgment on the basis of the
allegations and evidence given hereunder by analyzing the

evidence, keeping in mind the relevant provisions of the relevant
laws. - 40 Marks

Prosecution Case :-

Grandmother of deceased Gaurav, Shanti Bai lodged a missing
report with police station Kotwali on 24.11.2005 that his grandson Gaurav,
who is a student of class 9" has not returned to home since 12 p.m. of
22.11.2005 after the school was over and they have inquired at nearby
places, but got no clue. The missing report no. 100/05 was registered by
Sub-inspector Umashankar. In statement during inquiry Shanti Bai
informed that a ransom call from unknown person has been received on
27.11.2005 at 4.32 p.m. on their landline no. 3528250, demanding Rs.
5,00,000/-, otherwise Gaurav will be killed. Police installed caller I.D. and
other instruments at the residence of Shanti Bai. Again a call on landline
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number was received on 29.11.2005 at 9.12 p.m. which was made using
sim no. 9826055222. The same unknown person has threatened them
saying that even after the lapse of two days, the money has not been paid.
If money is not paid within 24 hours, then he will kill Gaurav.

Sub-inspector Umashankar registered FIR bearing crime no.
912/2005 on 01.12.2005 and started the investigation. Statements of Shanti
Bai, grandmother of deceased, mother of deceased Devi Bai and elder
cousin brother of deceased Pankaj were recorded in which they have
repeated the fact regarding missing of Gaurav since noon of 22.12.2005
and receiving calls from unknown persons on their landline. It was
revealed during investigation that sim no. 9826055222 was issued by
Airtel company in the name of one Sangram Singh, the documents of
Sangram Singh were fake and no person of such name could ever be
found. Thereafter during examination of LM.E.I. No. 123456789 of that
mobile, it was found that sim no. 7712322431 was being used in the same
mobile prior to the incident till 21.11.2005. That sim was issued by Airtel
company in the name of some Saleem. Saleem was taken into custody on
01.12.2005 at about 7 p.m. and interrogated, he revealed that he along with
co-accused Muvin and Firoj has planned to kidnap Gaurav. On 22.11.2005
at 11.30 p.m. Muvin and Firoj picked the Gaurav from the school and took
him to a factory which was closed for long time. When their demand for
ransom was not fulfilled then they killed Gaurav in the night of 31.11.2005
by strangulation. Co-accused Muvin and Firoj cut the dead body from
neck in two parts and threw both parts in jungle separately. He has kept the
mobile used in crime in a box at his residence. After recording a
memorandum u/s. 27 of Indian Evidence Act, a mobile which was used in
committing crime was recovered from the house of Saleem, which was
seized before witness Ram and Mohan, seizure memo was also prepared.
During search in jungle both parts of dead body were found which were
sent to District Hospital for examination. A detailed memorandum was
prepared in this regard. Dead body was identified by the mother of
deceased Devi Bai, identification memo was prepared.

Thereafter accused Muvin and Firoj were taken into custody and
their memorandums u/s. 27 of Indian Evidence Act were also recorded, in
which they admitted that they have committed the offence with Saleem. A
motorcycle was seized from Muvin, seizure memo was prepared. On the
information of accused Firoj, a sharp edged sword was seized from his
house, seizure memo was prepared. The said sword was sent to FSL for
examination.
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Call details and documents of both sim alongwith certificate u/s.
65B of Indian Evidence Act were obtained from Kapil, Nodal Officer of
Airte] company. Similarly, call detail and relevant information of landline
no. 3528250 were obtained from Sunil, the Nodal Officer of BSNL
company.

Investigation Officer Umashankar came to know that a CCTV
camera is installed at Showroom situated just opposite to the school. On
going through the footage of relevant date and time, two boys having
physical appearance similar to accused Muvin and Firoj were seen going
on motorcycle with a boy which was resembling with deceased Gaurav,
though the footage was not clearly visible. C.D. of relevant part of the
CCTYV footage got prepared and produced as electronic evidence. After the
completion of investigation, accused persons were prosecuted.

Defence Plea:

Accused persons pleaded not guilty and requested for trial.

Evidence of prosecution:

Pankaj PW-1 has stated that on 22.11.2005 he had an important work
near the school. At about 12 p.m. while returning, he saw that accused
Muvin and Firoj were taking Gaurav on a motorcycle from his school. In
cross-examination, he denied the suggestion that he had not disclosed the
fact during recording of his police statement Ex.D1, regarding seeing
accused Muvin and Firoj taking Gaurav on motorcycle and stating the
same for the first time in the court. He has also denied that he is elder
cousin brother of deceased Gaurav.

Shanti Bai PW-2 has deposed in court as per the prosecution story and
proved that she has lodged the missing report Ex.P1 and FIR Ex.P2. In
cross-examination, she has admitted that Pankaj is the elder cousin brother
of deceased Gaurav, who resides with them.

Ram PW-3 and Mohan PW-4 have not supported the prosecution. On a
leading question asked from prosecution side they admitted the signature
on memorandum of Saleem Ex.P3, Seizure memo of mobile Ex.P4,
memorandum of accused Muvin and Firoj Ex.P5 and P6 respectively,
seizure memo of motorcycle Ex.P7 and seizure memo of sword Ex.P8.
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Devi Bai PW-5 has deposed in court like Shanti Bai PW-2. Apart from
this, she has proved the identification of dead body and contents of
identification memo Ex.P9.

Nodal Officer of Airtel Company Kapil PW-6 has duly proved the call
details and related documents of sim no. 9826055222 and sim no.
7712322431 as per prosecution story. Call details are Ex.P10 and P11
respectively and Ex.P12 is the certificate u/s. 65B of Evidence Act
received in this behalf. It is clear from the call details that the sim no.
9826055222 was being used prior to the incident till 21.11.2005 in mobile
bearing IL.M.EI. No. 123456789 and the calls on 27.11.2005 and
29.11.2005 were made through sim no. 7712322431 on landline no.
3528250 using the same mobile number. According to this witness, each
mobile has its unique IMEI number.

Nodal Officer of BSNL Sunil PW-7 has also duly proved call details of
landline no. 3528250 Ex.P13 and Ex.P14 certificate u/s. 65B of Evidence
Act issued in this regard, as per prosecution story.

Narayan PW-8 has deposed that police has examined the CCTV footage
of his showroom related to the date of incidence i.e. 22.11.2005 and
copied the relevant footage in their pendrive. In his cross examination, he
has admitted the suggestion that CCTV footage was not clear and it was
not possible to identify a person correctly.

Dr. Umesh Trivedi PW-9 has duly proved the contents of post-mortem
report Ex.P15. As per the PM, the dead body was in two pieces. In his
opinion death was caused by strangulation and probably the neck was cut
down thereafter. In his opinion period of death was approximately before
4-5 days of examination. The witness stood firm during cross-examination.

Sub-inspector Umashankar PW-10 has stated that he has registered
missing report Ex.P1 on 24.11.2005 as per version of Shanti Bai and
registered FIR bearing crime no. 912/2605 on 01.12.2005. According to
this witness, he has got installed the caller 1.D. at the residence of Shanti
Bai. He has duly obtained the call details and other documents related to
sim no. 9826055222, 7712322431 and landline no. 3528250 from
concerned Nodal Officers. He interrogated accused Saleem on 01.12.2005,
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in which accused admitted the commission of crime along with other co-
accused and revealed that the mobile used in crime is kept in a box,
memorandum Ex.P3 was prepared and the mobile Article A-1, bearing
IMEI No. 123456789 was recovered on the basis of information given by
accused Saleem, seizure memo Ex.P4 was prepared. Memorandum Ex.P5
and P6 of accused Muvin and Firoj respectively were prepared u/s. 27
Evidence Act. A motorcycle and a sharp edged sword Article A-2 were
recovered from accused Muvin and Firoj respectively and seizure memo
Ex.P7 and P8 were prepared in this regard. Dead body was found on
01.12.2005 in two pieces from jungle which was sent to District Hospital
for medical examination. He has produced the C.D. containing the CCTV
footage of showroom of Narayan. Seized sword was sent to FSL for
examination, FSL report is Ex.P16. In his cross-examination, he has
admitted that FIR Ex.P2 has been lodged after 8 days of missing of
deceased. It is true that neither blood stains have been found on seized
sword in FSL report Ex.P16 nor blood stains were present on the sword at
the time of seizure. It is true that Pankaj had not stated that he had seen
accused Muvin and Firoj accompanying Gaurav on motorcycle during his
police statement Ex.D1. No certificate u/s. 65B of Evidence Act has been
produced with CCTV footage of showroom.

Evidence of defence-

Accused persons have not adduced any evidence in defence. However, in
statements made u/s 313 CrPC, they denied all the incriminating facts and stated
that they had been wrongly implicated. Apart from this, when accused Saleem
was asked about mobile Article A-1 and both sim numbers in examination
under Section 313 of CrPC, he has not given any explanation.

Arguments of prosecution-

The Public Prosecutor stated that the prosecution has discharged the burden of
proving the case beyond reasonable doubt. The statements of the witnesses are
trustworthy. It has been proved by cogent and reliable evidence that accused
Muvin and Firoj were last seen together with deceased. It is also proved that the
ransom calls were made through the mobile of accused Saleem. It has been
requested that the accused persons be awarded capital punishment.
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Argunients of Defence Counsel-

There is unreasonable delay of around 8 days in lodging the FIR. Independent
witnesses of memorandum and seizure have not supported the prosecution
story. Entire proceedings have been conducted by a single police officer,
therefore, his evidence cannot be relied upon. Certificate under 65B Evidence
Act has not been produced in relation to footage seized from showroom, so this
evidence is immaterial. No human blood was found on sword, Article A-2.
Identification of motorcycle of Muvin has not been conducted. Pankaj is cousin
brother of deceased, so his evidence cannot be relied upon. All witnesses are
relatives of deceased, therefore, their evidence is not fully trustworthy. It has
been requested that accused persons be acquitted.
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T FR JU AR B SHIRG fPAr € TaEl & suE favawdim €1 gwga
favawig A 9§ 38 Rig € & afgaa 999 9 RS &) 90 @ @ siftw aR
<G T o | A WeE B Asd F & RN & et A s ymlE 2
MY BT A Tv | &fed 6 Wm &1 fAded fbar war
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FFI9 AT BT db —

g o RuE dedg wx@ oW # T 8 39 &1 srgfaayad g 8 | AMRveH
g % B HRAE! & WA A 7 AMNEIe HT HT G T8 fHar g1 et
SRl T 8 gferd AfER gRT @ T 2, R SR SHeT 9 RO Es
faeary 981 fbar o Faar| WA W T oo $ ey H GRT 65—d1 ARA™ 9RY
sffrm &1 v der € P o 8, R #RoT S ARy wEade 2
Ifdehel-T2 B doaR WR AFG & e e, R gdE @ Aeamed @
B3 UM TR ) A | AR Uee Jae IRg & g 9 8, Rraer 9y w®
faeara &1 fbar o1 AHd1| T AR gae & RweR €, 9 SR 9@ 9rg
QUi fdvaeig 8| o qNE 6y W &1 faea fasar a2
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