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Sr. Section |Ingredients
No.
A 323 Essential Ingredients.—An offence under section

323 has following essential ingredients:
(1) That the accused caused hurt to another person;

(i1) That he caused such hurt voluntarily;




6" Sessions Court (Atro) Banaskantha at Deesa

Special Atro No.08/2021

(i11) That such a case was not covered under
section 334 the Indian Penal Code, 1860.

B 294B |To establish an offence under Section 294(b), the
following essential ingredients must be proven:
1. Obscene Words: The accused must have sung,
recited, or uttered obscene words.
2. Location: The act must have occurred in or near
a public place.
3. Annoyance: The act must have caused
annoyance to others present

C 506(2) |For proving an offence under Section 506 (2) of
IPC prosecution is required to prove:
(1) that the accused threatened some person.
(i) that such threats consisted of death of the
person
(111) that he did so with intent to cause alarm to that
person, or to cause that person to do any act which
he was not legally bound to do or omit to do an act
which he is legally entitled to do as a means of
avoiding the execution of such threat.

D 3(1) |Whoever, not being a member of a Scheduled
Caste or a Scheduled Tribe,-

R,'S, (r) intentionally insults or

- intimidates
- with intent to humiliate a member of a Scheduled
Caste or a Scheduled Tribe
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- in any place within public view;
(s) abuses

- any member of a Scheduled Caste or a Scheduled
Tribe

- by caste name

- in any place within public view;

3(2) (2) Whoever, not being a member of a Scheduled
(5)A Caste or a Scheduled Tribe,

(va) commits any offence

- specified in the Schedule,

- against a person or property,
- knowing that

- such person is a member of a Scheduled Caste or
a Scheduled Tribe or

- such property belongs to such member,

shall be punishable with such punishment as
specified under the Indian Penal Code for such
offences and shall also be liable to fine.

Q9. &lddl dass MiRdly s 2ledldl] sdH 26w ol ial SAH UoS

(2) a&n AgRA{12] AAsedll saH-3(2)2R 24, 3(2), u(AH)

HIZ 52dIS SIRIEISIY HIGTERIS YSIERAT &1al 2Aud] ULl %37 8.

A.

(D Legal Position of Section 506 (2) IPC
In Munsafkhan Yasinkhan Pathan and Ors. v. (The)

State of Gujarat, which is unreported judgment
mentioned in 2002(1) G.L.H. (U.J.) 4 held that Indian
Penal Code, 1860 - Sections 506(2) & 503 Criminal

intimidation-Threat to cause death or grievous hurt-
Necessary ingredients- Complainant should have been
alarmed by the threat administered to him- Evidence

indicates a clear absence of any apprehension and/or
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fear so as to cause alarm to the complainant- No
evidence that because of threat, complainant was
unable to attend to his duties of any point of time after
he lodged the complaint- Words uttered by the
accused did not cause any alarm to the complainant-
Offence not proved.

B. The same decision was referred in Pravinbhai
Becherbhai Vankar vs State Of Gujarat on 3
November, 2006

C. Gujarat High Court in Mahasukhrai Keshavlal Joshi
vs State Of Gujarat decided on 22 March, 2007
reported in 2007(2) GLH 201 held that It is settled that
for making out a case of criminal intimidation under
Section 506(2) of the Indian Penal Code, it must be
established that the accused had an intention to cause
an alarm to the complainant. Mere threat given by the
accused, not with an intention to give an alarm to the
complainant but with a view to deterring him from
interfering with what the accused believe either about
his right or other status, would not constitute an
offence of criminal intimidation.

D. Mohammad Wajid vs State of U P | 2023 LiveLaw
(SC) 624 | 2023 INSC 683 held that “Indian Penal
Code, 1860 ; Section 504 - One of the essential
elements for constituting an offence under Section 504
of the IPC is that there should have been an act or
conduct amounting to intentional insult. Where that

act is the use of the abusive words, it is necessary to


https://main.sci.gov.in/supremecourt/2022/35139/35139_2022_14_1503_46052_Judgement_08-Aug-2023.pdf
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know what those words were in order to decide
whether the use of those words amounted to
intentional insult. In the absence of these words, it is
not possible to decide whether the ingredient of
intentional insult is present. (Para 28) Indian Penal
Code, 1860 ; Section 506 - Before an offence of
criminal intimidation is made out, it must be
established that the accused had an intention to
cause alarm to the complainant. (Para 27)”

E. [2025] 2 S.C.R. 187 : 2025 INSC 105 Madhushree
Datta v. The State of Karnataka & Anr held that The
next question for determination is, whether the mere
assertion of “filthy language” allegedly used by the
appellants in scolding the complainant, is sufficient to
establish commission of offences under Sections 504
and 509 of the IPC. 21. In the above context, it would
be apt to consider the provisions contained in Section
504 of the IPC. 2. A perusal of Section 504 of the IPC
reveals that a mere act of insulting someone does not
fulfil its requirements; the insult must be of such a
nature that it provokes the person insulted to breach
the public peace or engage in criminal conduct.
Therefore, to establish the ingredients of Section 504
of the IPC, it must be demonstrated, based on the
available material, that there was intentional insult
with the intent or knowledge that such insult would
provoke either disturbance of the public peace or the

commission of any other oftence. 23. We may, at this
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juncture, profitably refer to the decision of this Court
in Fiona Shrikhande v. State of Maharashtra & Anr.,
[2013] 9 SCR 240 : AIR 2014 SC 2013 wherein
Section 504 of the IPC ame up for interpretation and it
was held as under : 13. Section 504 IPC comprises of
the following ingredients, viz., (a) intentional insult,
(b) the insult must be such as to give provocation to
the person insulted, and (c) the accused must intend or
know that such provocation would cause another to
break the public peace or to commit any other offence.
The intentional insult must be of such a degree that
should provoke a person to break the public peace or
to commit any other offence. The person who
intentionally insults intending or knowing it to be
likely that it will give provocation to any other person
and such provocation will cause to break the public
peace or to commit any other offence, in such a
situation, the ingredients of Section 504 are satisfied.
One of the essential elements constituting the offence
is that there should have been an act or conduct
amounting to intentional insult and the mere fact that
the accused abused the complainant, as such, is not
sufficient by itself to warrant a conviction under
Section 504 IPC. 14. We may also indicate that it is
not the law that the actual words or language should
figure in the complaint. One has to read the complaint
as a whole and, by doing so, if the Magistrate comes

to a conclusion, prima facie, that there has been an
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intentional insult so as to provoke any person to break
the public peace or to commit any other offence, that
is sufficient to bring the complaint within the ambit of
Section 504 IPC. It is not the law that a complainant
should verbatim reproduce each word or words
capable of provoking the other person to commit any
other offence. The background facts, circumstances,
the occasion, the manner in which they are used, the
person or persons to whom they are addressed, the
time, the conduct of the person who has indulged in
such actions are all relevant factors to be borne in
mind while examining a complaint lodged for
initiating proceedings under Section 504 IPC.” AND
This Court had the occasion to examine the
ingredients of Sections 503 and 506 of the IPC in
Manik Taneja and Another v. State of Karnataka &
Anr.,16 where it was observed as follows: “I11.
xxxxxxxxxxxx A reading of the definition of ‘criminal
intimidation” would indicate that there must be an act
of threatening to another person, of causing an injury
to the person, reputation, or property of the person
threatened, or to the person in whom the threatened
person is interested and the threat must be with the
intent to cause alarm to the person threatened or it
must be to do any act which he is not legally bound to
do or omit to do an act which he is legally entitled to
do.” 35. In the present case, the complaint does not

specifically attribute any threats or intimidation to the
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second accused. Therefore, ingredients of Section 506
of the IPC, prima facie, are not made out against him.
The argument that the first accused acted at the behest
of the second accused is untenable, as Section 34 of
the IPC, which imposes vicarious liability in criminal

matters, has not been applied in this case.”

(II) Section 294 (B) of IPC

A.  Supreme Court in case N.S. Madhlagopal v. K Lalita
on OCTOBER 10, 2022 reported in 2022 LiveLaw
(SC) 844 held that It is to be noted that the test of
obscenity under Section 294(b) of the LP.C. is
whether the tendency of the matter charged as
obscenity is to deprave and corrupt those whose minds
are open to such immoral influences. The following
passage from the judgment authored by Justice K.K.
Mathew (as his Lordship then was) reported in P.T.
Chacko v. Nainan (1967 KLT 799) explains as
follows: “The only point argued was that the Ist
accused has not committed an offence punishable
under Section 294(b) IPC., by uttering the words
above-mentioned. The courts below have held that the
words uttered were obscene and the utterance caused
annoyance to the public. I am not inclined to take this
view. In the Queen v. Hicklin, [L.R.] 3 Q.B. 360 at
371 Cockburn C.J. Laid down the test of ‘obscenity’
in these words: “....... the test of obscenity is this,

whether the tendency of the matter charged as


https://www.google.com/search?client=ubuntu-sn&channel=fs&q=N.S.+Madhlagopal+v.+K+Lalita&mstk=AUtExfBV-khm9k7vCBjo1d2k7NsR3qtmfW3SSSpsKc6jTTcU4cB_pLU9uKhbwD8smOL90SPi4IgSAulhL5Ns735QdInJfNa_AGmnrRo5m6d6e18WSv9T9-jRErZrmjTVRJ8WzOw&csui=3&ved=2ahUKEwi_pPy3-JuSAxVcV2wGHY67OOEQgK4QegQIBRAE
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obscenity is to deprave and corrupt those whose minds
are open to such immoral influences” This test has
been uniformly followed in India. The Supreme Court
has accepted the correctness of the test in Ranjit D.
Udeshi v. State of Maharashtra, AIR 1965 SC 881. In
Samuel Roth v. U.S.A., 354 US 476 (1957), Chief
Justice Warren said that the test of ‘obscenity’ is the
“substantial tendency to corrupt by arousing lustful
desires”. Mr. Justice Harlan observed that in order to
be ‘obscene’ the matter must “tend to sexually impure
thoughts”. I do not think that the words uttered in this
case have such a tendency. It may be that the words
are defamatory of the complainant, but I do not think
that the words are ‘obscene’ and the utterance would
constitute an offence punishable under S. 294(b) IPC”.
AND “It has to be noted that in the instance case, the
absence of words which will involve some lascivious
elements arousing sexual thoughts or feelings or
words cannot attract the offence under Section 294(b).
None of the records disclose the alleged words used
by the accused. It may not be the requirement of law
to reproduce in all cases the entire obscene words if it
is lengthy, but in the instant case, there is hardly
anything on record. Mere abusive, humiliating or
defamative words by itself cannot attract an offence
under Section 294(b) IPC. To prove the offence under
Section 294 of IPC mere utterance of obscence words

are not sufficient but there must be a further proof to
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establish that it was to the annoyance of others, which
is lacking in the case. No one has spoken about the
obscene words, they felt annoyed and in the absence
of legal evidence to show that the words uttered by the
appellants accused annoyed others, it can not be said
that the ingredients of the offence under Section 294
(b) of IPC is made out.

B.  Gujarat High Court in Jigneshbhai Bapulal Prajapati vs
State Of Gujarat on 9 May, 2024 NEUTRAL
CITATION R/CR.MA/8968/2024 held that “Insofar as

offence under Section 294(b) of the IPC is concerned,

mere abusive, humiliating or defamative words by

itself cannot attract an offence under Section 294(b) of

the IPC and to prove the offence under Section 294 of
IPC mere utterance of obscene words are not sufficient
but there must be a further proof to establish that it
was to the annoyance of others. The test of obscenity

under Section 294(b) of IPC is whether the tendency

of the matter charged as obscenity is to deprave and
corrupt those whose minds are open to such immoral
influences. In this regard reference is required to be
made to the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
the case of NEUTRAL CITATION
R/CR.MA/8968/2024 ORDER DATED: 09/05/2024
undefined N.S. Madhanagopal & Anr. vs. K. Lalitha
reported in 2022 LiveLaw (SC) 844. [9.1] Insofar as
offence under Section 506(2) of the IPC alleged

against the present petitioner is concerned, it is worth
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to refer to the decision of the Hon'ble Apex Court in
the case of Mohammad Wajid and Anr. v. State of U.P.
and Ors. reported in 2023 LiveLaw (SC) 624: 2023
INSC 683, wherein it 1s held as follows: "Indian Penal
Code, 1860; Section 506 - Before an offence of

criminal intimidation 1s made out, it must be
established that the accused had an intention to cause
alarm to the complainant. (Para 27) 3 Interpretation of
Statutes- All penal statutes are to be construed strictly
- Court must see that the thing charged is an offence
within the plain meaning of the words used and must
not strain the words. (Para 19- 21)"

C.  Supreme Court of India in Om Prakash Ambadkar vs
The State Of Maharashtra on 16 January, 2025
reported in 2025 INSC 139 held that 14.In so far as
Section 294 of the IPC is concerned, this Court in N.S.
Madhanagopal and Another v. K. Lalitha reported in
(2022) 17 SCC 818 has explained the true purport and

scope of Section 294. We quote the relevant

observations as under:- “6. Section 294(b) IPC talks

about the obscene acts and songs. Section 294 IPC as a
whole reads thus: “294. Obscene acts and songs.—
Whoever, to the annoyance of others— (a) does any
obscene act in any public place, or (b) sings, recites or
utters any obscene songs, ballad or words, in or near
any public place, shall be punished with imprisonment
of either description for a term which may extend to

three months, or with fine, or with both.” 7. It is to be
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noted that the test of obscenity under Section
294()IPC is whether the tendency of the matter
charged as obscenity is to deprave and corrupt those
whose minds are open to such immoral influences.
The following passage from the judgment authored by
K.K. Mathew, J. (as his Lordship then was) reported in
P.T. Chacko v. Nainan Chacko [P.T. Chacko v. Nainan
Chacko, 1967 SCC OnLine Ker 125 : 1967 KLT 799]
explains as follows : (SCC OnLine Ker paras 5-6) 5.
The only point argued was that the 1st accused has not
committed an offence punishable under Section
294()IPC, by uttering the words above-mentioned.
The courts below have held that the words uttered
were obscene and the utterance caused annoyance to
the public. I am not inclined to take this view. In R. v.
Hicklin [R. v. Hicklin, (1868) LR 3 QB 360] , QB at p.
371 Cockburn, C.J. Laid down the test of “obscenity”
in these words : (QB p. 371) ‘... the test of obscenity
is this, whether the tendency of the matter charged as
obscenity is to deprave and corrupt those whose minds
are open to such immoral influences....” 6. This test
has been uniformly followed in India. The Supreme
Court has accepted the correctness of the test in Ranjit
D. Udeshi v. State of Maharashtra [Ranjit D. Udeshi v.
State of Maharashtra, 1964 SCC OnLine SC 52 : AIR
1965 SC 881]. In Roth v. United States [Roth v. United
States, 1957 SCC OnLine US SC 106 : 1 L Ed 2d
1498 : 354 US 476 (1957)], Chief Justice Warren said
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that the test of “obscenity” is the ‘substantial tendency
to corrupt by arousing lustful desires’. Mr Justice
Harlan observed that in order to be “obscene” the
matter must “tend to sexually impure thoughts”. I do
not think that the words uttered in this case have such
a tendency. It may be that the words are defamatory of
the complainant, but I do not think that the words are
“obscene” and the utterance would constitute an

offence punishable under Section 294(b)IPC.” 8. It has

to be noted that in the instance case, the absence of
words which will involve some lascivious elements
arousing sexual thoughts or feelings or words cannot

attract the offence under Section 294(b). None of the

records disclose the alleged words used by the
accused. It may not be the requirement of law to
reproduce in all cases the entire obscene words if it is
lengthy, but in the instant case, there is hardly anything
on record. Mere abusive, humiliating or defamative
words by itself cannot attract an offence under Section
294(b) TPC. 9. To prove the offence under Section
2941PC mere utterance of obscene words are not
sufficient but there must be a further proof to establish
that it was to the annoyance of others, which is lacking
in the case. No one has spoken about the obscene
words, they felt annoyed and in the absence of legal
evidence to show that the words uttered by the
appellant- accused annoyed others, it cannot be said

that the ingredients of the offence under Section
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294(b)IPC is made out.” 15.We fail to understand how
the act of a police officer assaulting the complainant
within public view or public as alleged would amount
to an obscene act. Obscene act for the purpose of
Section 294 has a particular meaning. Mere abusive,
humiliating or defamatory words by themselves are not

sufficient to attract the offence under Section 294 of

the IPC.

(II) For SC/ST ACT
A. Hon’ble Supreme Court in case of KESHAW
MAHTO @ KESHAW KUMAR MAHTO VERSUS
STATE OF BIHAR & ANR. Reported in 2026
LiveLaw (SC) 62 held that “11. This Court in Shajan
Skaria v. The State of Kerala & Anr., 2024 SCC
OnLine SC 2249, laid down the ingredients to

constitute an offence under Section 3(1)(r) of the

SC/ST Act. It reads thus:- “55. The basic ingredients

to constitute the offence under Section 3(1)(r) of the

Act, 1989 are: a. Accused person must not be a
member of the Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe; b.
Accused must intentionally insult or intimidate a
member of a Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe; c.
Accused must do so with the intent to humiliate such a
person; and d. Accused must do so at any place within

public view.” (Emphasis supplied) 12. Section 3(1)(r)

is attracted where the reason for the intentional insult

or intimidation by the accused is that the person who
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is subjected to is a member of a Scheduled Caste or a
Scheduled Tribe. In other words, the offence under

Section 3(1)(r) cannot stand merely on the fact that the

informant/complainant is a member of a Scheduled
Caste or a Scheduled Tribe, unless the insult or
intimidation 1s with the intention to humiliate such a
member of the community. 13. To put it briefly - first,
the fact that the complainant belonged to a Scheduled
Caste or a Scheduled Tribe would not be enough.
Secondly, any insult or intimidation towards the
complainant must be on the account of such person
being a member of a Scheduled Caste or a Scheduled
Tribe. 14. With a view to dispel any doubt and lend
clarity, we deem it appropriate to mention that even
mere knowledge of the fact that the complainant is a
member of a Scheduled Caste or a Scheduled Tribe is

not sufficient to attract Section 3(1)(r). 15. Further, for

an offence to be made out under Section 3(1)(s),

merely abusing a member of a Scheduled Caste or a
Scheduled Tribe would not be enough. At the same
time, saying caste name would also not constitute an
offence. 16. In other words, to constitute an offence

under Section 3(1)(s) it would be necessary that the

accused abuses a member of a Scheduled Caste or a
Scheduled Tribe “by the caste name” in any place
within public view. Thus, the allegations must reveal
that abuses were laced with caste name, or the caste

name had been hurled as an abuse. 17. What appears
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from the aforesaid is the element of humiliation is

present in Section 3(1)(s) as well. It has to be gathered

from the intentional insult towards the caste, and the

content. The content under Section 3(1)(s) are the

abuses hurled at a person belonging to a Scheduled
Caste or a Scheduled Tribe. However, the intent with
which the abuses were hurled must be found to be
denigrating towards the caste, resulting into a feeling
of caste-based humiliation.”

B.  Supreme Court of India in case of Karuppudayar vs
State Rep. By The Deputy Superintendent ... on 31
January, 2025 reported in 2025 INSC 132 held that 9.
A perusal of Section 3(1)(r) of the SC-ST Act would
reveal that for constituting an offence thereunder, it has
to be established that the accused intentionally insults
or intimidates with intent to humiliate a member of a
Scheduled Caste or a Scheduled Tribe in any place
within public view. Similarly, for constituting an
offence under Section 3(1)(s) of the SC-ST Act, it will
be necessary that the accused abuses any member of a
Scheduled Caste or a Scheduled Tribe by caste name
in any place within public view.

C.  Supreme Court of India in Khuman Singh vs The State
Of Madhya Pradesh on 27 August, 2019 reported in
AIR 2019 SUPREME COURT 4030, AIRONLINE
2019 SC 929 held that "13. In Dinesh alias Buddha v.
State of Rajasthan (2006) 3 SCC 771, the Supreme

Court held as under:- "15. Sine qua non for application
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of Section 3(2) (v) is that an offence must have been
committed against a person on the ground that such
person is a member of Scheduled Castes and
Scheduled Tribes. In the instant case no evidence has
been led to establish this requirement. It is not case of
the prosecution that the rape was committed on the
victim since she was a member of Scheduled Caste. In
the absence of evidence to that effect, Section 3(2)(v)
of the Atrocities Act been applicable then by operation
of law, the sentence would have been imprisonment for
life and fine. 14. As held by the Supreme Court, the
offence must be such so as to attract the offence under

Section 3(2)(v) of the Act. The offence must have been

committed against the person on the ground that such
person is a member of Scheduled Caste and Scheduled
Tribe. In the present case, the fact that the deceased
was belonging to "Khangar"- Scheduled Caste is not
disputed. There is no evidence to show that the offence
was committed only on the ground that the victim was
a member of the Scheduled Caste and therefore, the
conviction of the appellant-accused under Section 3(2)
(v) of the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes
(Prevention of Atrocities) Act is not sustainable."

D.  Supreme Court of India in Hitesh Verma vs The State
Of Uttarakhand on 5 November, 2020 reported AIR
2020 SUPREME COURT 5584, AIRONLINE 2020
SC 812 held that “12. The basic ingredients of the

offence under Section 3(1)(r) of the Act can be
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classified as “l1) intentionally insults or intimidates
with intent to humiliate a member of a Scheduled
Caste or a Scheduled Tribe and 2) in any place within

public view”. 13. The offence under Section 3(1)

(r) of the Act would indicate the ingredient of
intentional insult and intimidation with an intent to
humiliate a member of a Scheduled Caste or a
Scheduled Tribe. All insults or intimidations to a
person will not be an offence under the Act unless
such insult or intimidation is on account of victim
belonging to Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe. The
object of the Act is to improve the socio-economic
conditions of the Scheduled Castes and the Scheduled
Tribes as they are denied number of civil rights. Thus,
an offence under the Act would be made out when a
member of the vulnerable section of the Society is
subjected to indignities, humiliations and harassment.
The assertion of title over the land by either of the
parties is not due to either the indignities, humiliations
or harassment. Every citizen has a right to avail their
remedies in accordance with law. Therefore, if the
appellant or his family members have invoked
jurisdiction of the civil court, or that respondent No.2
has invoked the jurisdiction of the civil court, then the
parties are availing their remedies in accordance with
the procedure established by law. Such action is not
for the reason that respondent No.2 is member of

Scheduled Caste. 14. Another key ingredient of the
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provision is insult or intimidation in “any place within
public view”. What is to be regarded as “place in
public view” had come up for consideration before
this Court in the judgment reported as Swaran Singh
& Ors. v. State through Standing Counsel & Ors.
(2008) 8 SCC 435. The Court had drawn distinction
between the expression “public place” and “in any
place within public view”. It was held that if an
offence is committed outside the building e.g. in a
lawn outside a house, and the lawn can be seen by
someone from the road or lane outside the boundary
wall, then the lawn would certainly be a place within
the public view. On the contrary, if the remark is made
inside a building, but some members of the public are
there (not merely relatives or friends) then it would

not be an offence since it is not in the public view.”

Al sIA FARUEUR sUIHT 1A STRAIE ANIHT 241D dl Clofld
d¥oll Vid¥i s31211€], dall etiedl Aidida Hal dHdl] (€s3] ced]
R %S| diadl &dl AR AHRIUIRA dHell WUdHI 6l s
Hellot @1ddl ol doll WdRHI UISI Sl &l dotl HIG =4l
G1oid dHal 5891 21AdI AHal YISIdRHI dail ci1e{lA GfHI0H Sl
sAAIEl ol doll oild]l dedl i wdl AR dHoall
clicflal HIR HIRAI &dl 2ol 210l uss] dldd gl dlal &1
%15l s3] aiiellal ©91s1Ad 2Hal ARIIAT HI—-Clal 213 21101 Glddl
&dl V1ol $8dI AIAA § 33l 2RISI 1 UdR 81slal %dl 8% ailad?

%ol HIZ] ativig]. A1l F2iidi Uldiofl eiella ediviial dgaR1dl
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Aol Uldloll 4211 &221al §lat $3 AlldIdd.

SRIEIA - Ais - 37 ol olidfldl sod juud
8 5 AXIRA AHIRAUIRA BGU Aos Ad{lolall $A Aal 2029 Hi s3],
AHRIYIAloll [UdIRA A Ci21 GlIoid olIHER ARAd GITSIEH]T S
A 8 al d UG 8, ARGl alldg] dlo Saistiel Al
sedid] wHlaidi 8, A did W & 5§ ARl Mdia AH10d]
yHloidi A1 1cwe Yl 1% Al Udl 52 8, A did u3l 8 § I
oolld olle SIS olldiRpId] U3 oefl, AR dall Wid4iel]
AIA B, AIY Gl1%Y Gl VdR] AH1AdI 8, A did U] 8 § d ofiR
Glol1dd il d ol &ldi AIG 8.

AR 2§ dis — w5 &l e2a1d¥ Yridi dle % s
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WIAIHI 2isd 8 ddl SIS dcdl Aeledll adl o], ddr A
NI AR 2A1A sluIEloll % &Ad  AHIfUis Yid],
SARAIEUS 2% YJA! Ao YY1 @Il SHoll AHA AYI2N dlal d
Tl A9 dl eldoll SAuHI SFAIElf sTuIE A o]l <isi
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& ol Vol dUIA S011R AHE/SIF] ¥ UId 220 GUR &I%R of &dl dail
W4l GWR A19R AV Sigf 4% & A5 olel. dell Yl oi.q dl
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SAIAI 2419 B.
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