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fereaur wrefeT o9 earta aRT 227 HisRodoHlo

1-  SWRIt Jhed N SIRRgHT0r it uerelt <dft, sfeet s Ih 3rRen
oI S ot St geuioTel! dt 3R A IR SwHrad T O § wfad de &
3MYR TR GRT 227 HeRoWoHto & i ST a- 2 T 1 Bl

2-  IHIEH WIEFT 0 W APRIHT & R&gM Afeawht qeim ARRISH uef ol
AR F fIgH e ST aRgh ifdawht (S1ftss) @1 fiqie 10.02.2021
! TR gdeh AT 11 gl 21 3N UaTaet 1 T aRefier fovar mar 2|

3- I AT HIEFT UF H SIRRIHTO ST eprelt <dft, sficht a1 6
STRTET AT ST ot St gSaiStel! HT IR H I§ HUF har 11 8 b gemrd
ge a1 RUlc, 3TRIY o Ul ©U A a7 el Heil axie o HiHd Samaw g,
Rt areft e & g1 st off SRR & faveg 1S AR Ry =78t ormar
T & T AR SRR TR 3TRIT AMTT TPl b &1 el ot I8 T 8l & fob
BT & b SIYd b GRT aTert GeberT Bl ugamt =AY 81 IS R
TR UUAl BT S MR W o SMYREM 9 & b g2t gaer Ruic qen
aeAt B TER b GRT A ORI 323,498A Hogodo & aad
UHO3ITS03TRO Tl fhdT T o AT IAD UL AT bl SR I IRRIHI D
Hey foret TeT BT IeRg &l & TAT AN AfABRI GRT Hol! fIfehesdT FHI0T U=
& YR TR YA gRT 326,307 HoGoHo Pl gl a1 77 81 T8 +ft HeA
fopar T & {3 ATooTo hi &RT 326 & ITURTY ST He & oIy U ot I8
2 3 T U HAMS & 3MTelld § YloGodo Bl gRT 320 BT [ffd BT srasaa®
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gl a7l 05.06.2016 @I Slaex we g aRT i frfdear wor o ares
% G & Feg H (Ear Canal) &M & IR H G BT AFH a7 & Hag J
fam mar & ORI I8 v & fh oRT 320 9logoo & q&d JMaeTd A TSd
e Bt &1 Yrodoo & ¥R 320 R IRy H fheq-dRT-a=r & |
fodt ft B it su-afer a1 TR e Jor rsar-o1g Susfy o
SftaT @1 Fdeud FRdt g A1 O FRU SUsd @fe i R i
aiR® dter & TEaT § AT U AT FH-P P A b A e
EdT &, SUBfy & fawa § Serg o T 81 URT 307 Wiododo P HeY H U”
HU T T & 6 NS & gam, Rifdear vHmon o= doir o7 Srare A I8
T B {3 APRIHTO GRT M AR & oIy aret & ovg s W1 Hri
T 811 Ffes T gaer KA &Fid 04.06.20 16 @Y forarft Wit & S areet &
TER & MR R forarft Tt & qen qaaeard fawdt Wit ge o afed g ==&
ORI & ORI SMgR W WAEelt § Pls UAT W18y ST & S ORT 307
Hlogoo &P 7YY TS PR &, 3cl: I8 °gRT Y MYREM &1 AT B
fIg™ erfdah GRT Jefgdsd I8 919 el TN & b i e Hume ot
FgU B A AT AW o o S At g | off gRT 326 deAT 307 WogoHo
& 31IG ST 8T BRI &1 APIHIU B g Sfeawht GRT 4 SRR H ©eBTe
g & ff9h 05.06.2016, 10.06.2016 T 14.06.2016 & Wil fufdhes
TEIOT U o GRT I8 e a1 T & 13 afS 37dht sravg ol ot g 91 fon
S @ FEl A AT ORT 326 T 307 HToToTo P IURTY S 81 HT A&
UACl TR IUCTeY 8l 8| IHIE U1 0 & WR1- 19 &I gaTell < gy Ig ard
TIE PR Bl YT b T & b a1eeit GeheAT der IAd URAR & IURIfeS
S g/ RIS 16 qaeH dAfed &1 I8 ded ot uHael W ¥ § &
fare @1 anMygR gRaTe fdare ¥ Scus JTRIfgS AFer TR fhar T 2|
SWRIh AHT SMERT P FRT ARRIHIV o g Afdiawht GRT I8 e fpar w1
2 {3 TRIT SR GRT 326 HWToToHo TAT URT 307 WoToHo ST &l Bl
g1 el & |y I8 o urefr Y Tt 2 S are GRT o uRaR & Hel gRT
AMRIEH TSI b AL H $IST ThHoaN503Ro &ul IxRN Rt § IR Sh
MR W i} STFRgRIor At eRTall 3 I=Afua fohar S|

4- IR Ug B IR A DI fifd Ul SfEer et o =it 71| GAarh
& SR AR 3mafy 6t =it & qT RS uer & IR I fag™ Aere et
ARG fdahT (PINERY) GRT I8 el T & {6 fadus gRT vafad faw v
AT & MR WR IIRIY Y7 SRS f5ar 1 81 39 R FH=d AfRee R
TS ot folm S gt & T Tifh SRR & faeg T TR SR A
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A I GRT AR 8 safoy awfed AfSge I-aTad gRT IRga
qoheH B AR 2g gUe a1 T § Iu1 I8 ft FE W B 5 il &t
ST o ST T BIs Sferd TR 78 3

5-  IgHIU & faeT arfdeh gRT 1 fafeie e o dehid fhar
T &-

Kamlesh Kalra vs. Shilpika Kalra & Ors, CRIMINAL
APPEAL NO. 416 OF 2020 (decided on 24.04. 2021)

In view of the aforesaid facts, we are of the opinion that the
allegations of the complainant Shilpika Kalra with regard to non-
return of the Stridhan articles and the charges under Section 406
against the Kamlesh Kalra (or even against Manish Kalra, Avnish
Kalra and Suman Kalra) are not sustainable in law. It clearly
appears that the filing of the criminal complaint is a pressure tactic,
having been employed by the complainant Shilpika Kalra against
her husband, motherinlaw, brotherin law and sisterinlaw, which is
clearly an abuse of the process of Court, and is liable to be quashed
in toto.

Union of India v. Prafulla Kumar Samal and another, (AIR 1979
SUPREME COURT 366) has quoted the following lines-

“The words 'not sufficient ground for proceeding against the
accused' clearly show that the Judge is not a mere post-office to
frame the charge at the behest of the prosecution, but has to exercise
his judicial mind to the facts of the case in order to determine
whether a case for trial has been made out by the prosecution. In
assessing this fact, it is not necessary for the court to enter into the
pros and cons of the matter or into a weighing and balancing of
evidence and probabilities which is really his function after the trial
starts. At the stage of Section 227, the Judge has merely to sift the
evidence in order to find out whether or not there is sufficient
ground for proceeding against the accused. The sufficiency of
ground would take within its fold the nature of the evidence
recorded by the police or the documents produced before the court
which ex facie disclose that there are suspicious circumstances
against the accused so as to frame a charge against him.”

Chander Kanta Lamba & Ors. vs State & Ors, (Delhi High
Court, 2009) I cannot refrain from mentioning that in a case of this
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nature, the Court has to be very sensitive and it should not get
swayed by emotions which the complainant may be suffering from
with a view to put persons or relatives who are totally unconnected
with the incident to the facing of the trial in itself in present times is
a great deal of punishment especially in the light of the fact that the
same continues endlessly for years together on account of heavy
load on the learned MM.

Arun Vyas and another v. Anita Vyas, (AIR 1999 SUPREME
COURT 2071) has quoted following paragraphs-

Discharge of accused before trial - Magistrate taking
cognizance of offence without taking note of fact that complaint was
time barred - Can discharge accused before trial i.e. at stage of
framing charge. Complaint alleging cruelty by husband or his
relatives - Limitation - Cruelty is continuing offence - New starting
point of limitation starts on last act of cruelty - Wife harassed and
sent out of matrimonial home - Complaint even if time barred - Can
be entertained if it gives unfair advantage to accused husband or
results in miscarriage of justice.

Tunu vs State Of Orissa on 15 December, 1986, (Orissa High
Court)

. The next question for consideration is as to what offence had
been committed by the petitioners. The learned appellate Judge has
held that grievous hurt had been caused to P.W. 14 as the latter had
been unable to follow his ordinary pursuits during the space of
twenty days. As would appear from his findings, no other clause of
Section 320 of the Code defining 'grievous hurt' could be made
applicable to the case.

Clause 8 of Section 320 of the Code provides that any hurt
which endangers life or which causes the sufferer to be during the
space of twenty days in severe bodily pain, or unable to follow his
ordinary pursuits would be construed as grievous. The mere fact that
a sufferer has been in the hospital for twenty days or more is not
sufficient to attract this clause. It must be proved that during that
time, he was in severe bodily pain or was unable to follow his
ordinary pursuits. A person with some injuries may be capable of
following his ordinary pursuits long before twenty days are over, but
may remain as a convalescent in the hospital for the sake of
permanent recovery or greater case or comfort.

In the instant case, there is no clear and acceptable evidence
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that P.W. 14 was suffering from severe bodily pain for twenty days
or more or that he was unable to follow his ordinary pursuits for
such a period. For these reasons, the learned Counsel for both the
sides are agreed that the offence would be one of causing hurt
punishable under Section 324 of the Code. I would accept the
contention raised on behalf of the petitioners and the concession
made by the learned Standing Counsel in this regard and hold the
petitioners guilty of causing hurt punishable under Section 324 read
with Section 34 of the Code and convict them thereunder.

Ld. Counsel for the accused person has also relied upon
pronouncements like-Harsh Vardhan Arora vs Smt. Kavita
Arora, decided on 19 February, 2002 (Punjab-Haryana High Court),
Rumi Dhar vs State Of West Bengal & Anr, decided on 8 April,
2009 (Supreme Court of India), Rajiv Thapar & Ors vs Madan
Lal Kapoor, decided on 23 January, 2013 (Supreme Court of
India), Smt. Neera Singh vs The State (Govt. Of Nct Of Delhi),
decided on 23 February, 2007 (Delhi High Court), Savitri Devi vs
Ramesh Chand And Ors, decided on 19 May, 2003, (Delhi High
Court), Ashwani Sharma vs State, decided on 17 April, 2017
(Delhi District Court) and Balam Singh vs State, decided on 11
August, 2015 (Uttaranchal High Court).

6- SWrh [Af8s gftuemEl & afavs hRgeE & e
affeeahT T I8 fsad fdTem 6t =T far T 8 &t aigw
& fIog @1E A €l sa1 § T asft o SNRE e SR

7-  UAMC & IfEcd § AT 8T & b areet gaveAr st fee arR
SR TRRIHTUT GRS AR, #fclt Tepreft <eft, sfHct ars) Sth argRTe i sl
qoT % gaiSiel! & fawg JaeHT TR Ho 717/2016 YRT 498A,323
ToZoHo oFT REH! I & arwid fSiem MioRmETe o dofiga =@ o |
foderes GRT SR fademT are-T & FfheT THT0T 0 & STER W ERT 326,307
AlogoHo B JERRI PR §Y TR U 3FHd aRT 498A,323,326,307
qloGoHo & I T AR &I e ARge, P Ho-3,
TSRS 5 S1R¥et o T o, o’ R TR J7 =1 AfoRee, PIC Ho-
3, MSRITETE §RT A0 16.11.2016 BT A foldT T 81 H_T SRR &1 Tl -
5 feHifdhd 22.08.2016 T fIdTed RT IR BT T71 39 U & ATesq
3 ARIHTOT FRoT AR, Sl Teprelt <aft, sfimet o St SrgRTeT T2 siwc
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goT St gSaiSiell & g 3TRIT 97 FHo-01 fiHifhd 03.11.2016 JohaHT
3IRTY FHo 717/2016, 3T &R 498A,323,326,307 WogoHo, o
e e fSar mioER Sifee B 7 dor oRY U9 U™ 89 & 9]
T <RI TR I <1Rid ARRGe, BIE Ho -3, MGIEE gRT f&Aid
16.11.2016 @I RY U7 R UHeA foldm T1 q1 f&A76 08.07.2019 &
Ih HHel & IIHGHIUN Sl gepreft <dl, s e St SrgReT T st
TST It JSUTStell & SFURRIT X8 & BRUl, 3Yh GRS AR Dl TAraett A
SITRIHTOT T UG I s R A~ b GYe (T T B

8- 9 SN & yAl Ho-5 & NTAR dre! qhad st foa dR &
I I GRT 161 HaRodofio & Rfedr sivedt fome dir 3 g8 Fer &
5 " RFi®d 3/4.06.2016 & Heg U H gd &l dRE WRST AR R H IR
R 3T TAT R} IRAR & AR WX A1 Feicll G ARUIC - oM, 3 9
T DAL DT AT IADT TG 375 Ith TN 7 I IR b ol qAT BIET 7
gSUToTet! S Gul =1 7R ST 81 Uahs fold derm g e R fon &iR 9wt diR
HleT ] AR SR TS §ST TAT A A TR hT Ad A AT Tl Sa7 7 o™y
R U SH AT ©h T qAT H G 81 T YIS BT TeAT SoT I&T T AR P W&
T 37T AT BT B TAH IR S AT & PCHRT FieT TRAT AT 4 A 68 &l
off fh 3 IR AR & i Thap Q1 IR H&1 919 IO ol Al IS Ih 3D
e R 8 T 3R 39 §77eh ool P I FUTaR TR AR 3 R |
SR HART IR A g5 PR folaT qAT 9 A1 arell dY g Y T Jgan
100 TR R = & off|" SlaeR 3ifdhd adf 7 o UM IFid &RT
1613oTo%o ¥ e & SRM fifear st R IR & eRR R 5 3
TR ST 9T & fORFH e Fo-2 el R 37RI g 3 Fo-3 T & UIe &Rig
@1 (Y FFd: T ST axh TR §$ dic Uefia st & <& off| Sfaer udy
g 7 31U 9T ST IRT 161 SoHoHo X Jg HaT & & difsar shweh
AR T & BT USf Al T b PHROT Bl §IIT T TAT B b IR H 8ol G
ST Tl YT Hed & HRU S DY G- bl & 95 39 &l oIt 8l St
fRe dFR BT Al WX gNT &7 05.06.2016 ¥ A6 17.07.2016 T
[ERIRIIDH

9-  UAel! I WIFT UF & AR ¥ R 81 Se e & ey |/
AT S~ Ud AR $od <IR-ITel, Saele T widred 0=
fafe cgeReeTall o1 Ieg T ST AHh 8T 8 —

qHT Ioadd ATl gRT STBRATY I3 & 7T 9919 59
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todftodto fREft td 37,2008 (1) ToTHodto U 544 (pF PIE)
T g AfaiRa fhar mr & fh RIv fRfyd fhy 9T & wR R IR |
3NFeRT TR A AT & YHTIONS T Y TT&-T ST H_eAT YT et &

T gellglEe Joa el §R1 YA Jied S So¥o
,2008 (60) TodftoHlo 59(3amo) § I e fawam mr & 5
TRIY A T8 & MR W ft fRFIT fowar I Aavar 1

A SATRETE I9d IR §RT S JaI9 U9 3g g9 Sojo
ST T 377,2011(2) JoamgodHlo 809 (gaTo) 7 Ir rfyfaiRa fomar
T & o TR & WR WR AR Bl I8 781 <& T 8 b PR 1 afdig
o & folg vty |1eg & arerT 8t

AR SATRIEIE Sod IR gRT fAifeq 9™ ©a 37 9919 So¥o
5T, 2011(2) Soamsodio 702 (3amo) & I afifeiRa fawar mar & b
IRIY F FR W G&T Adelidd Bl ATl el &

HRI SeTeTIe Soe ~ArTerd GRT $aR UTel U 3 §19 JoYo Iy,
2011 (2) WoaMgoio 499(3etTo) H Ig rfyfufRa 5o mar & % ek &
TR TR hacl Y T8I H¥ @] ST A1fey A & 39 TR W A1 B G I
qeieh T ST =iyl

10- 3% AfIRE I & g F AFHT Ioaaq IRl T I 9o
R, g1 e fafe et «ff ufcurfae &t =i 8-

9- In State of Bihar VS. Ramesh
Singh (MANU/SC/ 0139/1977), Hon'ble Apex
court held that at this initial stage (the state of 227 of
Cr.P.C.), truth, veracity, and effect of the evidence
which the Prosecutor proposes to adduce are not to be
meticulously judged. Nor is any weight to be attached
to the probable defense of the accused. It is not
obligatory for the Judge at this stage of the trial to

consider in any detail and weigh in a sensitive balance
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whether the facts if proved, would be incompatible

with the innocence of the accused or not.

In Amit Kapoor VS. Ramesh
Chander (MANU/SC/0746/2012), Hon'ble the
Supreme Court of India observed that at the initial
stage of trial when the charges are framed against the
accused, the court is concerned not with proof but
with a strong suspicion that the accused has
committed the offense, which if put to trial could

prove him guilty.

In P. Vijayan vs. State of Kerala and
another, (2010) 2 SCC 398, the Hon'ble Apex Court
has laid down that if the trial Judge comes to the
conclusion that there is sufficient ground to proceed,
he will frame charge, and evidence and probability
need not be weighed that is to be done after the trial
begins. At the stage of considering
of discharge application, the court is not to see

whether trial would end in conviction or acquittal.

In the same context, the Hon'ble Apex Court in
State of Tamil Nadu Vs. N. Suresh Rajan and
others, 2014 (84) ACC 656, has laid down that at the
stage of consideration of discharge application, the
court has to proceed with the assumption that

materials brought on record by the prosecution are
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true. As such, the court has only to find out whether
the facts brought on record by the prosecution are

true or not.

In Union of India vs. Prafulla Kumar Samal &
Another, (1979) 3 SCC 4 the Apex court in paragraph
No 7 held that: “The words “not sufficient ground for
proceeding against the accused” clearly show that the
Judge is not a mere post office to frame the charge at
the behest of the prosecution, but has to exercise his
judicial mind to the facts of the case in order to
determine whether a case for trial has been made out
by the prosecution. In assessing this fact, it is not
necessary for the court to enter into the pros and cons
of the matter or into a weighing and balancing of
evidence and probabilities which is really his function
after the trial starts. At the stage of Section.227, the
Judge has merely to sift the evidence in order to find
out whether or not there is sufficient ground for
proceeding against the accused. The sufficiency of
ground would take within its fold the nature of the
evidence recorded by the police or the documents
produced before the court which ex facie disclose that
there are suspicious circumstances against the

accused so as to frame a charge against him.”

A Three-Judge Bench of Hon’ble Apex Court in
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State of Orissa Vs. Debendra Nath Padhi, (2005)
1 SCC 568, it was held that Section 227 was
incorporated in the Code with a view to save the
accused from prolonged harassment which is a
necessary concomitant of a protracted criminal trial. It
is calculated to eliminate harassment to accused
persons when the evidential materials gathered after

investigation fall short of minimum legal requirements.

In M.E. Shivalingamurthy vs. CBI, (2020) 2
SCC 768, Bharat Parikh vs. CBI, (2008 Cr.L). 3540
(SC), Rukmini Narvekar vs. Vijaya Satardekar,
(AIR 2009 SC 1013), Sachin Saxena alias Lucky vs.
State of UP, (2008 (62) ACC 454) Hon'ble Allahabad
High Court held that at the time of framing of charges,
the court can consider only the material placed before
it by the investigating agency. While considering the
question of discharge of accused u/s 227 Cr.P.C. or
framing of charge u/s 228 Cr.P.C., the court can
consider only the material submitted to it by the
Magistrate at the time of commitment of the case to
sessions u/s 209 Cr.P.C. Scope of Section 227, & 228
Cr.P.C. for court of sessions. At the stage of charge,
trial court can consider only the police report referred
to in Section 173 (2) Cr.P.C. and the documents sent

therewith. The only right the accused has at that stage
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is of being heard and nothing beyond that. Material
produced by the accused cannot be considered by the
Sessions Judge u/s 227 / 228 Cr.P.C. for purposes of
discharging the accused or framing of charges against

him.

In Palwinder Singh vs. Balwinder Singh,
2009(65) ACC 399 (SC) Hon’ble Apex Court held that
at the stage of framing charges, trial court is not to
examine and assess in detail the material placed on
record by the prosecution nor is it for the court to
consider the sufficiency of the materials to establish
the offence alleged against the accused persons.
Marshalling of facts and appreciation of evidence at
the time of framing of charge is not in the domain of

the court.

In Bhawna Bai vs. Ghanshyam, (2020) 2 SCC
217, Hon'ble Apex Court held that the standard of test
and proof of judgment which is to be applied finally
before finding the accused guilty or otherwise is not
exactly to be applied at the stage of Sections 227 or
228 of Cr.P.C. Only a prima facie case has to be seen
at the stage of framing of the charges and not the

proof beyond reasonable doubts.

In Sajjan Kumar vs. CBI, (2010) 9 SCC 368),

Hon’ble Apex Court held that at this stage roving and
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fishing enquiry at the stage of charges u/s 228 Cr.P.C.
by the Sessions Judge is not permissible as it would
amount to a mini-trial at the stage of framing of
charges or discharging the accused and against all

settled principles of criminal jurisprudence.

In State of Maharashtra s, Salman Salim
Khan, (2004 Cr.L). 920 (SC) (Para 12) and in Liyaqat
vs. State of UP, 2008 (62) ACC 453 (Hon'ble
Allahabad High Court), has been held that
‘Assessment  of  truthfulness, sufficiency and
acceptability of the material produced cannot be done
at the time of framing of charges as the same can be

done by the court only at the stage of trial.’

In State vs. ). Doraiswamy, (AIR 2019 SC
1518), Hon'ble Apex Court held that at the stage of
consideration of discharge of accused u/s 227 Cr.P.C,
court has to proceed with the assumption that the
material brought on record by the prosecution is true.
Court has to find out from the material whether acts
emerging, if taken on their face value, disclose
ingredients constituting the alleged offence. Court is
not required to go deep into the matter as would be
required for conviction. While considering the plea of
discharge, court is not permitted to appreciate

evidence and act as appellate court.
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In Bihari Lal vs. State of Rajasthan, AIR 2019
SC 1995, Where the accused was discharged on the
ground of inconsistencies in the medical reports, the
Supreme Court held that the stage to appreciate the
evidence to find out inconsistencies in the medical
reports would arise only when the prosecution would
lead evidence by examining the doctors in support of
their medical reports and not at the stage of Section
227 Cr.P.C. The discharge of the accused on the said
ground was held improper and set aside

In a recent Judgment delivered in State of NCT
of Delhi v. Shiv Charan Bansal and Ors., (AR
Online 2019 SC 1674), Hon'ble Apex Court has quoted
with advantage the finding of the court arrived at in
Dipakbhai Jagdish Chandra Patel vs. State of
Gujarat and Another (2019 SCC Online SC 588), this
Court has laid down the law relating to framing of
charges and discharge, and held that all that is
required is that the court must be satisfied with the
material available, that a case is made out for the
accused to stand trial. A strong suspicion is sufficient
for framing charges, which must be founded on some
material. The material must be such which can be
translated into evidence at the stage of trial. The
veracity and effect of the evidence which the

prosecutor proposes to adduce are not to be
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meticulously judged at this stage, nor is any weight to
be attached to the probable defence of the accused at
the stage of framing charges. The court is not to
consider whether there is sufficient ground for
conviction of the accused, or whether the trial is sure
to end in the conviction. A¢ Para 32 Hon'ble Justice
Mrs. INDU MALHOTRA and Hon’ble Justice Mr. R.
SUBHASH REDDY held that “If the material placed
before the court discloses grave suspicion against the
accused, which has not been properly explained, the
court will be fully justified in framing charges and
proceeding with the trial. The probative value of the
evidence brought on record cannot be gone into at the
stage of framing charges. The Court is required to
evaluate the material and documents on record with a
view to find out if the facts emerging therefrom taken
at their face value disclose the ingredients
constituting the alleged offence. At this stage, there
cannot be a roving enquiry into the pros and cons of
the matter, the evidence is not to be weighed as if a
trial is being conducted.”

In M.E. Shivalingamurthy vs. CBI, (2020) 2
SCC 768), Hon'ble Apex Court held that at the time of
framing of charges, the court can consider only the
material placed before it by the investigating agency.

While considering the question of discharge of the
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accused by the Sessions Judge u/s 227 Cr.P.C, the
court of sessions can consider only the material
submitted to it by the Magistrate at the time of
commitment of the case u/s 209 Cr.P.C. At the stage
of charge, trial court can consider only the police
report referred to in Section 173(2) Cr.P.C. and the
documents sent therewith. The only right the accused
has at that stage is of being heard and nothing
beyond that. Material produced by the accused cannot
be considered by the session’s court u/s 227 or 228

Cr.P.C.

11— I8 R g IGH ¢ fb SRR Bl AR A AFH1G Fod AR
SRT WTHT U5 3f~cRid ORT 482 Fo-14632/2019 § Uik 3y fe=ifdhd
16.04.2019 & 3FUTeM H 3FRId URT 239 SoNovo & dgd Hafdd AfRge
R H Ired WA o Tga AT ol SRR i IR W URgd
S U1 07 & Hefad Afoiee ~ITer §RT IR 87T 05.07.2018 &
SR =% fovam ST gt B

12— SIRRGHT & fagm Afdahr gR1 o fAfde e IgRT @ =it 8
I GRT Pl A Y T8 sy et aetc & b afe SRR & fovng wamaet!
T IfAAIHT BT P UL YA A1eT AT THR g Iue BH Y ARy A
STTERIHTOT T I BT ST AT | 3P [TURIT A1 Aaod =IRTey e
-1 fafeie Soo =arreril & gRT ufuTied fafgs wfiureet & a8 off T
fosany fFiehere & o &RT 227 Sue Ufshar Afgar 1973 & d&d TR favae axA
& folu St emaegad o 8, 9 I8 & f IfS AMel & 2if¥eRg IR Sd wrer &
SIS fIaR @R o R 3R 39 (iR sigaor gor SifRisH & g &
uead Afe IAPGHTU & faReg PRI PR & oIy ugfe amgR =8 & ar &
SITRITHTOT T §3 IR R I fohaT ST Fehell 21 aTal HheT i TevR, arar
B I IR IRT 161 SoHoo, B SRR & Faf Fo-5 T UaTdell W
Suctey faftrer fafscdta vHmor o3 @ I T 1er ueT SR 39 R W I8 TR
S8 39 IUH Bl & 5 ARRIHT & Gvg damdell R Iucy A&l A




16

3FcRT 9RT 323.326,307 3R 498-a% WoGoHo & dad IR fawem Bl
IR GATH 1 APRIHT & GRT IR (Y R AT YUa1 e A b
A TPiT b & O R AR IrRIery & gR1 R & & oAl R o
ST T AT SRRIHT BT 30 g # ARG ga Hi IR F IufRd
ATEf IO < fOIRE BT e BT 3R T, TR $9 R UR Y=Tdell IR Wl PIs
16y Uty el & fSIRTeh YR IR YRV bl Ieh IORTE A I fban
ST e |

13- J& W IE +ft SEE g & e Ry W@ Ho-01 A&
03.11.2016 @ RIR a1 T 8, FafAd dfoee <o 5 fHi®
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