FIRST INFORMATION REPORT
oy Hledl xneud
(Under Section 154 Cr.P.C.)
(Sloverdl stizifididl san 154 ¢su)

1 Distric »uelale 98 Polic {l.al.ol. it Ye 20 FIRN 11191011220 Date 25/06/20

t - J e Sta dla @ud, » ar 22 0. 087 (udlw 22
(wedl) tion Melar gy (ad (.M. )
(el ) . 54l
22 4UA) 5)
2 (i) Act a0l 2l Sectio 468,471,194,211,218,120 B
(B ns
) (sal)

3 (a) Occurrence of offence:
(5) (el oLl AHAAUL)

Day. o4z Date from 01/01/2002 Date to 125/06/2022
(Raw) (ALlvdl) . (Al yHl)
Time Perio Time from 00:00 Time to 11:00
4 (saLsdl) (sals yHl)
(AHU3LAL)
|(b) Information received Date 25/06/2022 Time 11:00
| (w) at PS: (dLdlu) (d )

(el Hay Huled o)
(c) General Diary Referen Time
(2) ce:Entry No. (dHA)
(Zad sndl dest: Alg )
4 Type of Informa idla wa-u auild Hisdd
tion:(uLlsdldl ust

)
5 Place of Occurrence:
(42l 2an) .
(a) Direction and distance from Gdz,10.00 (5.+l. Beat N
(s) P.S. ) 0.
(Ql & w2addl fal ¥d2) : (eilz Aot
2)
(b) Addres #aelaz,
M) s - TICTEA RS
(dz-ud)

(c) In case, outside the limit of this Police Station, then
() (e add ged se @ dl A widld w2add Aw)

Name of P.S. District
(ldla 22add -l (20 cdl)
H) !

6 Complainantllnformant:
(gRudl 1 oudalenr)

(a) Name ol w.d. Wdl (b). Father's/ &l.ofl. olizs
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(5) (L) o ol d () - Husband'

ofl . ollZs s Name
(R uled
ALH)
(c) Date/Year of Bi 41 (d) Nationality =~ etadl1
(21) rth (o) (usladr) :
(7 dlElv / ad) :
(e)
(¢)
(f)
(%)
Occupation
()

widly gl

(9)

(¥9)

Address

(dx1H)

Aisdl slnm i s eAdl,
BUHELALE SLE2,

Details of known/suspected/unknown accused with full particulars:

(Attach seperate sheet, if necess‘ary)
(simvia/asie/ansinvid sl d dus (Fodl a-l wled)
(%32 SrEdl BLAEL 5L GUR (Ao zatadl)

_ Accused Name Age(Ap Address
< (AUlHAELRg ALH) prox.)  (Az-lY)
(Gur) (
»l1212)

yalla Aoz Alaadl, we-2, g8 684 A
_ ¢ .
BHLlALE AGR.

(1) e wsrg ™22
T e N R S

slaadltun, Aser-¢,
oy, AiHl4aR,

dl. aitlA21z,

2. olitl4012.

(2) yz.ofl L sllswiz e 2ud. . xa

(F2id, sy AL s, oy,
o. o [,
QAT

(3) dlear Addaus

Reasons for delay in reporting by the complainant/Informant.
(s@udl/onalaz dzgdl s-sid me saaidl [Adol aaiL s126)

naa

Particulars of properties stolen(Attach seperate sheet, if necessary)
(izoidl/opeiii At dloy axgai-l Badl) (w32 Rl BLALLEL s BUR @atd caladl).

Total value of property stolen
(@il 7 ol ddania dler azqidl gd (5+d
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)

Inquest Report/U.D. case No. if any
(gr’i @Euas Ay waald / vgeadl dHddl deR $l
4 dl d)

First Information contents(Attach seperate sheet, if required)

(nan wld waad Qoudl)(or3z ereuid sl 1El sl orlsdl)

3 aldl A3 5 o sl 2uddlziol sludl aslw mgdldl 2k, A Had oAl LA ad aan 2l 3.
2. AL sl we vzl srdldm yaaed sadl dd wa s Guilol 59 sias sea sEaan 2y 5
2 sl FLETR ABABA yey el wondl sftord Al sl yoret el o A dlz anels i
2l W RUL HooLdl 23 AaL olg SAEL A AL et 53 gl il [BAL suotd.

Complaint(sRue)

Date: 25.06.2022

| am serving as Police Inspector in Crime Branch, Ahmedabad City since March 2
019. 1 am submitting this éomplaint.first information on behalf of State against T
eesta Setalvad r.o Nirant, Juhu Tara Road, Juhu, Mumbai; R. B. Sreékumar (Rtd |
PS), r.o Srilekshmideepam, Sector 8, Gandhinagar; Sanjiv Rajendra Bhatt, prese
ntly lodged in Palanpur District Jail and permanent resident of Sushil Nagar Soci

‘\‘ff'ety, Part Il, Drive Inn Road and others, inter alia, under sections 468, 471, 194,

211, 218, and 120 B of Indian Penal Code.

/Honble Supreme Court of India, in its judgment pronounced on 24.06.2022 in Dia

ry No. 34207.2018 (Zakia Ahsan Jafri Vs State of Gujarat and Anr) , inter alia, ob
served as under:

88. At the endl of the day, it appears to us that a coalesced effort of the disgru
ntled officials of the State of Gujarat alongwith others was to create sensation by
making revelations which were false to their own knowledge. The falsity of their
claims had been fully exposed by the SIT after a thorough'investigation. Intrigui

ngly, the present proceedings have been pursued for last 16 years (from submissi
on of complaint dated 8.6.2006 running into 67 pages and then by filing protest

petition dated 15.4.2013 running into 514 pages) including with the audacity to

" question the integrity of every functionary involved in the process of exposing th

e devious stratagem adopted (to borrow the submission of learned counsel for th
e SIT), to keep the pot boiling, obviously, for ulterior design. As a matter of fact,
all those involved in such 'abuse of process, need to be in the dock and proceed
ed with in accordance with law.

The said matter pertains to the complaint submitted by.in the name of Smt. Jakia
Nasim Ahsan Jafri dated 08 06 2006 to The Director General of Police, Gujarat
State, Police Bhavan, Gandhinagar for the registration of FIR u.s, 302 r.w 120(B)
IPC and sec. 193 read.with 114 IPC, 186 and 153 A, 186, 187 IPC and u.s 6 of C

'ommission of Inquiry Act, The Gujarat Police Act and The Protection of Human Ri
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ghts Act, 1951. The said complaint contained allegations pertaining to the incid
ents which took place in Gujarat as an aftermath of Godhra Train burning inciden
t. The brief background of the matter is as follows:
1. lIncident in Gulberg Society: Pursuant to the killing of kar sevaks traveling in
Sabarmati Express train at Godhra railway station on 27.02.2002, a call for Guja
rat bandh was given by the Vishwa Hindu Parishad and other Hindu ofganizations
on 28.02.2002. On the day of bandh i.e. 28.02.2002, a huge mob indulged in att
ack on the properties, shops and houses of Muslims as well as a Madarasa.mosq
ue of Gulberg society located in Meghaninagar, Ahmedabad City resulting in‘dea
th of 39 Muslims including Late Ahesan Jafri, Ex MP. Late Ahesan Jafri, Ex MP fi
red from his private licensed weapon in self defense causing injuries to 15 perso
ns in the mob. ‘
2. Offence registered at Meghaninagar Police Stétioﬁ: An offence was registere
d vide Cr.No.l 67.02, Meghaninagar Police Station, commonly known as Gulberg
Society Case on 28.02.2002. On completion of investigation by Crime Branch, Ah
medabad City, six (including five supplementary) charge sheets were filed in the
court of Metropolitan Magistrate, Court No.11, Ahmedabad during-the period 03.
06.2002 to 18.10.2004. _
3. N.H.R.C. Petition and formation of SIT: Meanwhile, the National I_—!uman Righ
ts Commission had approached Honble Supreme Court 'by way of a Writ Petition (
Crl.) No. 109 of 2003. Pursuant to the same, trial of Sessions Case No 152 of 20
02 and Otrs., emanating of offence registered at Meghaninagar PS vide | CR'NO
67 of 2002 (commonly known as Gulberg Society Case) and-other eight Godhra R

ts cases were stayed on 21'11'2.003 by the order of Honble Supreme Court of In
'g. Honble Apex Court vide ilts order dated 26.3.2008 ‘had directed the State Go
i é}nment {0 constitute a five member Special Investigation Team to undertake in '
; /;?ﬁiry. investigation including further investigation in the nine cases stated therei
n The SIT filed three supplementary charge sheets before the concerned Metrop
olitan Magistrate in this case. '
4. Complaint of Smt. Jakia: Smt. Jakia Nasim Ahesan Jafri submitted a complai
nt dated 08 06 2006. i.e. after more than four yeafts of the incident, to Director G
eneral of Police, Gujarat State, Police Bhavan, Gandhinagar for the registration
of FIR u.s, 302 r.w 120(B) IPC and sec. 193 read with 114 IPC, 186 and 153 A, 18
6,187 IPC and u.s 6 of Commission of Inquiry Act, The Gujarat Police Actand T
he Protection of Human Rights Act, 1951. On receipt of the complaint, the DGP G
ujarat, entrusted the matter to Addl. DG (Int.), Gujarat to inquire into the same, W
ho took up the complaint and fixed dates to record the statement of Smt. Jakia N
aseem Ahesan Jafri. Smt. Jakia Nasim Ahesan Jafri stated that till an offence on
the basis of her complaint was registered, she was not ready to make any statem

ent and insisted that the complaint given by'her may be treated as FIR.
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5. Petition in Honble High Court by Smt. Jakia: On 01 03 2007, Smt. Jakia Nasi
m Ahesan Jafri, supported by Ms. Teesta SetaIWad, Secretary, Citizens for Justic
e and Peace, filed an application in the Honble Gujarat High Court. It was praye
d by the petitioner in the said application to direct the DGP Gujarat to register a
n FIR and further direct the same to be investigated by an independent agency, i
.e. CBI. The Honble Gujarat High Court passed an elaborate order dated 02.11.2

007, dismissing the said petition. It was clearly mentioned in this order that the

petitioner did not adopt the procedure to file the complaint u.s 190 r.w 200 Cr.P.
C. and directed the petitioner to file appropriate private complaint, if she wishes
to do so.

6. Petition in Honble Supreme Court by Smt. Jakia: Aggrieved by said order, S

mt. Jakia Nasim Ahesan Jafri and Citizens for Justice and Peace through its Secr
etary Ms. Teesta Setalvad filed a Special Leave Petition (Crl.) No. 1088 of 2008

on 18 12 2007, in the Honble Supreme Court of India. The Honble Supreme Court
in the said Special Leave Petition (Crl.) passed an order dated 27.04.2009 whic
h reads as follows:

Having heard learned Counsel for the parties we direct that complaint dated 08
.06.2006 which the petitioners here in claim to have sent to the DGP of Gujarats
hall be examined by the Special Investigation' Team (in short SIT) constituted pu
rsuant to the orders of this Court. The SIT shall look into the matter and take ste
ps as required in law and give its report to this Court within three months

Call this matter after three months

This case shall be heard along with Writ Petition (Crl.) No. 109 of 2003 and co

" nnected cases. |

7. Inquiry.Investigation by SIT and scrutiny by Ld. Amicus Curiae: In this matter

.\"""’;._the inquiry and further investigation was conducted by SIT, and periodical report
es were submitted before Honble Supreme Court. Honble Supreme Court had direc.
//ﬂ;;ed the Ld. Amicus Curiae to scrutinize all these reports, and give opinion on the
2 74 same. ' .
8. Order of Honble Supreme Court: The Honble Supreme Court of India after car
eful consideration of all the Reports submitted by the SIT, the opinion given byt
he Ld. Amicus Curiae, passed a final order on 12.09.2011, wherein it was directe
d as under: | | _

Accordingly, we direct the Chairman, SIT to forward a final report, along with t
he entire material collected by the SIT, to the Court which had taken cognizance
of Crime Report No.67 of 2002, as required under Section 173(2) of the Code.

9. Closure Report before Ld. Magistrate: As per orders of Honble Supreme Court
, Final Report u‘s‘ 173(2) of the Code was submitted on 08.02.2012 in two volume
s by the Investigating Officer for perusal, consideration and appreciation of Ld.

Metropolitan Magistrate court No 11. In the said Closure Report it was concluded
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available against any of the accused pers
nts recorded during course of inquiry

Curiae, were submitted before th

by SIT that no prosecutable material is
on. All the documents collected and stateme
Jinvestigation, along with reports of Ld. Amicus .
e Ld. Court. Copy of the Closure Report and record submitted, running into 26,00

0 pages, before the Ld. Court was supplied to the Complainant.

10. Protest Petition: The complainant preferred Protest Petition before the Ld.

Magistrate

11. Order of Ld. Magistrate: Learned Metropolitan Magistrate, after e_xtensively
hearing the parties, accepted the closure report, denying to lodge the complaint
and thus thereby, the protest petition of the petitioner was not entertained, vide

order dated 26.12.2013.

12. Revision Application in Honble High Court: The complainant filed a Crimina
| Revision Application No 205 of 2014 in Honble High court of Gujarat, and vide
order dated 05.10.2017 the prayers of the petitioner were rejected.

13. Special Leave Petition in Honble Supreme Court: Smt. Zakia Jafri and Smt.
Teesta Setalvad have filed Special Leave Petition (Criminai) before Honble Sup
reme Court on 12.09.2018 having Diéry No. 34207.2018, against the impugned fi
nal judgment and order dated 05 10 2017, in which vide order dated 24.06.2022

the prayers of the petitioner were rejected which contains elaborate reasons.

In the context of the aforesaid facts and other facts it appears that several cogni

'?'A:‘;';‘zable offences are committed by the accused persons individually, collectively a

f"i(i,':fnd.or in collusion with other individuals.entities.organisations. _ |

4 In view of the same, as Police Inspector Crime Branch Ahmedabad City, | had per
used the records of the various proceedings and other material either in the offic
ial record orin public domain and have prima facie foﬁnd that following criminal
cognizable offences are committed by above named accused and various other a
ccused persons. The following are only few of the illustrative instances as investi
gation would reveal much more considering the totality of various calculated acti
ons taken by the accused persons. ‘

1. Sanjiv Bhatt, the then DIG had sent a letter dated 30.12.2011 to the Secretar
y, Honble Justice Nanavati and Justice Mehta Commission of Inquiry enclosed th
erewith as Annexure D, which is a copy of fax message No. D2 .2 COM . ALERT

. 174 .2002, dated 28.02.2002, which he claimed to have sent to different autho
rities under his signature. Subsequen.tly, on 04.01.2012, Sanjiv Bhatt forwarded t
o Chairman, SIT a copy of his letter No. SRB.C01.120104.01, dated‘04.01.2012_a

ddressed to Secretary, Justice Nanavati Commission of Inquiry enclosed therewit
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h a copy of fax message No. D 2 . 2 COM. ALERT . 100 . 2002, dated 27.02.2002

, claiming to have sent the same under his signature. The oral and documentary
evidence available on record of SIT concluswely proves that these fax messages
produced by Bhatt have been forged.fabricated. manipulated subsequently with a
n ulterior motive, and have been produced by Sanjiv Bhatt for the first time befor
e the Nanavati Commission of Inquiry and subsequently before SIT in January, 2
012. This act of forgery was done by Sanjiv Bhatl with an express intent to falsel

y implicate various persons under grave sections of law.

2. Sanjiv Bhatt had falsely claimed before the SIT that he attended a late night
meeting on 27 02 2002 called by the Chief Minister at his residence. Investigati
on conducted by SIT (under the supervision of the Hon. Supreme Court) conclusiv
ely established that Sanjiv Bhatt was not present in the said meeting, and he ha
d made above stated claims nine years after the‘ incident to falsely implicate vari
ous persons in grave sections of law. With a view to substantiate such a false cl
aim and with a clear intention of involving innocent persons with offences punish
able with life, he used forged and fabriéated several documents.

3. Government of Gujarat vide its letter dated 22 06 2011 forwarded to SIT a se
t of emails exchanged between Sanjiv Bhatt, DIG (under suspension), Gujarat Po
" lice and certain individuals.co accused during April and May 2011 (which are the
only mails available till that date). The scrutiny of the’ material forwarded by Go
vt. of Gujarat establishes that certain vested interests individuals and organisati
ons including Sanjiv Bhatt, different NGOs, some political leaders and organisati
ons were hatching a criminal conspiracy to use various forums such as Honble S
upreme Court.SIT for settling their scores and achieve an unlawful object of impl
icating innocent individual-s in offences punishable with life. These facts further

go on to show that Sanjiv Bhatt had been colluding with some persons with veste
d interests to see that criminal charges are made against several persons. For ac
h|eV|ng this criminal intent Sanjiv Bhatt received some packets from others to ac
hieve the criminal conspiracy of involving innocent lndlwduals in serious offence
s punishable with life. There is, thus, clear |nducement incentive (monetary and

others) received by Sanjiv Bhatt. From the facts available on record such similar
and other inducement.gratification.incentive having been received by him also n

"eeds a detailed probe and investigation.

4 Most of the allegations in the complaint of Smt Jakia Jafri are drawn from th
e nine affidavits filed by R B Sreekumar before Nanavati Shah Commission. It is
a matter of record that'R B Sreekumar, Rtd. IPS was posted as Additional Directo
r General of Police (Armed Unit), Gujarat at the time of riots and the facts stated

by R B Sreekumar in the nine affidavits filed before Justice Nanavati Shah Comm
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ission of Inquiry does not derive any of its content from the personal knowledge.i
nformation which he might had received as occupant of this post. Similarly, peru
sal of his statements recorded by the Special Investigation Team reveals that the
knowledge.information of all the facts, pertinent to the complaint, mentioned by
him is acquired after he was posted as Additional Director General (lntelllgence)
, Gujarat on April 9 2002. Further, R. B. Sreekumar did not make any allegations
against the State Government in his initial two affidavits filed before Justice Nan
avati Shah Commission of Inquiry, and started alleging only from third affidavit d

ated 09.04.2005.

5 R.B. Sreekumar has stated before SIT that he took over as Addl. DG (Int.) on
09 04 2002 and that he had been given many verbal orders, of which many were i
llegal and against the spirit of the Constitution of India. He had further stated th
at he had got issued a register from Shri O.P. Mathur, the then IGP (Admn. and S
ecurity) to record verbal instruction from higher officers i.e. DGP and abové. He h
ad further stated that he had made entries about the verbal instructions in this re
gister from 16 04 2002 to 19 09 2002. Investlgatlon conducted by SIT conclusivel
y proves that in the said register Sreekumar had done antedating, and affixed se

cret and round office stamps without the knowledge of issuing authority. These a

cts reflects that Sreekumar had done these acts and many others deliberately to f

“alsely implicate certain persons in grave sections of law.

There is material in the final report submitted by the SIT which indicates tha -
t Teesta Setalvad had_con]ured.concocted.forged.fabricated facts and documents
and.or evidence including fabrication of documents by persons who were prospe
ctive witnesses of the complainant. It is not only a case of fabrication of docume
nts, but also of influencing and tutoring the witnesses and making them depose
on pre typed affidavits, as has been noted in the judgment of the Honble Gujarat
High Court dated 11.7.2011 in Criminal Miscellaneous Application No. 1692.201
1.

7. Smt. Zakia Ahsan Jafri in her cross examination in Gulberg Society case‘bei
ng CR No. 67.2002 as PW 337 had conceded that she knew Teesta Setalvad for's
ome time and also about having met R.B. Sreekumar after the incident. She had
stated that R.B. Sreekumar had come to Gulberg Soc1ety on 28.2.2002 and upon
completion of four years she had met him. She had also stated that R.B. Sreeku
mar was presently working with Teesta Setalvad. She had also admitted in her cr
oss examination that she had given statement on 22.8.2003 before the Nanavati

Shah Commission and after giving that statement, she had no occasion to read ¢
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opy of that statement. This indicate that she was tutored by Teesta Setalvad, a f
act that she had to admit in the cross examination. She had also admitted in her
cross examination that she had throughout followed the instructions of Teesta S
~etalvad. In the final supplementary report filed by the SIT in Gulberg Society cas
e being CR No. 67.2002, it has been clearly noted that nineteen witnesses insist
ed to take on record their prepared signed statement(s), which according to them,
were prepared by Teesta Setalvad and Advocate Mr. M.M. Tirmizi and did notsh
ow willingness to give their own statement. The statements so presented were s
ereotyped copies.computerised prepared statements given to them by Teesta Set
alvad and Advocate Mr. M.M. Tirmizi and they had merely signed such prepared s
tatements.
The above referred offences illustratively stated herein above, inter alia, clearly
establish that Sanjiv Bhatt, R B Sreekumar, Teesta Setalvad and others had con
spired to abuse the process of law by fabricating false evidence to make several
persons to be convicted for an offence that is punishable with capital punishmen
t thereby committing an offence punishable under section 194 of the Indian Pen
al Code. Furthermore it has been established in the course of the investigation d
one by the SIT that Sanjiv Bhatt, R B Sreekumar, Teesta Setalvad and others had
instituted false and malicious criminal proceedings against innocent people wit
h the intention to cause injury, an act punishable under section 211 of the India

n Penal Code. Sanjiv Bhatt and R B Sreekumar who at the time of their acts of co

.. mmission and omission were public servants and they had framed incorrect recor

ds with intent to cause injury to several persons for which they are culpable unde
Jt section 218 of the Indian Penal Code. Sanjiv Bhatt, R B Sreekumar, Teesta Set
',f:;‘//'/alvad and others had qonspired and had prepared false records and had dishone
: stly used those records as genuine ones with the intention of causing damage an
d injury to several persons thereby having committed offences, inter alia, punish
able under sections 468 and 471 of the Indian Penal Code.

This FIR may kindly be registered not only in the context of the above material a
nd other materials, judgment of the Hohourable Supreme Court referred above in
general and paragraph'quo'ted in particular and also on independent grounds, int
er alia, for finding out the behind the scene criminal conspiracy and financial an
d other benefits.inducements for commission of various serious offences in collu
sion with other individuals, entities and organisations

|, Darshansinh B Barad, Police Inspector, Detection of Crime Branch, Ahmedaba
d City hereby givé complaint on behalf of the state against Sanjiv Bhatt, R B Sre
ekumar, Teesta Setalvad and others under sections 194, 211, 218, 468, 471 read
with 120B of the Indian Penal Code.
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(/ ‘ | ' A

(Darshansinh B Barad)
Police Inspector,
Detection of Crime Branch,
Ahmedabéd City

13 Action Taken : Since the above information reveals commission of offence(s) u/s
as mentioned at Item No. 2:
(i wadd - Guza sdaad Guadl sudzn .(2) W WHLALAL 96l ot sroLS 2UAdL
(1) Regislered the case and took up the investigation or(sd-l Alupl 54 dwa dla 4
3 t9)
(2) Directed (Name of 1.0.) take up the Investigation or(duld 522 sl Am)- &
Gast B ua L a3 Rank($ig)):- weedla didla sMad?
No.:- dpc060769 to take up the Investigation or(-6i2)
F1.R. read over to the complainant/informant, admitted to be correctly recorded a
nd a copy given to the complainant/informant, free of cost.
(M Wled saaa sRud [ oudlerd aidl dendd 8 A sRAES qviten WHLBsy AL »Ud
a ®. a1 skudl [ owadled s  wa gudl / otdlezd adl Ase @l el suual sud )
R.O.A.C.
(Al dmoaami 2] ©A 4 aae 9.)

Signature of Officer in charge,

Police Station :
/ (el Hasdl eudl Haiadl » sl
Adl.) .

74 Signature/Thumb Impression of the complai Name Qrgond saualond e
nant/informant. (LH) :
(sCoudl/sualzied ad/zized o)

Rank &3 st  GPF No PGUJ1554
(@q) <=2aa (@vluigdo 08
: 2

15 Date and time of dispatch to 25/06/2022 11:15

the court.
(sBue szl 2l sl adlv 2
A4 HHA)
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