IN THE H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT MADRAS
RESERVED ON : 21.09. 2020
PRONOUNCED ON : 13. 08. 2021

CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR JUSTI CE M NI RVAL KUVAR

Crl.QO P. No. 15163 of 2014
and
Cl.MP.Nos.1, 2 & 3 of 2014

1. SA Law LLP
Represented by its Partner,
M . Robert Ryall,
No. 60, London Road,
ST Al bans,
Herts AL 1 I NG
Engl and.

2. Robert Ryall,
No. 60, London Road,
ST Al bans,
Herts AL 1 | NG
Engl and
Petitioners/ Accused

Vs.

Nar ai n Kart hi keyan,
Aged about 37 years,
S/ o. Kart hi keyan,
No. 14, Huzur Road,
Coi nbat ore- 641 018.
Respondent / Conpl ai nant

PRAYER. Crimnal Original Petition is filed under Section 482 of
the Code of Crimnal Procedure, to call for the records relating
to the conplaint filed against the petitioners/accused in
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C.C No.188 of 2014 on the file of the Ilearned Judicial
Magi strate-111, Coi nbatore and quash the sane.

For Petitioner : M.N R Elango, Senior Counsel
for M.V.V.Sivakumar

For Respondent : M.G Vijay Anand Associ ates

ORDER

This Criminal Oiginal Petition has been filed to quash
the proceedings in C C No.188 of 2014 pending before the |earned
Judi cial Magistrate No.ll1, Coinbatore.

2. The petitioners are accused in C C No.188 of 2014 and
facing trial for offence under Sections 465, 468, 471, 477A, 420
and 406 of IPC before the |earned Judicial Magistrate No.lII,
Coi nbat or e.

3. For the sake of convenience, the petitioners and the
respondent are referred to as accused and the conpl ai nant as per
the conplaint in C C No.188 of 2014.

4. The gist of the case is that the conplainant is a
reputed Sportsman in the field of Formula Car Racing and he is
the first Indian in Fornmula 1 Racing Chanpi onship and rol e nodel
for many |ndian Sportsman. The conplainant is conferred wth
one of the highest civilian award in recognition of his
contribution in the field of Mdtorsport by the Governnment of
I ndi a. After the conplainant had conpleted the first year in
Formula 1 Chanpionship in 2005 a civil dispute arouse wth
Mdland F1 Marketing Limted as well as another conpany by nane
Dartry Limted with regard to paynent of comm ssion arising out
of sponsorship of the conplainant. From the above dispute, two
claimsuits were filed before the H gh Court of Queens Bench in
London England C ai m No. 2006 Folio 1264 and C ai m No. H206X00979,
wherein Mdland F1 WMrketing Limted clained an anount of
£6, 75,000/- in their Caim Petition and Dartry Limted clained
£31,250/-, in their ClaimPetition against the conplainant. The
accused were engaged by the conplainant for defending him wth
regard to the dispute resolution in the field of Mdtor Sports.
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The conpl ai nant chose the accused on seeing advertisenent in the
website, claimng thenselves to be a leading firmwth regard to

the dispute in the field of Mtor Sports. The above two cases
| asted for a year and the accused represented the conplainant in
the Court nearly 5 to 6 tines. During the course of hearing

objections were filed on behalf of the conplainant and the
conplainant felt his presence would be often required before the
London Courts. Since the conplainant was busy participating in
international racing schedule and travelling throughout the
gl obe, he decided to resolve the mtter out of Court by
conpromise in the above two clainms and thereafter, both the
cases were settled by way of conprom se. The conpl ai nant agreed
to pay a total amount of £2,25,000/- in this regard. During the
course of the Ilitigation, the conplainant for the above two
cases had paid a sum of £60,250/- as legal fees to the accused on
the bills raised by them The conplainant was surprised to
receive around 10 unexplained bills from the accused for the
period from July 2006 to Septenber 2007 and the sane are as

foll ows: -

Sl . No Date | nvoice No's and Bill No

1. 15. 07. 2007 |Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.309362 for
£26, 834. 06

2. 27.10. 2006 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.306540 for
£2, 884. 45

3. 28.11. 2006 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.306880 for
£2,242. 49

4. 31.07.2006 Unexecuted Bill |Invoice No.305163 for
£587. 50

5 31.07.2006 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.305489 for
£2, 800. 00

6 28.09. 2006 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.306205 for
£826. 97

7 27.10. 2006 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.306545 for
£6, 012. 83

8 28.11. 2006 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.306886 for
£1, 484. 03

9 30.04. 2007 Unexecuted Bill I nvoice No.308791 for
£17, 615. 00
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SlI. No Date I nvoice No's and Bill No

10 28. 09. 2007 Unexecuted Bill | nvoice No.310978 for
£6, 887. 00

5.Since the conplainant was busy in the International
Mot orsports schedul e, he failed to immediately raise any
objection for the above forged bills. The accused taking
advantage of the conplainant's busy schedul e, had filed
litigation before the East Bourne Country Court in England in
Claim No.8SI01925 and obtained a default judgnent wthout
properly serving summons to the conplainant. Since the default
judgnent obtained by the accused before the Eastbourne County
Court is inexecutable in India, again in the year 2010, the
accused filed a petition for setting aside the default judgnent
and then filed a petition for summary judgnent before the
East bourne County Court in England. The East Hourne County
Court was pleased to grant summary judgnent in favour of the
accused. The accused on the fraudulent and fabricated bills
have filed enforcenent proceedings before the Court in England.
The accused in the guise of resolving the conplainant's |ega
dispute as promsed by them in the website had created,
fabricated nunber of false and fraudulent bills and docunents
for the purpose of making false claim against the conplainant.
The fabrication of bill has been carried out in England and the
sane was sent to the conplainant at his residence No.14, Huzur
Road, Coinbatore for the purpose of illegally encashing the
sane. The accused is claimng to the tune of £1,12,580.02/-
which is nearly 70 to 75% of the litigation settlenent anount of
£2,25,000/. It is a settled law that for |egal services rendered
by | awer/solicitors in favour of his client, the legal fee bill
should be in commensurate with the service rendered that is, in
any noney suit it should not exceed 10 to 20% of the value of
the claim suit. But in the present case, the accused raised
bill to the tune of 75% of the value of the litigation. |In fact
in one of the cases filed by Dartry Limted is concerned, which
Is aclaimsuit for £31,250/- the bill claimadmttedly according
to the accused is £41,026.97/- which is nearly 130% of the val ue
of the litigation which is confirnmed by the accused through E-
Mail letter dated 05.07.2013.
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6. Taki ng advant age of the conpl ainant's busy schedul e and
based on the trust reposed on them the accused falsified the
accounts, fabricated false bills with an intention to cheat the
conpl ai nant and have conmtted serious offence. The fraudul ent
bills were received by the conplainant at Coinbatore and the

paynments were nade from the bank at Coinbatore. Hence, a
conplaint was filed before the |earned Judicial Magistrate
No.lll1, Coinbatore and thereafter, C MP.No.5511 of 2013 was
assi gned. After examnation of conplainant as PW1 and one

Prabhakaran as PW2 and on perusal of the statenment of Ednmund
Patrick Jordan (The consultant of the Dartry Limted) and bank
statenents and E- Mai | s, i nvoi ces, the Jlearned Judicial
Magi strate No.lIl, Coinbatore, by order, dated 21.04.2014, took
cogni zance of the offence and ordered to take the case on file
for offence under Sections 406, 420, 465, 468, 471 and 477A of
| PC agai nst the accused and issued sumons to them under Section
204 Cr.P.C., and a case in C. C No.188 of 2014 was assi gnhed.

7. The |l earned Senior Counsel for the petitioners/accused
submtted that the conplainant approached the accused to
represent himfor the two civil disputes which was initiated by
the Mdland F1 Marketing Limted and a separate unrelated
dispute had also arisen between Dartry Limted and the
conpl ai nant . In both the proceedings, one M.Piers Hunnisett
was also a party. The terns and conditions of engagenent were
explained to the conplainant and letter of engagenent dated
27.04. 2006 was agreed and acted upon between the accused and the
conpl ai nant . As regards the proceedings involving Mdland F1
Marketing Limted is concerned, it was settled by consent anong
the parties and a confidential consent order was signed between
the parties. As regards the second proceedings involving Dartry

was concer ned, t he accused successful ly def ended t he
conpl ai nant . The interim third party garni shee order obtained
by Dartry against the conplainant was successfully set aside
solely on the efforts of accused. The accused successfully

defended the conplainant's fromDartry |imted.

8. The learned Senior Counsel for the accused further
submtted that right from the outset, the conplainant was
delaying in making professional fee paynents. Based on the
assurance of the conplainant that all outstanding dues to be
cleared later, the accused continued to represent him before the
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Court in London in both the proceedings. After conclusion of
the proceedings, the accused <continued to follow wup the
conpl ai nant regardi ng outstanding due to the tune of £44,891.43.
Despite sending several rem nder and request, the conplainant
was dogging the accused. Hence, the accused had no other
alternative, had to initiate proceedi ngs agai nst the conpl ai nant
and M. Piers Hunnisett for the above said anount of BP £44, 891. 43
wWth interest. The proceedings comenced in the St. Al bans
County Court on 07.08.2008 and the notice was ordered and served
on the conplainant and the other respondents in the suit.
Following the non appearance of the conplainant, an exparte
order was passed against him and the accused sought to execute
the above nentioned order by filing an Execution Petition on
31.01. 2009 before the learned District Judge, Hissar. Since the
| earned District Judge declined to entertain the Execution
Petition on the ground that it was an exparte order, the accused
agai n approached the East Bourne County Court, obtained order
setting aside the original exparte judgnent agai nst the
conpl ainant and applied for a sunmary judgnent on nerits, which
was granted on 13.04.2010. Pursuant to the order dated
13.04. 2010, various steps were taken to recover the dues from
the conplainant. The conpl ai nant attended these hearing through
his counsel and no appeal was filed by him to set aside the
order dated 13.04.2010. On the contrary, it is to be seen that
pursuant to the order made by the East Bourne County Court on
08.10. 2013, the conplainant was intermttently maki ng paynents @
BP 200 per nonth through his counsel in India. Now the
conpl ai nant nmakes wild allegations against the accused that the
accused had excessively billed the conplainant and he is not
aware of the anpbunts paid to the accused. All these allegations
are made by himto escape from his liability in nmaking paynent
to the accused.

9. The learned Senior Counsel for the accused further
submtted that the accused was surprised to receive copy of the
sutmmons from the | earned Judicial Mgistrate No.Ill, Coinbatore.
The above case is not nmintainable and the |earned Magistrate
took the conplaint on file wthout any prima facie material.
Since all the offences were cormmitted in England, as to how nere
receipt of the bills in India would confer jurisdiction of a
Court in Coinbatore. The conpl ai nant had participated in the
proceedings in England and failed to file any appeal. On the
contrary, he filed a crimnal conplaint against the accused in
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India after several years. The conpl ai nant engaged the service
of the accused in the year 2006 and he has been in regular touch
Wi th them regarding the above two suits filed in England and the
accused repeatedly requested the conplainant to pay the
professional legal fees and no objection was raised in this
regard, the conplainant appeared before the Eastbourne County
Court and agreed to pay in installnments. After seven years,this
private conplaint is filed. The admtted case of the
conplainant is that the bills were allegedly fabricated by the
accused in England. The provisions of the Indian Penal Code are
applicable to the whole of |India and not beyond India.
Therefore, the conplaint is liable to be quashed in accordance
with Section 4 of |PC.

10. The learned <counsel for the petitioner further
submtted that in this case, no previous sanction was obtained
from the Central Governnent to prosecute the accused and hence,
the case cannot be proceeded with as per Section 188 of C.P.C
There is nothing to show that the | earned Magi strate had applied
his mnd to the facts of the case. The | earned Magi strate has
to record his satisfaction before taking the case on file before
Issuing sumons to the accused. The |earned Magistrate
mechani cally taken the case on file. Assuming that the entire
case of the conmplainant is true, no part of cause of action has
arisen in India. Further, the role played by the accused are
purely civil in nature and no crimnal case is nade out. The
| earned counsel further submtted that this conplaint was | odged
as a counter blast for the action taken by the accused in
initiating recovery proceedings against the conplainant in
East bourne County Court. In fact the conplainant is continuing
to pay 200 pounds per nmonth to the accused in accordance wth
the order dated 08.10.2013 passed by the Deputy D strict Judge
at East bourne County Court.

11. The | earned counsel for the accused further submtted
that the accused is a counsel, who raised bills for the |ega
services rendered by them The accused had only approached the
Court for initiation of proceedings against the conplainant in
recovering the |egal fees. The conplainant had received the
copy of the bills prepared in England. 1In this case, though the
conplainant stated that the bills were sent through post and no
postal proof produced, admttedly the conplainant was mnaking
paynment till March 2020.
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12.1n order to substantiate his subm ssions, the |earned
counsel for the accused relied on the case of “Ms.Indian Ol
Corporation Versus NEPC India & OQthers; State of Haryana Versus
Bhajan Lal reported in AR 1992 SC 503" and in the case of
“Fatima Bibi Ahned Patel Versus State of GQujarat & Another
reported in 2008 (6) SCC 789" for the preposition that the above
conplaint is not sustainable in any manner and continuation of
proceedi ngs would amount to abuse of process of |aw Furt her,
the copy of the statenent of accounts and the judgnent passed by
the Eastbourne County Court directing the conplainant to nake
paynent of BP 200 per nonth are filed in support of his
subm ssi ons and prayed for quashing of the conplaint.

13. The | earned counsel for the conplainant filed counter
and three typed sets and nade his submssions that the
conplainant is a reputed Indian Sportsman in the field of
Formula 1 car racing. The conplainant participated in the 1st
Formula F1 Chanpionship in the year 2005. During that period,
two civil disputes arouse between the conplainant and his team
M dl and F1 Marketing Limted and another Conpany Dartry Limted,
with regard to paynent of comm ssion arising out of sponsorship.
This conmpany have filed two claim suits before the Court of
Queens Bench in London in Caim No.2006 Folio 1264 and Caim
No. HQO6X00979. The 1st accused is the law Firm and the 2n
accused is an Advocate and one of the partner of Al, who was
engaged for the professional service to defend the conplainant.
The grievance of the conplainant is that during engagenent of
service, no ternms of business was provided by the conplainant
and no docunent to that effect was executed. Subsequently, out
of conprom se entered between the parties in the suit, the
conpl ainant agreed to pay a total anount of £2,25,000/- to the
said two conpani es. Based on which, the two conpanies closed
the claim suits by filing a conprom se neno before the England
Court. The accused paid £60,500/- as legal fees for defending
the conpl ai nant. The entire noney was paid through the
conpl ainant's bank account from India. Not satisfied with the
sanme, the accused sent ten unsigned bills to the conplainant to
his Coinbatore address and sought for further anount of
£52,330.02 during the period from July 2006 to Septenber 2007

which are illegal fees. Since the conplainant was busy wth
International racing, he was unable to imediately raise any
objection for the ten unsigned bills. Taki ng advantage of the
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sanme, the accused filed a claim petition before the Eastbourne
County Court in England and obtained an exparte judgnment w thout

serving sumon to the conplai nant. The accused filed another
petition for sunmary judgnment before the Eastbourne County Count
in England and obtained sumary judgnent. Thereafter, the

accused filed enforcenent proceedings before the Court in
Engl and and forced the conplainant to settle the undue denand
made on the forged bills.

14. The learned counsel for the conplainant further
submtted that the accused is illegally claimng a total anount
of £1,12,580.02 fromthe conplainant. The accused is unethically
claimng alnmost 70 to 75% of the settlenment anmount of the
original claim petition. The accused admtted that he received
£60, 250/ - from the conpl ainant and adjusted £41,026.97 towards
Dartry's case as |egal fee. The original claim anpunt nmade by
Dartry's Limted is only £31,250/-, but the accused has cl ai ned
|l egal fee from the conplainant for the Dartry to a tune of
£41,026.97 i.e., 130% of the original claim amount. This would
clearly expose the crimnal intention of the accused on the
forged bills. Hence, the respondent filed the private conpl aint
before the |earned Judicial WMagistrate No.IlIl, Coinbatore and
the same was taken on file as C MP.No.5511 of 2013. Af ter
exam nation of conplainant as PW1 and one Prabhakaran as PW?2
and on perusal of the statenent of Ednmund Patrick Jordan (The
consultant of the Dartry Limted), the bank statenments and E-
Mails, invoices etc., the learned Judicial WMgistrate No.III
Coi nbatore, by order, dated 21.04.2014, took cognizance of the
of fence and ordered to take the case on file for offence under
Sections 406, 420, 465, 468, 471 and 477A of |PC against the
accused and issued summons to them under Section 204 Cr.P.C
Thereafter, a case in C. C No.188 of 2014 was assi gnhed.

15.1t is further submtted that the accused failed to
appear before the trial Court and imediately rushed to this
Court and obtained stay, due to which, the trial is stalled for
all these years. The accused had conmitted the offence by
sending unsigned forged bills to the conplainant to his
residence in Coinbatore. The conpl ai nant nade the paynents from
hi s bank in Coinbatore. Since the part of cause of action had
taken place in Coinbatore, the question of jurisdiction does not
arise in this case. As per Section 179 and 182 of C.P.C., the
conplaint is maintainable. As per the Solicitors Act, 1974,
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there is a provision contenplated how to proceed when there is
recovery to be made by the solicitor. In this case, no such
procedure is foll owed.

16.1n support of his subm ssions, the | earned counsel for
the conplainant relied on the foll ow ng decisions: -

17.1n the case of Mobarik Ali Ahnmed Versus The State of
Bonbay reported in AIR 1957 SC 857, Section 2, 3, 4 of C.P.C
have been dealt with in detail and held that “the use of the
phrase 'every person in Section 2 as contrasted with the use of
the phrase 'any person' in Section 3 as well as Section 4(2) of
the code is indicative of the idea that to the extent that the
guilt for an offence commtted within India can be attributed to
a person, every such person wthout exception is liable for
puni shnent under the Code.”

18.In the case of Lee Kun Hee & O's. Versus State of
Uttar Pradesh reported in [2012] 4 SCR 287, the Hon' ble Apex
Court had held that “two phrases of Section 179 C.P.C.,
"anyt hi ng which has been done' with reference to the offence and
' consequence which has ensued' substantially enlarge and magnify
the scope of jurisdiction contenplated under Section 179 of
C.P.C.,” and further held that “Section 182 Cr.P.C., can be
i nvoked to determine jurisdiction and dealt the case where the
of fence has been commtted in abroad.”

19.1n the case of Ajay Agarwal Versus Union of India &
Os. reported in 1993 (3) SC 203, it had held that when part of
of fence taken place in India, Section 188 gets attracted.

20.1n the case of A V.Mhan Rao & Anr. Versus M Kishan
Rao and Anr. reported in 2002 (5) SC 180, the Hon' ble Apex Court
had held with regard to Section 4 and 188 of Cr.P.C.,

21.1n the case of Miralikrishna Versus State (S.1 of
Police), W23, Al Wnen Police Station, Royapettah, Chennai and
another in Cl.O P.No.13724 of 2013, dated 13.12.2013 it had
held that with due respect to the |earned Judge in view of the
clear cut |anguage enployed in the proviso to Section 188 of
Cr.P.C., with regard to extra-territorial offences, there is no
prohi bition for taking cognizance. The requirenment for obtaining
previous sanction of the Central Governnment arises only for
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conducting the trial.

22. This Court considered the rival subm ssions and
perused the materials avail able on record.

23.1t is not in dispute that the conplainant is a
Forumula 1 racing car sportsman and he conpleted his first year
Formula 1 Chanpionship in the year 2005. There was sone dispute
bet ween the conplainant and sports team by nanme Mdland Formnul a
1 WMarketing Limted and Dartry Limted with regard to the
paynment of conmmssion arising out of the sponsorship of the
conpl ai nant . Due to this dispute, two claim suits were filed
before the H gh Court of Queens Bench in London England Cdaim
No. 2006 Folio 1264 and C ai m No. H206X00979, wherein Mdland F1
Mar keting Limted clainmed an anmount of £6,75,000/- in their Caim
Petition and Dartry Limted clained £31,250/-, in their Caim
Petition against the conplainant. The 1st accused, the law firm
and the 2m accused its partner were authorized to defend the
conpl ai nant before the Courts in England. Since the conplai nant
was busy participating in car racing in various countries, the
conplainant felt instead of having a prolonged tine consum ng
litigation it would be better to resolve the matter by out of
Court conprom se. Hence, he decided to settle the issue wth
the claimants out of Court in the two claim petitions. The
conpl ainant paid a sum of £2,25,000/- and conprom sed the issue
with Mdland Forumula | Marketing Limted and Dartry's Limted
The conplainant paid a sum of £60,250/- as legal fee to the
accused. Later, the conplainant received 10 unsigned bills from
the accused for the period from July 2006 to Septenber 2007.
Due to the busy schedule of the conplainant, he was unable to
rai se objection and question the sane immediately. Taki ng
advantage of the sane, the accused filed a suit before the
East bourne County Court in England in Caim No.83101925 and
obtai ned exparte judgnment. Since the exparte judgnment could not
be executed in India, again in the year 2010 the accused filed a
petition for setting aside the exparte judgnent and filed a
petition for summary judgnent before the Eastbourne County Court
i n England. The accused obtained the sunmary judgnment on nerits
on 13.04.2010. Thereafter, the accused initiated steps against
the conplainant to recover the noney. The conpl ai nant attended
the Court hearing through his counsel and no appeal was filed by
the conplainant to set aside the judgnent passed by the
East bourne County Court on 13.04.2010. The conplainant in
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pursuant to the order dated 13.04.2010, was neking paynment of
200 pounds per nonth from October 2013 to March 2020, which is
not in dispute. In fact the conplainant appeared through his
counsel one Mayo Wnne Baxter and participated in the
proceedings initiated by the accused before the Eastbourne
County Court. Further, the conplainant had al so given authority
to his Chartered Accountant, to satisfy the judgnent debt in
whole or in part as soon as reasonably practicable, provided
such sunms can be rel eased. Pursuant to it, the paynents were
regul arly made.

24. From the letter of HM Courts & Tribunals Service
East bourne County Court dated 09.08.2013, it is nentioned that
the conplainant was represented by his solicitor on 17.07.2013
when an order was made including tinmescale for the hearing and
for questioning. On 17.07.2013, the conplainant has signed the
statenents, submitted his bank particulars and also agreed to
make nonthly paynment of 200 pounds. VWiile this being so, now
the conplainant nmaking a 'U turn, objecting for the ten
unsigned bills claimng it to be forged docunents and was forced
to nmake paynment on these forged bills cannot be countenanced.
The conpl ai nant appeared before the Eastbourne County Court in
Claim No.85701925 initiated by the accused and participated in
the proceedings and filed his response submtting hinself to its
jurisdiction and started maki ng paynents. It is admtted by the
conpl ainant that he received ten unsigned forged bills from July
2006 to Septenmber 2007. On perusal of these bills and invoices,
It is seen that the bills are not signed. In the conplaint,
there is no nention how these unsigned bills were received and
what was the node.

25. The points raised by the I|learned counsel for the
conplainant with regard to the Solicitors Act, 1974 is not
applicable to this case. Adm ttedly, the conpl ai nant
participated in the Eastbourne County Court England and was
maki ng paynents from Cctober 2013 to March 2020. This being the
case, the conplainant cannot now make a turn around and nake
all egations that the invoices are forged. |If the conplainant is
aggrieved, he ought to have filed an appeal before the Engl and
Court and not a crimnal conplaint in India.

26.1n view of the above, this Court cones to the
conclusion that the conplaint even if taken on face value and
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accepted in its entirety, no prinma facie case is nade out
agai nst the accused. The conplaint against the petitioners is
maliciously instituted to escape from the liability in paying
the professional fees to the accused. Hence, the continuation
of the crimnal proceedings would anobunt to abuse of process of
| aw and m scarriage of justice.

27.1n the result, this Crimnal Oiginal Petition is
al l oned and the proceedings in C. C No.188 of 2014 pending on the
file of the Judicial Magistrate Court No.lll, Coinbatore is
her eby guashed. Consequent |y, t he connect ed Crim nal
M scel | aneous Petitions are closed.

Sd/ -
Assi stant Registrar(CS-VII)

/'l True Copy //
Sub Assistant Registrar
vv2
To

The Judicial Mgistrate Court No.lII,
Coi nbat or e.

+lcc to M. G Vijay Anand, Advocate, S.R No.40197
+lcc to M. Chethan Sagar, Advocate, S.R No.40167

Crl.O P. No. 15163 of 2014

PVS( CO)
RLP( 21/ 09/ 2021)
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