n th _igh':"cdﬁri; of Judicat Bombay. |
. /L:(/ daj, the Ljf& -dny‘l of ﬂ/% IQG %

‘\PLLIAL APP]:.AL No. .?Z m_m 186"

¢ F./@#*zf/‘a /ra. af/@t(dmé 7/&#4 | : AR ; :;
Z m/ﬁ 7/ edfdﬁ Me/zad—x;mcé (’-A p}sch’dﬁ-t gibu 5
&/7

é&\c?{ s %M%L Gy BN S

: fOl;mm,ll %}Aﬁw 1 YRS S

?J(.”a“‘“s'us N 5 : o il '-;:.‘\.'r AN ¥ ¥ 3 N S 3

. o i

=+ Respondent

g Y
Pt  Hhcn ]

SR DL S

: ’ % ..
/{‘f y : ,--\‘.v‘;. o R ¥ | P S » BT

The claim in the Omgmal Sult was to M M (% f-’

.L Lo et M e

. o AR e o i

ln Appeal No 'j;;l} of' 1%:8,(, tlio
of the D:atrmt of '
the Decree of the

. 1 5, 5f: ~ i - A i £ ‘.,-::;:
) A Spcclal A jeal was. prcfcued 1n Lhe H1g11 urf: on tilc grou'nds’t:hq% CHz
i i o e

5 2
Py T A

W‘M“{""’?7¢‘ MM*MWDM_@

i




C el ?/M | 4@74,&& S LB R S,
4241&2&«&/%/& t&ﬁw 4L Hw cedoait— P i

w'ufzfa—af/ o-d—r:w.a!—c#—-cg. ﬁa%’wyM {
/MM(H m/f// W,‘;&dy :

(;ML—,', A E :Q : ‘:/ :

,-’Ll./

7 25 e Wfé/@f
bw#% .




Zal 0

— s LR

]
§

——

i




	Page 1 
	Page 2 
	Page 3 

