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Judgment on 12" March, 2025.

On an application under Section 115(1) of the Code of Civil
Procedure, this Rule was issued calling upon the opposite party Nos.
1-6 to show cause as to why the impugned judgment and decree dated
30.07.2006 passed by the learned Joint District Judge, 2" Court,
Mymensingh in Other Class Appeal No.07 of 2003 disallowing the
appeal and thereby affirming the judgment and decree dated
30.09.2002 passed by the learned Assistant Judge, Trishal,
Mymensingh in Other Class Suit No.147 of 2000 decreeing the suit
should not be set aside and/or pass such other or further order or

orders as to this Court may seem fit and proper.



Shorn of unnecessary details, fact of the case lies in a very
narrow compus. The opposite party Nos.1-6, as plaintiff, instituted
Other Class Suit No. 42 of 1989 in the Court of Sub-Judge, 1* Court,
Mymensingh, renumbered as Other Class Suit No.48 of 1996 on
transfer to the Court of Assistant Judge, Haluaghat and again
renumbered as Other Class Suit No.147 of 2000 on transfer to the
Court of learned Assistant Judge, Trishal, Mymeningh, against the
present defendant-petitioners, for a decree of Specific Performance of
Contract, claiming that the property belonged to one Kiran Bala Sen
Gupta. Defendant No. 2 started a proceeding treating the property as
vested property. Kiran Bala Sen Gupta filed Other Class Suit No. 535
of 1980 against the government challenging V.P. proceeding claiming
title in the property by way of settlement and adverse possession. The
suit was decreed on contest on 22.01.1987. Defendant No. 2 preferred
Other Class Appeal No. 50 of 1985 before the learned District Judge,
Mymensingh against that decree and the appeal was dismissed on
05.12.1988. In the midst of 1988 Kiran Bala Sen Gupta proposed to
sell the suit land and the present plaintiffs agreed to buy the property

and the market price of the suit land was settled at 70,000/-. Kiran



Bala received Tk. 60,000/-, as earnest money on 03.01.1989 and
executed a Bainapatra. Kiran Bala promised that after obtaining
Income tax clearance certificate within three months and receiving the
rest consideration money, she would execute and register the sale
deed. It is also agreed that if she failed to execute and register sale
deed within three months, the plaintiffs would be entitled to get the
deed executed and registered through the court. As part performance
of contract, Kiran Bala Sen Gupta handed over possession of a part of
the suit land. On 25.01.1989 all of a sudden Kiran Bala died and failed
to execute and register the sale deed. Kiran Bala was a widow having
no issue. Defendant No. 1 is her niece and for that reason she has been

made party in this suit.

Defendant No. 2 filed a written statement denying the material
allegations made in the plaint contending inter alia that the suit land
appertaining to S.A. Plot No. 7740 and R.O.R. Plot No. 1263
belonged to Bijendra Kishore Roy Chowdhury. The suit land was
involved in V.P. Case No. 8(Ka)-79-80, as such, Kiran Bala cannot
enter into a sale agreement with the plaintiffs for sale of the property.

Plaintiffs created a forged Bainapatra. The suit property was



requisitioned for residential accommodation of government
employees vide House Requisition Case No. 41 of 60-61, but decree
were obtained in Other Class Suit No. 535 of 1980 and Other Class
Appeal No. 50 of 1985 using concocted facts and adducing false
evidence. Plaintiffs field this suit to grab the government property

making false story. Hence, the suit is liable to be dismissed.

The trial court framed 4(four) issues for determination of the
dispute. In course of hearing the plaintiffs examined 5(five) witnesses
as P.Ws and the defendants side examined none. The plaintiffs
submitted some documents in support of their claim which was duly
marked as exhibits. The trial court after hearing decreed the suit by its

judgment and decree dated 30.09.2002.

Being aggrieved by and dissatisfied with the judgment and
decree of the trial court the defendant No. 2-government preferred
Other Class Appeal No.07 of 2003 before the learned District Judge,
Mymensingh. Eventually, the appeal was transferred to the Court of
learned Joint District Judge, 2" Court, Mymensingh for hearing and
disposal who after hearing by the impugned judgment and decree

dated 30.07.2006 disallowed the appeal and thereby affirmed the



judgment and decree of the trial court. At this juncture, the defendant

No.2-appellant-petitioners moved this Court by filing this application

under Section 115(1) of the Code of Civil Procedure and obtained the

present Rule and order of stay.

Ms. Mahbuba Akter Jui, learned Deputy Attorney General with

Mr. Manowarul Islam, Assistant Attorney General appearing for the

petitioners at the very outset submit that the suit property covered by

S.A. Plot No.7740 and R.O.R. Plot No. 1263 stand recorded in the

name of Bijendra Kishore Roy Chowdhury who left the then East

Pakistan for India before 1965. Consequently, the property was

declared enemy property and entered in the census list, subsequently,

has become vested and non-resident property and for its management

and control the government started V.P. Case No. 8(Ka)-79-80.

Earlier the suit property and the building standing thereon was

requisitioned for the government vide Requisition Case No. 41 of 60-

61. She submits that though in earlier Other Class Suit No.535 of

1980 and Other Class Appeal No.50 of 1985 it was decided that the

property owned by Kiran Bala Sen Gupta, but she did not take any

step for releasing the property from the list of vested property. She



further submits that Kiran Bala Sen Gupta was not in possession of

the suit property and without getting release of the property from the

category of vested and non-resident property cannot claim title and

transfer the property to any person like the present plaintiffs. She

submits that Kiran Bala Sen Gupta did not execute alleged bainanama

and received any consideration money from the plaintiffs, but in the

absence of Kiran Bala Sen Gupta, the plaintiffs created the bainanama

showing the same executed by Kiran Bala Sen Gupta by putting

thumb impression, whereas Kiran Bala Sen Gupta was a well

educated woman. She submits that the plaintiffs though examined 5

witnesses including plaintiff No.2 in support of their claim, but all the

witnesses in their evidences contradicted each other and the plaintiffs

could not prove execution of bainanama by Kiran Bala Sen Gupta.

She finally submits that the trial court as well as the appellate

court while decreeing the suit and disallowing the appeal did not even

discussed any of the evidences adduced by P.Ws and superficially

found that case of the plaintiffs has been proved by the evidence and

decreed the suit, as such, both the courts below committed illegality

and error of law in the decision occasioning failure of justice.



Mr. Abdul Wadud Bhuiyan, Senior Advocate with Ms. Nadira
Akhter, learned Advocate appearing for the opposite party Nos. 1-3
and 5-6 submits that in earlier Other Class Suit N0.535 of 1980 and
Other Class Appeal No. 50 of 1985 it was finally decided that Kiran
Bala Sen Gupta was owner of the property. In support of such
contention the plaintiffs submitted judgment and decree passed in
Other Class Suit N0.535 of 1980 and Other Class Appeal No. 50 of
1985 (Exhibits-1 and 2). Kiran Bala Sen Gupta was a widow without
any issue, she had no heirs to inherit her from husband side, but only
niece was alive named Hasi Sen Gupta. The plaintiffs used to take
care of her and at the midst of 1988 she expressed her intention to sell
the suit property. The plaintiffs agreed to purchase the same at a
consideration of Tk. 70,000/- out of which the plaintiffs paid 60,000/-
to her and upon receipt of said advance she executed a bainanama in
favour of plaintiffs on 03.01.1989 in presence of deed writer and the
witnesses thereto, by putting thumb impression (Exhibit-3). It was
stipulated in the agreement for sale that she will execute and register

sale deed within 3 months after obtaining income tax clearance



certificate, but suddenly she died on 25.01.1989 and as such, could

not execute and register the sale deed in favour of the plaintiffs.

Mr. Bhuiyan by referring evidences of all the P.Ws submits that

the witnesses proved execution of bainanama, payment of

consideration to Kiran Bala Sen Gupta and also proved that Kiran

Bala Sen Gupta after execution of bainanama died at home. The trial

court upon consideration of the documents and evidences adduced by

the plaintiffs held that in the absence of any contrary evidence on the

part of the defendants, the plaintiffs could able to prove their case and

decreed the suit. The appellate court also concurrently found that the

plaintiffs could able to prove their case by adducing 5 witnesses who

proved execution of bainanama by Kiran Bala Sen Gupta and payment

of consideration in their presence. As such, concurrent findings of

both the courts below are not liable to be interfered with in revisional

jurisdiction unless there is misreading and non consideration of the

evidences on record.

He finally submits that witnesses told that Kiran Bala Sen

Gupta was a literate woman, she could write and read well but

because of her illness she could not sign rather executed the



bainanama by putting thumb impression. No contrary evidence came

out from counterpart, as such, there is no earthly reason to disbelieve

the evidences adduced by the plaintiffs and to find any defect in the

bainanama. Therefore, both the courts below committed no illegality

and error of law in the decision, in decreeing the suit and disallowing

the appeal and as such, the Rule is liable to be discharged.

Heard the learned Deputy Attorney General and the learned

Advocate for opposite parties, have gone through the revisional

application, plaint in suit, written statement, evidences of all the P.Ws,

bainanama dated 03.01.1989, judgment and decree passed in Other

Class Suit N0.535 of 1980 and Other Class Appeal No. 50 of 1985

and the impugned judgment and decree of both the courts below.

Admittedly, the property in question belonged to one Bijendra

Roy Kishore Chowdhury as recorded in C.S. Khatian No. 866 and

R.O.R. Khatian No. 1263 measuring -1950 ajutangsha. The property

earlier declared vested and non-resident property by the government

on the ground that Bijendra Roy Kishore Chowdhury left the then

East Pakistan during Indo-Pak War 1965 for India. Consequently, the

property in question declared enemy property. After independence of
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Bangladesh all the enemy property renamed as evacuee property and
then vested and non-resident property. The government started V.P.
Case No. 8(Kha) of (79-80) for its management and control. Before
that, the government claimed that the property was requisitioned by
the government vide Requisition Case No.41 of (60-61) and being
used for the purpose of residence of government employees, since
then the landed property along with house standing thereon under the
possession of the government till today. The plaintiffs claimed that
Kiran Bala Sen Gupta claiming herself as owner of the property field
Other Class Suit No. 535 of 1980 in the Court of Munsif, 2" Court,
Trishal, Mymensingh against the present petitioner-government and

another, as defendants.

The government contested the suit by filing written statement
on the same averments made in the present suit. The trial court after
hearing by judgment and decree dated 22.01.1985 decreed the suit. In
the plaint in Other Class Suit N0.535 of 1980 at para 3 she claimed
that her father-in-law Umanath Sen Gupta was an employee under
Gouripur Jamidary Estate of Sreejukto Bijendra Kishore Roy

Chowdhury and subsequently, her husband Hemanta Nath Sen Gupta
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was appointed in his place after her retirement and at para 6 she stated
that she had education, can write and read. In the judgment of Other
Class Suit N0.535 of 1980 the trial court observed that plaintiff Kiran
Bala Sen Gupta entered into an agreement for sale with a person who
filed Other Class Suit No. 377 of 1980 in the court of 1% Sub-ordinate
Judge, Mymensingh against Kiran Bala Sen Gupta and also she
executed and registered a Power of Attorney for the property
appointing one Paritosh Sen. However, the court decreed the suit
finding title of the plaintiff in suit by adverse possession. The
government preferred Other Class Appeal No.50 of 1985 which was
also dismissed on contest, meaning thereby, the property belonged to
Kiran Bala Sen Gupta and it was not vested and non-resident property.
After obtaining decree from court Kiran Bala Sen Gupta took no step
for correction of the khatian in her name and to get back the
possession of the property by evicting the possessors. The plaintiff of
the instant suit as well as the defendant-government did not file any
papers regarding filing of Other Class Suit No.377 of 1980 against
Kiran Bala Sen Gupta in the court of 1% Subordinate Judge (now Joint

District Judge), Mymensingh and could not apprise the court about
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faith of that case. When Kiran Bala Sen Gupta executed a bainanama
in favour of a person for selling the property at a consideration of Tk.
33,000/- who filed a suit for Specific Performance of Contract,
without disposal of the said suit, how she could enter into an
agreement for sale with the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs in their plaint at

the end of paragraph 3 has stated that:

“Reaw AT O vl GERIA [ pfes o¥fe W @ pfes-
Part performance f21ita Fifemlt sifeq @it MmN
W1 2 FRAIREE, 78 75049 a7 [Rore 2¢/0d/55b532
sifftd FfIe fFaq a@ G wet e N SR T
(R g 99 1”7

At the end of paragraph 4 cause of action for filing of the suit

has been stated as;

“RTS  00/0>/55b-532 Sifitd Ffer w™ifer Wi fFaw
I (T @ QSR NG WioTe RN STGHCE TN
W Q32 fofd RoTe 2¢/0d/5ob53% It Gretmey &=
i R Tga T @ ifid S0 @ AT T
Ted R2AMR|”

which has been inserted by hand writing, subsequently, they got
their plaint amended on 17.07.1977 incorporating a fact that the
defendant No.2 took over possession of the portion of the suit land

from them and kept the house under lock and key, sometimes they
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used the house for temporary residence without mentioning any date
of dispossession and also incorporated a prayer for recovery of
possession. The petitioner-government though filed written statement,
but examined no witnesses in support of their claim. Resultantly, they
failed to substantiate their claim though filed written statement. Both
the courts below in their judgments did not discuss any evidence
adduced by the plaintiffs. To appreciate the case of the plaintiffs,
evidences adduced by them may be looked into. Defendant No.2,
Tapan Kumar Sen Gupta deposed as P.W.1 who deposed for him and

on behalf of other plaintiffs. He stated that:

‘A oite (e AT O @elts) Ml Fo |
T Jal ¢ [l forew, O (@1 e 2w w1 fof Sovbr
R e face JFET wN [ aeR FEE S
90,000/- BIFR W Yo,000/- BIF ATV M3 ITJG
00/od/sobd ©IFY | IR HtET 4T IFIT@L fFIw
T A i | fofd Mree Ir=iea® sitew fofy T
JEEicE B e seme s fofN % 76T 2o
FoT] T FIH FACO AR 12|

But in the plaint no such statement is found. He further stated
that:

“foe TR 9 O fom o T @ AN feaw e
TG SCS], W NS FC] | fFae T Tgy F1{F
@ AGRCSE Smece wifke 3 W11 o= s
T Wiy Toifge feemm w11 IRe Sifefe 1 o weits
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TN " A I e Tce I TR, O @ e oS
@2 Wiz | v wia wea o Wk e @iy 8,5, & g
QIZ L | I 2T@F ~B5| WeTe (@13 Feaeeet TR i
fotafee o wifsy wife =117

Subsequently, on recall he stated that death certificate of Kiran
Bala Sen Gupta has been filed, but no such certificate is found in the
record as exhibit. P.W.2 named Md. Shamsuddin Talukder who
deposed as deed writer, told that he has written the bainanama at the
home of Kiran Bala, price for the property was settled at Tk.70,000/-
out of which Tk.60,000/- was paid in his presence and Kiran Bala
executed the bainanama by putting her thumb impression and he
identified the same as Exhibit-3/(ka) and his signature Exhibit-3/(kha)

and he told that:

QR A@fS HASF, wieT w71
In cross he stated that:

‘“Rere TR AN MR 9Fe foet /1| @6 © & (@I
foet o3| wif 51l qre e e qrers qice maafz) @ s
STACR Fa1 ©f M FZ| ©F S @S f&w| FAIE @l
Tecel| SN R @, 99 AT TR ¢tz I T oF
St 1| S & 7e J{ere (A F W) 1”7

P.W.3, Protap Chandra Paul who is an attesting witness to the

bainapatra. He stated that:
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‘Y 387 RPN @ @re @i Ff| TErh & zre
TF Gofvo & viia | ify wifer &N Vested property
zeq fay fog &ifF 1 vo TSR B @A = SINE
ARG, ATAAG FH | TG ST AT S
AR, T | I AT SPjed ©iF 're Hiefcel,
aereyy B e qEIefa F=ime e i IRA@ A=
fIta wede IR 93 (1R wede (gmfd-o/a) | IRI=aft
T 09/05/55b532 ©IffY | ©fFe wfeEls 75w

In cross he stated that:

P.W. 4, Md.

“framareT ATRISTIRAT '@ G1 2R g2 =y feet| 7
CF @8RF TN SR, FAE @R N3 [ e ooy
R N @FE @AF & @ W o afee
(AR A9 N [FAITI A APl | AES IR TARER
Ffer e feaearE [ weacz) wfere g Bl feawareta
Tee e, BiIel A feer fag Bl ollvl = 1R
AT 20T @T BIFl TCa W (91(=| T BIl (A 8/¢
Y #ft3 eaw Qe = corez)”

Abdul Kader in-chief stated that:

A TS 1 SR AW (T4 IR O @8) eae e
2[CS Yo FER Bl Meafest | IRER 77 Sl wfim e
JMATHT JFRCE RS AT T dTR I [T o
TS X 0| N X AT (2T |

In cross he stated that:

“ify 2T o wdits @R 121 T @ @l (sa M) o
TS ACF 0 VAR SR G FiS 02| T &=
ST AT SN G TR S @G Swes! | SN
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T& IqFIE AR 93| feaeaeEn e B et R
foge ATt Jigpraie TICs WAl R | SlF Nl IR AN
S FIN A @A e Gife feet 711 vo TeR B ey
g o seace ©f Wi @iy 1 SN SReEE sm
fadon seafeer) wiferdt wfim afe *foied @3 &1 > (T

o
bs 7 Bl =41

P.W.5 Gouranga Chandra Saha in-chief stated that:

‘T DA 8 AN ZAR T N Soifge feetiw
FoW O @¥ IEE Ol a9 O e*ied e aw
T (T @@ AR TR IVAT TR AR @ &id SR
fST #{ad ST e

In cross he said that:

“FIer wNCe @R A7 IR AGEF Wy T ¥
e =i @ e e a @if |1 e f e S
Fifee & o Fez) o7 5= & Fcacg sl /1 &1
JEFrETe FRCT T N> W IR T 7 IR =AY

feeTIy =1, 2Ita i Pt

From perusal of evidences of P.Ws, it appears that admittedly
Kiran Bala Sen Gupta was an educated woman. P.W.1 stated that
because of her old age she could not sign, but put thumb impression.
He did not even utter a single word who has paid Tk.60,000/- as baina
to Kiran Bala Sen Gupta. He only said we paid Tk. 60,000/- on

03.01.1989. He said that he was not present in the cremation
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ceremony of Kiran Bala Sen Gupta and could not file or submit any
paper to show that Kiran Bala had been suffering from any illness or
she died on 25.01.1989 by submitting any death certificate showing
cause of her death. P.W.2, deed writer, Shamsuddin Talukder clearly
stated that he has given advance money to Kiran Bala Sen Gupta.
P.W.3, Protap Chandra Paul alleged attesting witness stated that Kiran
Bala had been suffering from paralysis for and she was bedridden for
2(two) months and stated that Ranjit Babu (plaintiff No.6) paid the
advance amount to Kiran Bala. Kiran Bala by covering the said
money took the same in her house and she died after 4/5 months of
execution of bainanama. P.W.4, Md. Abdul Kader stated that the
money paid in his presence. Swapan Kumar Sen Gupta (plaintiff
No.1) paid Tk. 60,000/- to Kiran Bala. He could not say when Kiran
Bala died. He claimed himself as B. A. passed but he is not an
attesting witness to the bainanama. P.W.5, Gouranga Chandra Saha

stated that:

‘gl (T ¥8 JNIK OIF! (59 T (7 eeld weatze”

In cross said that:
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“Kiran Bala Sen Gupta was educated woman. |
was present at the time of execution of bainanama.
| don’t know how many house standing on the suit
land and who is in possession of the same now.
Kiran Bala received the money in 6 bundles by

counting the same. She died of old age.”

All the evidences led by P.Ws established that they contradict
each other in respect of payment of money and receipt of the same by
Kiran Bala. Majority witnesses stated that Kiran Bala died of old age.
But one of the P.Ws stated that she had been suffering from paralysis
and was bedridden for 2(two) months. Thereafter, he told that Ranjit
made payment of Tk.60,000/- to Kiran Bala and Kiran Bala after
receipt of money covering the same with cloth took in her house. Had
it been so, Kiran Bala was not suffering from paralysis and bedridden.
He is an attesting witness to the bainanama, he used to reside 50/60
yards away from suit land and he used to visit house of Kiran Bala
Sen Gupta regularly, as he used to supply all the necessary goods for
Kiran Bala Sen Gupta. He told that Kiran Bala died after 4/5 months
of execution of bainanama, but in the plaint and P.Ws. 1, 2 and 4
stated that she died after 20/22 days from the date of execution of the

bainanama. All those evidences contradict each other. The plaint



19

shows that defendant No.1, Hasi Sen Gupta resides in Jalpaiguri, West
Begnal, India. No notice or summon served upon her through court as
appearing from the order sheets. Order No.12 dated 14.03.1990, Order
No.5 dated 10.06.1990 show that the plaintiffs filed an application

praying for service of summon upon defendant No.1 by beating drum.

The trial court by its order dated 28.08.1990 allowed the prayer
and treated service of summon upon defendant No.1 by beating drum
in the locality, whereas she was not resident of this Country at the
time of filing of the suit as appearing from address given in the plaint.
Moreover, how defendant No.1 is related to Kiran Bala Sen Gupta,
through whom, has not been clearly stated in the plaint as well as in
the evidences. The plaint disclosed that one of his distant relation
defendant No.1 living in India. Cause of action for filing of the suit
stated that Kiran Bala Sen Gupta died on 25.01.1989 without any
issue and her death has given rise cause of action to file the present

suit.

In a suit for Specific Performance of Contract cause of action
arises on and from the date of refusal to execute and register the sale

deed on demand by the plaintiffs, but the plaintiff No.2 while
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deposing before the court stated that they did not demand execution

and registration of the sale deed from defendant No.1 and did not raise

any objection for dispossession by the local administration by filing

any application before Deputy Commissioner, Mymenisngh and they

did not offer balance amount to the defendant No.1. All these facts

and circumstances of the case established that the cause of action for

filing of the suit against the defendant No.1 has no basis at all. It is not

understandable how defendant No.1 is at all liable to be made party in

the suit where she was not asked to execute sale deed on the basis of

bainanama executed by Kiran Bala Sen Gupta and no demand

whatsoever made by the plaintiffs demanding execution and

registration of Kabala from her. In the absence of offer of balance

consideration of money, demand of execution and registration of

kabala either the defendant No.1 or defendant No.2, | find no cause of

action for filing of the suit.

Apart from this, as admitted by the plaintiffs and other

witnesses, Kiran Bala Sen Gupta was a literate woman, she filed

earlier Other Class Suit No. 535 of 1980 by signing her name in the
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plaint, as appearing form the plaint in Other Class Suit No. 535 of

1980 called for by this court.

From perusal of plaint in that suit, it appears that she was well
educated lady. In the absence of any statement in the plaint and
statement of the P.W.1, | find that she was not suffering from any
iliness and her date of death has not been proved by any document
before the trial court. In the absence of any evidence of her death
either of old age or of illness it cannot be construed that Kiran Bala

died in this Country.

Moreover, from perusal of alleged bainanama, it appears that
Kiran Bala’s thumb impression put on the stamp as well as on the
cartridge paper are illegible. In the absence of any evidence of her
iliness or suffering from any diseases and not capable of putting her
signature it cannot be construed that the thumb impression was put by
Kiran Bala Sen Gupta. Because of all this situations the plaintiffs by
evidence could not prove that Kiran Bala Sen Gupta entered into
agreement for sale of the suit property with the plaintiffs and she
executed a bainanama and died after 22 days without execution and

registration of the deed in favour of the plaintiffs.
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The trial court as well as the appellate court did not discuss the
evidences both oral and documentary in its true perspective and failed
to find serious contradictions between the evidences of P.Ws and also
failed to find that there had no earthly reason to put thumb impression

by Kiran Bala Sen Gupta who was an educated woman.

Since the case has not been proved beyond doubt a relief for
Specific Performance of Contract which is an equitable relief and
depends on the discretion of the Court cannot be given for mere
asking of it. It is settled principle of law that to get a decree the
plaintiffs are to prove their case independent of the case of the
defendants. But in the instant case, the plaintiffs failed to prove their

case to get a decree for Specific Performance of Contract.

In view of the above, this Court finds merit in the Rule as well

as in the submissions made by the Deputy Attorney General for the

petitioners.

In the result, the Rule is made absolute, however, without any

order as to costs.



23

The judgment and decree passed by the trial court as well as the
appellate court are hereby set aside; consequently, the suit is
dismissed. In the absence of any claimant of the property Deputy
Commissioner, Mymensingh representing the Government shall take

management and control of the property.

The order of stay granted at the time of issuance of the Rule

stands vacated.

Communicate a copy of the judgment to the Court concerned
and send down the lower court records along with called for records
of Other Class Suit No. 535 of 1980 and Other Class Appeal No.50 of

1985 at once.

Helal/ABO



