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1. Under what provisions of the Indian Evidence Act, 

1872 are the following relevant :-

(a) 'X' is charged with the murder of 'Y' in Bangalore. 

'X' shows a railway ticket of the train he boarded 

a day before the murder was committed and also 

the bills payed by him at the hotel in Delhi where 

he stayed for four days. 

(b) The question is whether 'A' robbed 'B'. The fact 

that after 'B' was robbed, 'C' said in A's presence 

__ " the police are coming to look for the man 

who robbed 'B' and immediately afterwards 'A' 

ran away. 

(c) The question is whether 'M' robbed 'N'. The facts 

that, shortly before the robbery, 'N' went to a 

fair with mciney in his possession and that he 

showed it, or mentioned that he had it, to third 

persons. 

(d) 'A' sues 'B' for including 'C' to break a contract :.. 

of service made by him with 'A'. 'C', on leaving 

A's service says to A __ , I am leaving you 

because 'B' has made a better offer to me." 

(20) 

~ ~ ~. 1872 cfi fcfi;r~ cfi 3lUR' Plk1f(;JI{qd 

~.s:. 
"' 5. 



7970 3 

(Cfi} 'X' 1R ~"it 'Y' <fit ~ CfiT 3ffiN ~ t I X~ 

"0 ~ ~ iVfic en) ~ Cf6 ~ ~ ~ <fit "Tf ~ 
~ ~ fu;:r ~ "ijqR s;arr ~ ~ ~ -it ~ ~ -it 
Cf6 'tffi ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1ITU 3{qf fcm lT'q 

~Cfil~tl 

("{<f) lAR t ~ 'A' ~ 'B' cnT W fW:rr I -a-~ t fc6 B ~ 

~~~GITG 'C' ~A cfit~-it'Cfi5T ~- ~~~ 
~ ~ 

~ 31TG+Tt <fit mlm -it an "f"~ t ~ 'B' CfiT WI ~" 

~ ~ ~ GITG 'A' Cffi"i it ~ <r:rr I 

(<r} lAR t ~ 'M' ~ 'N' en) WI ~I -a-~ t' fc6 ~ 

it ~ ~ 'N' u;rofu ~ ~ ~ <r:rr ~ ~ ~ 

~ 3{""~ ~ en) mcw:rr af4CIT ~ fc6 ~ -qm 

tR t I 

(~) 'A'~ 'B' 1R 'C' CfiT ~ 1ITU 'A'~~ <fit "Tf itqr 

<fit~ cnT ~~~coB~~ CI1G ~I . ~ 

'C' ~ 'A' <fit itqr ~ 1R 'A' it Cfi5T - ~~~ arrqCfi) 

~ ~ w i ~ 'B' ~~ ~ ~ ~ mr . ~ ~ 

t I" 

2. 'A' agreed to supply 'B' with only one packet of 

explosive, enough for the purpose of blowing up a 

railway bridge. 'B' along with 'C' utilised the 

P.T.O. 
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explosive for the purpose of blowing the bridge. The 

attempt proved unsuccessful. Next day 'B' sent a 

letter to 'A' describing the unsuccessful attempt and 

asked if, he could supply some more explosive. The 

said letter, before it could reach 'A' was intercepted 

during the post and handed over to the )'olice. A, B, 

C, were tried for the conspiracy to blow up the 

railway bridge. 

Whether Prosecution can be allowed to prove the 

aforesaid letter written by 'B' to 'A' to prove the 

charge of conspiracy against 'A' ? Discuss with 

reference to the relevant case law. (20) 

'A' ~ ~ ~ cfi-~ ~ fcl%'\ccti <fiT ~ ~ ~ "' . 
B "CflT ~ <fiB cfi" ~ wlT m lTm I 'B' ~ 'C' cfi- ~ 

~ ~ cfi-~ ~ A%'\ccti <fiT~ M 1 w:mr 3R!lflR 
"' . "' 
~ 83lT I wR ~ 'B' ~ ~ w:mT <fiT quA- Cfi"& ~ 

'A' "CflT ~ 1p.:f ~ ~ 'l:fm fcfi CfliT cw; "C.fi£9 ~ Fc\%1 c Cfl 
"' "' 

~ CR ~ t I '3m 1p.:f 'A' cfi- "!ffiT ~ -ij- ~ t't SfCfi 

cfi-~ ~ CR fu<:u lTm ~ ~ "CflT ~ ~ lTm I 

A, B, C <fiT ~ -p;r "CflT ~ cfi- ~ ~ ~ fcrtmuT fcfim 

lTm I 

CfliT ~ "CflT 'A' cfi-~ ~ <fiT ~ ~ <fiB 

cfi" ~ 'B' am 'A' "CflT ~ ~ ~ 1p.:f "CflT ~ CfiB 
"' 

ett ~ ~ ~ ~ t ? ~ f.1oF:r fctlU cfi- m ~ 
fcfcftR ~I 
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3. 'X' is accused of murdering his uncle 'Y' and his 

Cousins 'Z' and 'T' with a knife. After committing 

the murder he kept the dead bodies on the railway 

track and went to the police station and lodged a FIR 

and signed the same. The same day police recovered 

the dead bodies and the knife from the house of X, 

when pointed out by the accused 'X'. There is no 

eyewitness or direct evidence of the crime but the 

medical report confirmed the wounds caused by a 

sharp weapon. 

Can 'X' be convicted on the basis of this confessional 

statement? Decide with the help of law and 

cases. (20) 

'X' 1R ~ ~ m "ilfttT 'Y' ~ m ~ ~- 'Z' 
"' 

~m 'T' Ch'T ~ coB CfiT ~ WIT ~ I ~ coB ~ ~ 
~ricnr~tcn'IR-m~ ~~~~~ 

~ 'R1lrt fA<CF.tl~ ~ ~ 1R ~&R "fcm I ~ ~ ~ 

~ricnr ~~ ~ x~~~Cl"Gf x~m~ 

~cnr~~m1 ~ ~CfiTm~-marr 
"' 

<:rr ~&T ~ ..rnT ~ 1 ~ Rl~ffil 'R1lrt ~ ~ ~ am 

~ -me£ Ch'T ~ Ch'T I 

<FIT X~ ~q:;auf'Attl ~ ~ 3TTUR "«R ~ fcti<:rr ~ ~ 

t 7 fctltr ~ ~ Ch'T W1'ffiT ~ fcl~~=qtt ~I 

P.T.O. 
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4. (a) ~What is the test laid down by the judiciary for the 

reliability of a dying declaration. 

(b) 'A', the deceased wife was married to 'B' in 

Jan, 2014. The couple lived together peacefully 

but six months after marriage, disputes arose 

between them. 'A' complained to her parents on 

several occasions about harassment to her by the 

husband and in-laws through letters. On 30th 

March, 2015, 'A' was admitted to the hospital with 

80% burns. The police and the Magistrate was 

informed. The statement of 'A' was recorded by 

the Magistrate in the presence of police and the 

doctor on the duty. 'A' became unconscious before 

he could answer the last question- "What move 

you want to say?" A died the same day. 'A' had 

made her husband, sister in-law and mother-in

law responsible for burning her as per her 

statement made to the magistrate. 

Can the accused persons be convicted on the basis '"" 

of uncorroborated dying declaration alone ? Discuss 

with relevant case law. (20) 

(en) ~CScti18lcti ~ ctt fcll!crijoilllctl ~ ;:qrll418lctil &m ~ 

"Wa:fUT qm ~ ? 

(\Cf) ~ ~ 'A' CfiT 'B' cfi ~ fcrcrT6 ~. 2014 -ij s3IT 

~I '15 ~ ~ llilf2144cti \60T ~ 1R fcrcrT6 cfi m-.,_ 
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~~~~~~it11m1 'A'~m~ 

1R ~ cfi ~ 3flH ~- flrnr en) ~ -qfu ~ ~

~ am ~ 'i1fR-~ ~ cfiT ~ICflllld cfiT ~ I 30 lfT'it, 

2015 cnT 'A' cnT 80% \ffi¥1" cfi ~ ~ ~ ~ fcnlrr 

11m I ~am +!~~C: cnT ~~~11m I ~ ~ 

~ 1R *rro ~ cfit ~ ~ +!~~c: ~ 'A' CfiT 

~ ~ fcnlrr ~I 

~ ~ - II alTtf 3ft\ CfliT ~ ~ t ? - CfiT "3"W 

~~"¥'A' mit"lf{ I 'A' cfit~~~it"lf{ I 

+!~~c: cnT ~ ~ ~ ~ cfi 31¥R A ~ ~ 

~ cfi ~ 3flH -qfu, -.,.,q altt ~ cnT J fHGI~ iiRl<n I 

CfliT ~ ~ en) ~ 3lTZ" ~~Cfli~Cfl ~ cfi 

3Ut1R 1R ~ fcnlrr ~ ~ t I ~ f.toTl!" fctfU 

·~~~ 

5. (a) X's daughter 'Y' was married to 'Z'. During April 

2012, 'Y' was residing with her parents at Cochin. 

'Z' wrote three letters to 'Y' from Bombay, which 

contained defamatory imputations about 'X'. As a 

result 'X' filed a complaint against 'Z' charging 

him offence of defarmation. 'Z' raised the 

objection that the three letters which formed the 

sole basis of the complaint were inadmissible in 

evidence. 

P.T.O. 
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Is the objection of 'Z' sustainable ? Decide with 

the help of case law. 

(b) A falsely makes B to believe that A is the owner 

of a property and sells it to B. Subsequently A 

inherits the same property on the death of his 

father. Whether A will be precluded to contend 

that he was not the owner of property at the time 

of sale ? Discuss. (20) 

("Cfl) 'X' ctt ~ 'Y' CfiT ~ 'Z' cfi 'ij"M salT~ I $ 2012 

cfi ~ 'Y' ~ +{ffif- ftRrr cfi 'tffif ~ ~ \5 W m I 
'Z' ~ ~ ~ 'Y' en) 'ffi;r 'tP-i ~ ~ 'X' cfi ~ 

~ "l1"'161HCflRCfl ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ q({uu+H<tt4 X 

~ ~ 'tR "li"'161H cfi ;wmu CfiT 3lTir1 ~ ~ 'Z' cfi 

~ ~ ~ Cfi( ft<rr I Z ~ 3lT4ffi ~ fcfi ~ 'ffi;r 

'tp.f -me<l ~ ~ ~ ftRCflT ~ CfiT ~ 31IUR ~ 

7fliT ~ I 

q:m z ctt 3lT4ffi ~ t ? ~ fcrtU ctt ~ ~ 

~H~'tlll ~I 

(((f) 'A', 'B' cnT ~ ~ ~ t fcfi A~ CfiT ~ 

t ~ Cf6' 'B' cnT ~ tffi t I ~ ~ 'A' ~ ftRrr ctt 

~ cfi ~ ~ ~ cnT fcRRffi ~ TIT ~ t I Cfm 

'A' <:f6' ~ ~ ~ wuftr irm fcfl Cf6' ~ cfi wm 

~Cfif~..,.m~~~~l 
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6. (a) Explain what is conclusive proof and how its 

evidentiary value is different from that of other 

kinds of presumption. 

(b) A Hindu women was married toM in June, 2000. 

She was divorced by her husband on 21st Nov., 

2002. After divorce she married another man 'T' 

on March, 2003 and gave birth to a daughter on 

24th Aug., 2003. 

'T' challenges the legitimacy of the daughter born. 

Will he succeed ? Decide. (20) 

(Cfi) ~ ~ Pl:i"cMCfi ~ CfliT t ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ WiiR ~ WiiR ctt ~an ~ ~ t ? 

((<f) ~ ~ ;ffif cnT ~. 2000 ~ M cfi" ~ ~ ~3IT ~I 

21 ~. 2002 q;l~-qfct~~~~~ I~ 

cfi" GlTG ~ ~ 2oo3 ~ ~ ~ 'T' ~ ~ Cfi( m 
~ 24 Wffif, 2003 q;l ~ ~ ~ q;l ~ ~ I 

'T' ~ ~ ~ ctT wfuRrr q;l 3ITR Cfi«<T t I <FIT Cf5 

~ 617fT ? fclf.:l:i~ll ~ I 

7. "An accomplice is unworthy of credit unless 

corroborated in material particulars." 

Explain it with reference to relevant statutory 

provisions and case law on this aspect. (20) 

P.T.O. 
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~~~- 3f1R1Ut ~ w.n fucfm cfi" ;wWq mm t ~ w.n ~ 

~ffl,~m· ~ .~ ~~ i~ -g 1" ~ ~ ~m ~ 

~m Rul<i ~ cfi ~ -mgcr ~ ~ 1 

8. Write short notes on any two of the following: 

(a) Hostile Witness 

(b) Relevancy of Admissions 

(c) Res-Gestae (20) 

(200) 
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