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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY

IN ITS CRIMINAL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

                                                                             DIST : BOMBAY

CRIMINAL WRIT PETITION NO.              OF 2008

IN THE MATTER OF ARTICLE 227 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA










AND

IN THE MATTER OF SEC. 482 OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE










AND

IN THE MATTER OF SEC. 311  OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE 










AND 

IN THE MATTER OF ORDER DATED 30.10.2007 PASSED BY THE LD. SPECIAL METROPOLITAN MAGISTRATE, SMALL CAUSES COURT, MUMBAI IN C.C. NO. 1767/SS/07 



AND

IN THE MATTER OF ORDER DATED 17TH DECEMBER 2007                  PASSED BY THE HON’BLE SESSIONS COURT IN CRIMINAL APPLICATION NO. 1250       OF 2007 

SHRI BALKISAN B. MANIYAR

Age : 66 years, Occupation : Business

Residing at:

801 Shiv Tapi,

Goregaonkar Road,

Gamdevi, Mumbai




…
PETITIONER


   (ORIGINAL ACCUSED NO.2)

V/S.

1) STATE OF MAHARASHTRA

2) M/S. VECRON INDUSTRIES LTD. 



…
RESPONDENTS

TO,

THE HON’BLE CHIEF JUSTICE AND

THE OTHER HON’BLE PUISNE JUDGES

OF THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 

AT BOMBAY

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF THE PETITIONER (ORIGINAL ACCUSED) ABOVE NAMED, UNDER ARTICLE 227 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA R/W. SEC. 482 OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE FOR QUASHING AND SETTING ASIDE THE ORDER DATED 30TH OCTOBER  2007             PASSED BY THE LD. SPECIAL METROPOLITAN MAGISTRATE, SMALL CAUSES COURT, MUMBAI IN C. C. NO. 1767/SS/07 AND THE ORDER DATED 17TH DECEMBER 2007 PASSED BY THE HON’BLE SESSIONS COURT IN CRIMINAL REVISION APPLICATION NO 1250 OF 2007

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH :

1) The Petitioner (Original Accused No.2) is an Indian National domiciled in the State of Maharashtra, having his fixed place of residence and business at Bombay.  The Petitioner is a peace loving and law abiding citizen having no previous antecedents to his discredit.  The Respondent No. 2 (Original Complainant) is a company incorporated under the provisions of Indian Companies Act 1956.

2) Pursuant to the private complaint filed by the Respondent No. 2 in the Court of Ld. Metropolitan Magistrate, 33rd Court, Ballard Pier, Mumbai for an offence u/s. 138 of Negotiable Instruments Act against the Petitioner and others, the Ld. Magistrate was pleased to issue process against the Petitioner and others.  The alleged offence u/s. 138 of Negotiable Instruments Act is non-cognizable, bailable and summons triable in nature.  The Petitioner pleaded not guilty to the charge.

3) The Petitioner states that the Respondent No.2 filed an affidavit of Mr. Manoj T. Prajapati (P.W.No.1) as and by way of examination-in-chief of the said witness u/s. 145 (1) of Negotiable Instruments Act.  The Petitioner states that after the filing of the said affidavit of evidence the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 commenced for the first time on 04.02.2006.

4) The Petitioner states that after the commencement of cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 on 04.02.2006 the P.W.No.1 remained absent continuously on several dates of hearing with the result the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 could not be recorded.  The Petitioner states that the Respondent No.2 obtained several adjournments before the Ld. Metropolitan Magistrate, 33rd Court, Ballard Pier, Mumbai under the pretext of procuring the presence of the P.W.No.1 and offering the said witness for cross-examination.  The Petitioner states that since the P.W.No.1 remained absent continuously in the said case no progress could be registered in the trial of the said case for a considerable time.  

5) The Petitioner states that somewhere in the month of September 2007 the said case was transferred from the file of Ld. Metropolitan Magistrate, 33rd Court, Ballard Pier, Mumbai to the Court of Ld. Special Metropolitan Magistrate, Small Causes Court, Mumbai and the same was numbered as C.C. No. 1767/SS/07.

6) The Petitioner states that on 10.10.2007 when the aforesaid case was notified before the Ld. Special Metropolitan Magistrate (Coram : Shri H.M.Patwardhan), the Advocate representing the Petitioner could not attend the Court of Ld. Magistrate and appear in the said case since the Advocate for the Petitioner had been suffering from Herpes and was advised complete bed rest by his Doctor for about 2 weeks.  The Petitioner states that his Advocate, Shri Sandeep A. Velkar had therefore deputed his Junior Advocate, Ms.Annie Fernandes with an instruction to request the Ld. Magistrate to adjourn the said case on any convenient date on account of illness of Shri Sandeep A. Velkar.  However, since the P.W.No.1 was in attendance before the Ld. Magistrate for the first time on 10.10.2007 the Ld. Magistrate was not inclined to adjourn the hearing of the said case.  The Petitioner states that the application for adjournment submitted by Ms.Annie Fernandes came to be rejected by the Ld. Magistrate on 10.10.2007.

7) The Petitioner states that since Ms.Annie Fernandes, the Jr.Advocate of Shri Sandeep A. Velkar was not in a position to conduct the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1, she requested her colleague Advocate, Ms.Nayantara Rao for obtaining an adjournment of the said case.  However, the Ld. Magistrate was not inclined to grant any adjournment and insisted on the said Advocate, Ms.Nayantara Rao to conduct the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1.  Accordingly, the said Ms.Nayantara Rao put up few questions to the P.W.No.1 and thereafter the Ld. Magistrate was pleased to treat the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 as closed.  The said case was thereafter adjourned to 20.10.2007.  The Petitioner states that since the Ld. Magistrate was on leave on 20.10.2007 the said case was thereafter adjourned to 30.10.2007.

8) The Petitioner states that on 30.10.2007 the Petitioner engaged another Advocate, who filed his Vakalatnama and submitted an application u/s. 311 of Cr.P.C. requesting the Ld. Magistrate to recall the P.W.No.1 for his further cross-examination in the said case.  The Petitioner duly submitted before the Ld. Magistrate that since his Advocate on record, Shri Sandeep A. Velkar had been suffering from Herpes on 10.10.2007 and was advised bed rest for about 2 weeks the said Advocate was prevented from just and reasonable grounds from attending the Court of Ld. Magistrate and appear in the said case on 10.10.2007.  The Petitioner further submitted that on account of sudden illness of Shri Sandeep A. Velkar the Petitioner could not make any alternate arrangement for his representation and defense in the said case.  The Petitioner therefore could not give any instructions either to Ms.Annie Fernandes or to Ms.Nayantara Rao to appear in the said case on 10.10.2007.  The Petitioner further submitted that since the P.W.No.1 had filed his affidavit of evidence running into nearly 10 pages along with several documents it was not possible for the said Ms.Nayantara Rao to peruse the same and conduct the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 on the spur of moment on 10.10.2007.  The Petitioner also submitted in his application that the evidence of the P.W.No.1 was absolutely just and essential for the just and correct decision of the said case.  Annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit A is the copy of the said application dated 30.10.2007.

9) The Petitioner states that a true copy of the said application dated 30.10.2007 was furnished to the Advocate for the Respondent No.2, who did not raised any objection or opposition for recalling the P.W.No.1 for his further cross-examination.  The Petitioner states that the Advocate for the Respondent No.2 did not disputed or denied the statements, averments and contents of the said application dated 30.10.2007.  The Advocate for the Respondent No.2 never submitted that the evidence of the P.W.No.1 had been recorded at length in cross-examination.  The Advocate for the Respondent No.2 never disputed the significance and importance of the evidence of the P.W.No.1.  The Petitioner states that inspite of there being no objection or opposition by the Advocate for the Respondent No.2, the Ld. Magistrate was pleased to reject the said application dated 30.10.2007 immediately on the very day without affording any hearing or audience to the Advocate for the Petitioner.  Annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit B is the copy of the said order dated 30.10.2007 passed by the Ld. Magistrate in C.C. No. 1767/SS/07. 

10) The Petitioner states that being aggrieved and dissatisfied with the order dated 30.10.2007 passed by the Ld. Special Metropolitan Magistrate, Shri H.M.Patwardhan, Small Causes Court, Mumbai, in C.C. No. 1767/SS/07 rejecting the application dated 30.10.2007 filed by the Petitioner u/s. 311 of Cr.P.C. for recalling the P.W.No.1 for his further cross-examination, the Petitioner approached the Hon’ble Sessions Court in its jurisdiction u/s. 397 of Cr.P.C. praying inter alia therein for revising and setting aside the said order dated 30.10.2007.  The Petitioner states that in the aforesaid Criminal Revision Application, the Hon’ble Sessions Court after hearing the submissions of both the parties was pleased to dismiss the said Criminal Revision Application vide its order dated 17th December 2007 Annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit C is the certified copy of the said order dated 17th December 2007 passed by the Hon’ble Sessions Court in Criminal Revision Application No. 1250 of 2007.

11) Being aggrieved and dissatisfied with the orders dated 17th December 2007 passed by the Hon’ble Sessions Court rejecting the Criminal Revision Application No. 1250 of 2007, the Petitioner most respectfully approaches this Hon’ble Court in its jurisdiction under Article 227 of the Constitution of India r/w. sec. 482 of Cr.P.C. and prays that the writ of certiorari or any other writ, orders or directions in the nature of certiorari be issued and the order dated 17th December 2007 passed by the Ld. Special Metropolitan Magistrate, Small Causes Court, Bombay in C.C. No. 1767/SS/07 and the order dated 17th December 2007 passed in Criminal Revision Application No 1250 of 2007 be quashed and set aside on following amongst the other grounds. 

G R O U N D S

a) The Ld. Magistrate committed a serious error of law in refusing to exercise his jurisdiction u/s. 311 of Cr.P.C. by refusing to recall the P.W.No.1 for his further cross-examination in the said case.  The Ld. Magistrate ought to have appreciated and seen that as Shri Sandeep A. Velkar, an Advocate representing the Petitioner was suffering from Herpes and was advised bed rest for 2 weeks, it was impossible for the said Advocate to attend the Court of Ld. Magistrate and appear in the said case on 10.10.2007.  The said Shri Sandeep A. Velkar had therefore duly forwarded his application for adjournment on the said ground along with his Junior Advocate, Ms.Annie Fernandes.  The reason assigned by the said Shri Sandeep A. Velkar for the grant of adjournment was never disputed or challenged by the Respondent No.2 or its Advocate.  In this circumstance, the Ld. Magistrate ought to have been magnanimous and liberal in exercising his jurisdiction u/s. 311 of Cr.P.C. for recalling the P.W.No.1 for his further cross-examination.

b) The Ld. Magistrate also committed a serious error of law in observing that the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 was conducted at length in the year 2003.  The Ld. Magistrate ought to have perused the records and proceedings of the said case, which would have revealed that the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 had commenced for the first time on 04.02.2006.  The Ld. Magistrate ought to have further seen that the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 not exceeding 1 ½ page have been recorded by the predecessor of the Ld. Magistrate on 04.02.2006.  The evidence of the P.W.No.1 recorded before the Ld. Metropolitan Magistrate, 33rd Court, Ballard Pier, Mumbai, which did not exceed 2 pages could not have been considered or treated as cross-examination at length by the Ld. Magistrate while passing the impugned order.  The observation made by the Ld. Magistrate with regard to the recording of cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 at length is erroneous, improper and contrary to the records of the said case.

c) The Ld. Magistrate ought to have appreciated and seen that since the adjournment application filed by Ms.Annie Fernandes had been rejected by the Ld. Magistrate, the said Advocate therefore requested her colleague Advocate, Ms.Nayantara Rao to request the Ld. Magistrate for the grant of adjournment.  However, the Ld. Magistrate insisted upon the said Ms.Nayantara Rao to conduct the further cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 instead of granting any adjournment.  The Petitioner states that since the said Ms.Nayantara Rao had not obtained any instructions from the Petitioner and had received the said brief at the last moment only for the purpose of adjournment, it was not possible for the said Advocate to conduct the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 effectively and properly.  Consequently, the said Ms.Nayantara Rao had no other option but to ask few questions to the P.W.No.1 on 10.10.2007.  Since Ms.Nayantara Rao had never appeared in the said case in past nor represented the Petitioner before the predecessor of the Ld. Magistrate, there was no question of the said Ms.Nayantara Rao being familiar with the facts of the said case.

d) The Ld. Magistrate appears to have disbelieved and rejected the request of the Petitioner for recalling the P.W.No.1 for his further cross-examination on the ground that the said Ms.Nayantara Rao never filed any application for adjournment on the said date of hearing.  The Ld. Magistrate ought to have appreciated and seen that since the application for adjournment filed by the Junior Advocate of Shri Sandeep A. Velkar had already been rejected by the Ld. Magistrate before the arrival and appearance of the said Ms.Nayantara Rao, there was no question or justification in filing another application for adjournment on the same day by the said Ms.Nayantara Rao.  

e) The Ld. Magistrate ought to have appreciated and seen that after filing the affidavit of evidence of the P.W.No.1 the Respondent No.2 had sought several adjournments of the said case from time to time before the predecessor of the Ld. Magistrate.  The Ld. Magistrate ought to have appreciated and seen that the Petitioner was put to unnecessary inconvenience and agony of the trial on account of repeated adjournments sought by the Respondent No.2 before the Ld. Magistrate, 33rd Court, Ballard Pier, Mumbai.  The Ld. Magistrate therefore ought to have accompanied Advocate, Shri Sandeep A. Velkar, who was in genuine difficulty from remaining present before the Ld. Magistrate on 10.10.2007.

f) The Ld. Magistrate erred in law in observing that the Petitioner had filed the said application with a view to delay the matter without there being any ground to recall the P.W.No.1.  A bare perusal of the Roznama and records of the said case would have revealed that it was the Respondent No.2 who had sought numerous adjournments since the commencement of cross-examination of the P.W.No.1 under the pretext of keeping the said witness present for the purpose of cross-examination.

g) The Ld. Magistrate has not considered or taken into account any of the legal propositions urged by the Petitioner in para 8 to 10 of the said application dated 30.10.2007.  The Ld. Magistrate has shown scant regard and disrespect to the ratio laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court governing the exercise of jurisdiction u/s.311 of Cr.P.C.

h) The Ld. Magistrate ought to have appreciated and seen that the evidence of the P.W.No.1 was absolutely essential for the just and correct decision of the said case.  As there was no objection or opposition from the Respondent No.2 the Ld. Magistrate ought not to have rejected the said application dated 30.10.2007.  The Ld. Magistrate has arbitrarily and capriciously exercised his jurisdiction while rejecting the said application dated 30.10.2007.  

i) The Ld. Sessions judge erred in law in not exercising jurisdiction U/s. 397 of Cr. P. C. by holding that the impugned order does not culminate the proceedings and therefore the said order cannot be called final order and it is purely an interlocutory order. 

j) The Ld. Magistrate ought to have  considered the principal laid down in Rajendra Prasad v. Narcotic Cell reported in (1999) 6 SCC 110   it has been held that “No party in a trial can be foreclosed from correcting errors.  If proper evidence was not adduced or a relevant material was not brought on record due to any inadvertence, the court should be magnanimous in permitting such mistakes to be rectified.   After all, function of the criminal court is administration of criminal justice and not to count errors committed by the parties or to find out and declare who among the parties performed better”. The Ld. Sessions Judge ought to have appreciated that the principles laid down in the aforesaid judgment are squarely applicable to the facts of present case, for exercising the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Court U/S 311 of Cr. P. C.

k) The Ld. Magistrate ought to have  considered the principal laid down in Mohanlal Shamji Soni Versus  Union of India reported in AIR 1991 Supreme Court; Page 1346, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that “ Section 311 is manifestly in two parts.  The words used in the first part is “may” & the words used in second part is “shall”.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court has further held in the aforesaid judgment that the second part of Section 311 of CR.P.C. is mandatory in nature, imposing  an obligation on the Court either to summon and examine or to recall and re-examine any such person if his evidence appears to be essential for  the just decision of the case.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court has further held in the aforesaid judgment that “ the very usage of the words such as “any Court”, “at any stage” or “ on any enquiry, a trial or other proceedings”,  “any person”, clearly spells out that this Section is expressed in the widest possible terms and do not limit the discretion of the Court in any way”.  The Ld. Sessions Judge ought to have appreciated that the second part of the Section does not allow for any discretion; but it binds and compels the Court to take any of the afore mentioned two steps if the  evidence to be obtained, is essential  for  the just decision of the case.

l) The Ld. Addl. Sessions Judge ought to have considered the principal laid down in the case of Hasmukh Jhaveri vs Sheela Dadlani & ors. reported in BCI (1981) 24 wherein, the Hon’ble Court has held that “an order which decides or even touches the important rights or liabilities of the parties; cannot be said to be interlocutory and an order which substantially affects the rights of the parties; or decides certain rights of the parties; cannot be termed as interlocutory.  So also, an order which adjudicates; or; even affects either the rights of the parties; even any particular aspect of the trial or the proceeding; cannot be also termed as interlocutory order.  
m) The Ld. Addl. Sessions Judge failed to exercise the jurisdiction vested in him under Sec. 397 of CR. P. C. for examining the legality, validity, propriety and correctness of the impugned order.  The Ld. Addl. Sessions Judge ought to have appreciated and seen that the rejection of the application filed by the Petitioner for recalling the P.W.No.1 for further cross-examination had the effect of finality as far as the right of the Petitioner to cross-examine the P.W.No.1 was concerned.  By the impugned order the right of the Petitioner to cross-examine the P.W.No.1 had been finally adjudicated and determined by the Ld. Magistrate.
n) The Ld. Addl. Sessions Judge ought to have appreciated and seen that since the Ld. Magistrate had failed to consider and take into account the principles laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the cases (which were specifically referred in the application u/s. 311 of Cr.P.C.) there was non-application of judicial mind on the part of Ld. Magistrate while passing the impugned order.  The Ld. Addl. Sessions Judge therefore, ought to have revised and set aside the impugned order so as to afford just fair and reasonable opportunity of defense to the Petitioner.
12) The Petitioner craves leave to add, alter, amend or modify the grounds urged hereinabove.

13) The Petitioner has not filed any other application or petition previously against the impugned order before any Court of Law.

14) The Petitioner has filed the present criminal revision application within the period of limitation.

15) The Petitioner states that after the passing of impugned order the Ld. Magistrate refused to grant any reasonable time to the Petitioner to enable the Petitioner for challenging the impugned order before this Hon’ble Court.  The Ld. Magistrate thereafter has fixed the aforesaid case for recording the statement of the Petitioner u/s. 313 of Cr.P.C. on 10.01.2008.  The Petitioner states that since the Ld. Magistrate did not take into consideration the genuine difficulty of Shri Sandeep A. Velkar on 10.10.2007 and also did not showed his magnanimity in recalling the P.W.No.1 on 30.10.2007, the Petitioner has strong apprehension that the Ld. Magistrate may pass some hasty orders disposing off the said case, if the further proceedings of the said case are not ordered to be stayed by this Hon’ble Court.

Under the circumstances, the Petitioner most respectfully prays that this Hon'ble Court be pleased to:

(a) Rule be issued.

(b) Issue writ of certiorari or any other writ, order or direction in the nature of certiorary for quashing and setting aside the (1) order dated 17th December 2007 passed by the Hon’ble Sessions Court, Bombay in Criminal Revision Application No 1250 of 2007 and (2) order dated 30th October, 2007 passed by the Ld. Special Metropolitan Magistrate, Small Causes court, Bombay, after examining the legality, validity and propriety of the impugned orders.

(c) Stay the proceedings of C.C. No. 1767/SS/07 pending on the file of Ld. Special Metropolitan Magistrate, Small Causes Court, Mumbai, pending the hearing and final disposal of the present writ petition.

(d) Pass interim and ad-interim reliefs in terms of prayer (c) above.

(e) Pass such other and further orders, as may be deemed just, proper and reasonable.
Dated this          day of

January 2008

Mumbai
















PETITIONER

ADVOCATE FOR THE PETITIONER

V E R I F I C A T I O N

I, B. B. MANIYAR, Aged…….years, the Petitioner, hereinabove do hereby solemnly declare and state that the contents of foregoing paras of the Criminal Revision Application are true and correct.

Solemnly declared at Bombay

on this         day of January 2008

                                                                              BEFORE ME

Identified by Me

ADVOCATE FOR THE PETITIONER

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 

AT BOMBAY

IN ITS CRIMINAL APPLELLATE JURISDICATION

                                                                 DISCRICT BOMBAY           

CRIMINAL WRIT PETITION NO.                        OF 2008

SHRI BALKISAN B. MANIYAR


…
PETITIONER

V/S.

3) STATE OF MAHARASHTRA

4) M/S. VECRON INDUSTRIES LTD. ..   RESPONDENTS

                                         S Y N O P S I S

I. LIST OF DATES AND EVENTS

	SL.

NO.
	DATE
	EVENTS

	1.
	
	That the Respondent No.2 had filed criminal case u/s. 138 of N.I.Act against the Petitioner and 2 ors. before the Ld. Metropolitan Magistrate.

	2.
	17.12.2003


	That the Respondent No.2 has filed affidavit evidence of Mr. Manoj Prajapati as and by way of examination-in-chief u/s. 145 (1) of N.I.Act.

	3.
	04.02.2007
	That the aforesaid case when kept for cross-examination of the P.W.No.1, due to the absence of the P.W.No.1 on several dates of hearing, the Ld. Magistrate was pleased to adjourn the said matter on several occasions and therefore the said case could not register any progress.

	4.
	30.10.2007
	That the Ld. Magistrate was pleased to close the cross-examination of the P.W.No.1.

	5.
	31.10.2007
	The Petitioner therefore approached the Hon’ble Sessions Court vide Criminal Revision Application No. 1250 of 2007 u/s. 397 of Cr.P.C. for revising and setting aside the order dated 30.10.2007 passed by the Ld. Magistrate.

	6.
	17.12.2007
	That the Hon’ble Sessions Court after hearing the arguments of both the parties was pleased to reject the Criminal Revision Application No. 1250 of 2007.

	
	
	Hence, the present petition for quashing and setting aside the orders dated 17.12.2007.


II .     POINTS TO BE URGED

At the time of Arguments.

III.     LIST OF ACTS RELIED UPON BY THE APPLICANT

1. Criminal Procedure Code

2. Negotiable Instrument Act

3. Any other Act as may be found necessary

IV      JUDGEMENTS TO BE CITED :

1.
Hasmukh Jhaveri vs Sheela Dadlani & ors. reported in BCI (1981) 24.

2.
Rajendra Prasad vs The Narcotic Cell reported in 1999(6) Supreme 4, 

3.
Mohanlal Shamji Soni vs Union of India, AIR 1994 SC 1346.
Dated this        day of

January 2008

Mumbai







IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 

AT BOMBAY

IN ITS CRIMINAL APPLELLATE JURISDICATION

                                                                 DISCRICT BOMBAY           

CRIMINAL WRIT PETITION NO.                        OF 2008

SHRI BALKISAN B. MANIYAR


…
PETITIONER

V/S.

5) STATE OF MAHARASHTRA

6) M/S. VECRON INDUSTRIES LTD. ..   RESPONDENTS

I N D E X

	SL.NO.
	PARTICULARS
	PAGE NO.
	EXH.

	1
	Synopsis 
	
	

	2
	Criminal Writ Petition 
	
	

	3
	Copy of Application  filed by the Petitioner dated 30.10.2007
	
	A

	4.


	Copy of the said order dated 30.10.2007 passed by the Ld. Magistrate in C.C. No. 1767/SS/07
	
	B

	5.
	Certified copy of the said order dated 17th December 2007 passed by the Hon’ble Sessions Court in Criminal Revision Application No. 1250 of 2007
	
	C


Dated this      day of 2008

January 2008

Mumbai

