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Introduction

[1] This is an appeal by the appellant (an Iranian national) against the conviction and sentence
passed by the learned High Court Judge at Shah Alam who found him guilty of trafficking in
dangerous drugs i.e. Methamphetamine under section 39B(1)(a) of the Dangerous Drugs Act 1952
(DDA). The appellant was sentenced to death pursuant to section 39B (2) of the DDA.

[2] The charge preferred against the appellant reads as follows:

“Bahawa kamu, pada 29 Jun 2010 jam 9.55 pagi, bertempat di Kawasan Tuntutan Bagasi F,
Ketibaan Antarabangsa Aras 3, Bangunan Terminal Utama (MTB), KLIA Sepang, di dalam
Negeri Selangor, telah didapati memperedarkan dadah berbahaya iaitu Methamphetamine
seberat 561 gram dan oleh yang demikian kamu telah melakukan satu kesalahan di bawah
seksyen 39B(1)(a) Akta Dadah Berbahaya 1952 yang boleh dihukum di bawah seksyen 39B(2)
Akta yang sama.”

The prosecution called five (5) witnesses to prove its case against the appellant.

Brief facts

[3] On 29.6.2010, ASP Zamri bin Razab (SP3) together with a team of police personnel conducted an
operation at the luggage claim area F, KLIA Main Terminal where at about 11.00 pm, SP3 observed
the appellant carrying a bag and acting in a suspicious manner. SP3 then arrested the appellant and
introduced himself as police by showing his *3 authority card. SP3 instructed the appellant to bring
his bag for scanning but no suspicious images were revealed.

[4] The appellant was then brought to the airport narcotics officer for further examination where a
search on the appellant's body was conducted. However, SP3 found nothing incriminating. SP3
continued to check the appellant's bag (P11) which carried the brand ‘Eminet’ where a luggage tag
no. RB503266 (P12) was attached to its handle. SP3 found several personal items such as clothing
and toiletries in the bag.

[5] Upon examination of the base of P11, SP3 found that it was thicker than usual. SP3 levered the
surface and found one (1) plastic package (P9) hidden underneath it. The package contained a
crystallite powders suspected to be a dangerous drugs. The package weighed (gross-weight) 1
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kilogram.

[6] SP3 seized and marked the exhibits and prepared a search list (P13). He handed over all the
exhibits together with P13 to Inspector Mohd Firdaus bin Ali (SP4) who then kept them in a steel
cabinet. P9 (which contained the impugned drugs) was placed in a box marked “F” (P8) and sent to
the chemist, Puan Maimonah binti Sulaiman (SP2) for analysis. Upon conducting the analysis, SP2
confirmed the crystallite substance found in the accused's bag to be 1,483 grams of
methamphetamine.

[7] At the end of the prosecution's case, the learned Judge ruled that the prosecution succeeded in
proving a prima facie case against the appellant. The appellant was called to enter his defence. Upon
hearing *4 the defence, the learned trial Judge found that the prosecution had successfully proven its
case beyond reasonable doubt. The appellant was found guilty as charged, convicted and sentenced
to death.

Hence this appeal.

The Appeal

[8] On appeal before us, the learned counsel for the appellant raised the following two (2) main issues
for determination of this Court, namely:

1. The learned Judge failed to consider the issues raised by the defence during the
prosecution's stage and there was no maximum evaluation of the evidence conducted by the
learned Judge at the end of the prosecution's case, as well as the end of defence case; and

2. The learned Judge failed to give proper consideration to the appellant's defence of the
existence of a person by the name of ‘Javad Sadafi’.

[9] On the first issue, it was submitted by the learned counsel for the appellant that the defence had
raised several pertinent issues during the cross examination of the prosecution's witnesses and the
same were further submitted by the defence at the end of the prosecution's case. However, the
learned Judge did not consider these pertinent issues in her decision. Nowhere can be found in the
learned trial Judge's judgment to indicate that she had addressed her mind to these issues.
Therefore, the application of law by the learned Judge at the end of the *5 prosecution's case is
clearly erroneous and goes against the basic principles of law.

[10] Furthermore, the learned counsel for the appellant submitted that the learned trial Judge had
completely disregarded the submission put forward by the defence at the end of the prosecution's
case and this is clearly a non-direction which leads to a misdirection on the part of the learned Judge.
The counsel relied on the cases of Alcontara a/l Ambross Anthony v. Public Prosecutor [1996] 1 MLJ
209; Lee Kwan Woh v. Public Prosecutor [2009] 5 MLJ 301 and Tan Ewe Huat v. Public Prosecutor
[2004] 1 MLJ 559 to support his contention on this issue.

[11] With respect, we are unable to agree with learned counsel's contention do not agreeable to the
proposition. At the end of the prosecution's case, the learned Judge's ruled (at page 308, Jilid 4 of
the Appeal Record) that:

“After having examined the evidence in totality (by subjecting them to a maximum evaluation),
the court found that the prosecution has proved the following:

1. At the time of the offence, the accused had control over the bag, the tag no. was
RB503266, bearing his name;

2. The said bag contained a transparent plastic package, wrapped under layers of cloth and
hard plastic;
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3. Crystal like powder was found in the transparent plastic package; *6

4. Chemical examination (SP2's evidence) revealed that the powder was indeed a
dangerous drugs i.e. Methamphetamine weight 561 gram;

5. The accused was found having control and custody over the dangerous drugs;

6. The accused also had knowledge that the content was indeed dangerous drugs;

7. After having proven the above, the presumption under section 37(da)(iv) of the
Dangerous Drugs Act was applicable; therefore, the accused was trafficking the dangerous
drugs.

Therefore, the court is satisfied that the prosecution has successfully proven a prima facie case.
The accused is called to enter his defence.”

[12] In the above judgment, we find that the learned Judge had given her reasonings in coming to a
finding of prima facie case against the accused on the facts the present case, the learned judge was
entitled and correct in making good findings. It was made upon satisfying that the prosecution had
successfully proved all the ingredients stipulated under section 39B(1)(a) of the Dangerous Drugs Act
1952 (DDA). (See page 301 — 308 of the Appeal Record.) Thus, we are not in agreement with the
submission of the learned counsel for the appellant in relation to this issue.

[13] We agree with the prosecution that there was no mistake in the identity of the drugs in this case.
As to the identity of the plastic package (marked as exibit ‘P9’) containing crystallite powder
suspected to be a “syabu ” found by SP3 (witnessed by the appellant and SP4) concealed under a
hard layer of plastic in P11 with P12 attached to it, SP3 had *7 marked “Z” on P11 and “Z1” on P9.
On the same day, SP3 had handed them over to the investigating officer (SP5) who later marked P9
with “FZ” and P11 with “FZ1”. At the trial, both SP3 and SP5 identified P9 and P11 respectively.

[14] SP9 had testified that he kept P9 in a locked steel cabinet under his control. He then put P9 into
a box (P8), sealed it and marked P8 as “F” and handed it over to SP2 (the chemist) on 12.7.2010,
together with POL 31 (P24). According to SP2 upon receiving P8 (containing P9), she prepared and
gave SP3 a receipt as an acknowledgement (P6).

[15] SP2 also confirmed that she had received P8 in a good and sealed condition from SP3. Both P8
and P9 were at all times under her safe control in her locked locker. On 25.8.2010, SP2 conducted
analysis on the crystallite powder which revealed that the powder contained 561 grams of
methamphetamine. She then prepared a report (P7) and returned them to SP5. At the trial, P9 and
P11 were identified by SP2 as the exhibits received by her from SP3. From the facts of the instant
case, we find that the exhibits were carefully handled and marked by SP3 before they were handed
over to SP5 and finally reached SP2 for analysis. We could not find any break in the chain of
evidence by looking at the manner the exhibits were handled. We have no doubt that the drugs
tendered in court was the one actually seized from the appellant. Thus, the issue submitted by the
learned counsel for the appellant on this point devoid any merit.

[16] On another issue raised by the learned counsel for the appellant regarding the increase in the
gross weight of the drugs exhibits. SP3 and SP5 testified that they obtained the gross weight of P9 to
be 1,000 *8 grams whereas the gross weight obtained by SP2 was 1,062.23 grams. There was a
material difference of 62.23 grams at the time the drugs exhibits reached SP2. The learned counsel
referred to Tan Yew Choy v. PP [2009] 4 CLJ 245; Yusri Bin Pialmi v. Pendakwa Raya [2010] 6 CLJ
878; and Zaifull Muhammad v. PP & Another Appeal [2013] 2 CLJ 383 to support his contention on
this matter.

[17] On the issue regarding the discrepancy in the grossweight of the impugned drugs exhibits by the
police (SP3 and SP5) and the chemist (SP2), we are invited to refer to the celebrated case of
Hasbala Mohd Sarong v. Public Prosecutor [2013] 6 CLJ 945 (as submitted by the learned Deputy
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Public Prosecutor) when the Federal Court ruled that that:

“ISSUES AND FINDINGS

[12] Before us, learned counsel for the appellant submitted that there were material
discrepancies on the condition of the drug exhibits, in particular with regard to the manner in
which the drugs exhibits were wrapped and the gross weight of the drugs exhibits as found
by the chemist (‘PW3’) and that of the investigating officer (‘PW6’). (Emphasize added)

[13] According to learned counsel, PW4 and PW6 testified that the five slabs of the drug exhibits
were wrapped in transparent plastic. However, PW3 in her chemist report stated that the five
slabs of the drug exhibits she received from PW6 were wrapped in aluminium foil reinforced by
adhesive tape. With regard to the gross weight of the drugs, learned counsel pointed out
that PW6 testified that the gross weight of the drug exhibits was 4,860 g but PW3 in her
evidence stated that the gross weight of the drug exhibits was 4,688.55 g. There was a
difference of 171.45 g between the gross weight of the drug exhibits as found by PW3 and
PW6. (Emphasize added) *9

[14] It was submitted by learned counsel that discrepancies as illustrated above were not
satisfactorily explained by the prosecution and this had created a reasonable doubt as to the
identity of the drug exhibits. On this ground alone, learned counsel urged this court to acquit and
discharge the appellant. In support, learned counsel relied heavily on the recent decision of this
court in Zaifull bin Muhammad v Public Prosecutor and another appeal [2013] 2 MLJ 348; [2013]
2 MLRA 546, where it was held:

… it is incumbent on the prosecution to offer some explanation for discrepancies. With the
discrepancies left unexplained, this created a reasonable doubt as to the identity of the drug
exhibits. In the circumstances, the defence should not have been called at the close of the
prosecution's case.

[15] In Zaifull bin Muhammad, there were two material discrepancies, one as to the number of
‘ketulan’ and the other as to the gross weight of the cannabis. In the original charge, it was stated
the appellant was in custody of and control of six ‘ketulan’ of cannabis, and gross weight was 880
g. But the evidence led by the prosecution was in relation to two ‘ketulan’. The police witnesses
PW4 and PW8 consistently spoke of only two ‘ketulan’ of cannabis and no one ever mentioned
six ‘ketulan’ as stated in the original charge. The chemist, who received the drug exhibits from
PW8 also spoke of two ‘ketulan’ as opposed to six ‘ketulan’. He found the gross weight of the two
‘ketulan’ of cannabis to be 829.49 g.

[16] Thus, in Zaifull bin Muhammad the discrepancies were not only on the gross weight of the
drugs exhibits but also on the number of slabs. The discrepancies were never explained by the
prosecution. And it was under those circumstances that this court held that the unexplained
discrepancies had created a reasonable doubt as to the identity of the drug exhibits and the
defence should have not been called at the close of the prosecution's case.

[17] The facts and circumstances in the present case is distinguishable from Zaifull bin
Muhammad. In the present case, while it is true that the chemist had in the chemist report stated
that the five slabs of drug exhibits that she received from SP6 were wrapped in aluminium foil
reinforced by *10 adhesive tape but she corrected it while giving evidence in court by stating that
the five slabs of drug exhibits were wrapped with transparent plastic. She also applied to the
court to have the chemist report P8 amended by substituting the word aluminium foil with
transparent plastic. The amendment was allowed with no objection by the defence counsel. In
this regard it is pertinent to note that the identity of the drug exhibits was never an issue before
the High Court as well as the Court of Appeal. There was no challenge as to the identity of the
drug exhibits by the defence.

[18] We are of the view that, with the amendment as well as the correction made by SP3; and, in
the absence of any challenge by way of cross-examination on the identity of the drug exhibits,
the issue of discrepancies on the manner in which the five slabs of drug exhibits were wrapped is
devoid of any merit.

[19] Thus, the only issue left is whether the unexplained difference between the gross-weight
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of the drug exhibits as found by PW6 and that of PW3 is sufficient to create a reasonable
doubt to the prosecution's case. On the facts and circumstances of this case, we answer
the issue raised in the negative. In this case PW4, and PW6 had clearly identified the drug
exhibits that were produced before the High Court. Both PW4 as well as PW6 had
identified the markings that they had made on the exhibits including the date and the
signatures they placed on the five slabs of the drug exhibits. PW3 too had identified the
markings as found on the exhibits when she received it from PW6. (Emphasize added)

[20] Having regard to the evidence of PW4, PW6 and PW3, learned counsel's contention that the
drug exhibits produced before the High Court might not be the same as the one seized by PW4
from the appellant is, in our view, misconceived. On the evidence adduced, we are not in doubt
that the drug exhibits seized and handed to PW6 and examined by PW3 were the same drug
exhibits that were produced before the High Court upon which the appellant was charged. There
was no break in the chain of evidence that could have created a reasonable doubt as to the
identity of the drug exhibits. *11

[21] It is not in dispute in this case that PW 6 found the gross weight of the drug exhibits to be
4,860g while PW3 found it to be 4,688.15g. Thus, there was a difference of 171.45g. An
explanation by the prosecution would have been desirable, but on the facts and
circumstances of this case we have no doubt that the drug exhibits seized from the
appellant and as examined by the chemist were the same drug exhibits that the appellant
was charged with. The different in the gross weight which is 171.45g less could be due to the
fact that the drug exhibits were weighed by PW3 nearly three months after the drug exhibits were
weighed by PW6. We take judicial notice that environmental factors such as climate condition
and humidity can attribute to the difference in weight of the impugned drug exhibits. Given that
there was an interval of nearly three months before the drug exhibits were sent to PW3, we are
driven to the conclusion that the drug exhibits being cannabis could have dried up a little and this
could be the reason for the lesser weight. At this juncture, we might hasten to also add that
the weighing process by the police is not the determining factor in the weight of the
drugs, rather it is the weighing done by the chemist which determines the actual weight of
the drugs and forms the basis of the charge. It is common knowledge that the weighing
process undertaken by the police after the seizure of the drugs is only for classification
purposes in the determination of the charge that will be most likely to be preferred against
the accused and/or arrested person. More often than not the disparity in weight of the
drugs recorded is inevitable due to different weighing methods preferred and the different
weighing apparatus used by the police force and the chemist department. (Emphasize
added)

[22] In this regard, we are minded of the fact that decided cases had shown that the difference in
weight of the drug exhibits between the police and the chemist when left unexplained could result
in creating a reasonable doubt to the prosecution's case. This is however dependent on the facts
of each case. In Yeong Kia Heng lwn Pendakwa Raya [1992] 1 MLJ 327; [1992] 1 CLJ Rep 372
for instance the discrepancy in the weight of drug exhibits between the police and the chemist
was an issue before the then Supreme Court. The investigating officer in the abovementioned
case *12 testified that the weight of the heroin was 113g whilst the chemist gave evidence that it
was 102.85 g. But that was not the only issue. The Supreme Court found that there were
discrepancies between the evidence given by the police and the evidence given by the chemist
with regard to the odour and description of the heroine tendered in court. It was on those grounds
the Supreme Court held that the appellant ought not to have been called to enter his defence.

[23] This court in Tan Yew Choy v Public Prosecutor [2010] 5 MLJ 212; [2009] 4 CLJ 245, held
that the discrepancies in the weight as found by the police and the chemist was fatal because the
total weight ‘by the time the cannabis reached the hands of the chemist’ had increased in
weight by 19.65 g. But another flaw in the case was that, the investigating officer did not
explain the movement of the cannabis from the time he received and weighed them on 25
February 2005 until he placed them in a box on 27 February and sent it to the chemist on
28 February. In fact, in Tan Yew Choy, the pertinent issue was more on the failure of the trial
judge in not resolving the doubt as to the weight of the cannabis as the weight of the cannabis
involved was within the borderline amount that can trigger the statutory presumption of trafficking
under s 37(da)(vi) of the DDA. (Emphasize added)

[24] However, in Loh Kah Loon v Public Prosecutor [2011] 4 MLJ 260; [2011] 5 CLJ 345, this
court upheld the decision of the courts below even though there existed a discrepancy in the

Page6

http://login.westlaw.com.my/maf/wlmy/ext/app/document?src=doc&linktype=ref&crumb-action=replace&family=I93B556207AAA11E2A4B383833EF13CD2&stid=std-my-legislation-link&ds=my-legis-all


weight of the drug exhibits as found by the police and the chemist. In that case the High
Court as well as the Court of Appeal found it as a fact that there was no doubt in the
identity of the drug exhibits because the evidence before the court showed there was no
break in the chain of evidence. The movement of exhibits was clearly explained, and the
markings on the drug exhibits were positively identified by the witnesses. The courts
below were satisfied that the drug exhibits that were seized from the appellant were the
same exhibits produced in the High Court. (Emphasize added) *13

[25] Similarly on the facts and circumstances of the present case, we are of the view that the
difference in weight of the drug exhibits by itself as found by the PW6 and the PW3 is not
sufficient to create a reasonable doubt to the prosecution's case. We have no doubt that the
drug exhibits seized from the appellant and as examined by the chemist were the same drug
exhibits that the appellant was charged with. There was no break in the chain of evidence and
the drug exhibits were positively identified by the prosecution witnesses in particular PW4, PW6
and PW3. In fact, the identity of the drug exhibits was never challenged before the High Court. It
had never been raised as an issue before the High Court as well as the Court of Appeal.”
(Emphasize added)

[18] Following from the above judgment of the Federal Court, we are of the considered view that even
though there was an increase of 62.23 grams between the gross-weight found by SP3 and SP5, and
the gross-weight found by SP2, there was no break in a chain of evidence. The identity of the
impugned drugs found by SP3 under the hard/thick plastic inside P9 and the drugs analysed by SP2
remained the same. Therefore, we hold that the learned counsel for the appellant's submission on this
issue is devoid of any merit. Moreover, the facts in the case of Zaifull Muhammad (supra) as
submitted by the learned counsel for the appellant is distinguished from the instant case before us.

[19] We shall now move on to the issue of innocent carrier submitted by the learned counsel for the
appellant i.e. the existence of a third parson by the name of ‘Javad Sadafi ’. The learned counsel for
the appellant submitted that this line of defence was put forward during the prosecution's case and
supporting documents were also tendered during the trial. *14

[20] The appellant's defence was that he got to know a person named ‘Ali’ from his friend, ‘Adil’. Ali
offered him a job which promised a high pay. The appellant agreed. Several days after the said
meeting with Ali, the appellant received a phone call from ‘Farshad ’ who had asked the appellant to
wait for him at the bus stop on the next morning. Farshad also offered the appellant a suitcase to put
in his belongings and it was given to the latter the next day at the bus terminal. Farshad told him to
bring the suitcase to Malaysia and deliver it to Javad. Javad would then purchase the computer
accessories and give them to the appellant to bring them back to Iran. Farshad also informed him that
Javad will make all necessary arrangements during his stay in Malaysia, including his new suitcase.
The appellant insisted that he had no knowledge on the drugs found inside P11. He informed the
court that Farshad instructed him to meet Javad at Nikko Hotel and his cell phone was ringing
throughout his journey from KLIA to the police lock-up. He had repeatedly informed the police that the
suitcase was to be delivered to Javad. Based on his tip-off, Javad was arrested by the police. The
defence also called the arresting officer and the investigating officer in Javad's case to testify and all
relevant documents as to the involvement and arrest of Javad Sadafi were also tendered in court
during the trial.

[21] The learned counsel for the appellant submitted that the appellant's defence was put forward at
the earliest opportunity and stated in his cautioned statement to the police. It was further submitted
that the appellant stand guided by the principles enunciated in the case of Alcontara a/l Ambross
Anthony v. Public Prosecutor [1996] 1 MLJ 209. Therefore, the explanation tendered by him is a
credible explanation that rebutted the presumption of knowledge under section 37(da) of the DDA on
the balance of probabilities. The learned counsel *15 referred to the case of Mohd Radhi Yaakob v.
Public Prosecutor [1991] 1 CLJ (Rep) 311 to support this contention.

[22] With regard to this issue, we find that the learned Judge had carefully evaluated the defence
case in her judgment. This can be found at pages 312 — 318 of the Appeal Record. The learned
Judge ruled that:

“…the accused was offered a handsome sum (USD 2,000 — USD 3,000) and all expenses for
the entire trip was covered for. This was against the normal cost for carrying out such simple
task. Further, if the reward for such simple task was so high, why would Adil not to do it himself?
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Further, the accused did not know Ali and Farshad. It was illogical for him to blindly follow their
instruction. All these pointed to the fact that the accused knew the contents of the bag.

Even if he does not know, the accused had ample opportunity to examine the bag but he chose
not to… Thus in all probability when the accused was packing his clothes, or during his stayed in
Syria, he ought to have felt the hard layer at the bottom of the bag and examined it. In the court's
finding, the conduct of the 1st accused (the appellant) as narrated by his evidence displayed
nothing short of wilful blindness towards the contents inside the bags.”

(See: Public Prosecutor v. Hla Win [1995] 2 SLR 424)

Further down at page 317 of the Appeal Record, the learned Judge opined that:

“In the present case, there is an onus placed on the accused to prove, on the balance of
probabilities, that he was not trafficking in the dangerous drugs.

Failure to call Javad would necessary affect the weight of the defence. Further, the fact that
Javad was arrested by the police if considered in the light of the version of the prosecutions could
not have been relevant and *16 favourable to the accused. It must be recalled that the
investigation officer, SP5 had testified that he took Javad's statement after his arrest. The
prosecution must have been satisfied that Javad was not involved in the commission of this
offence. SD3 and SD3's evidence also could not render assistance to the accused. Javad's
subsequent charge at the Sessions Court and further detention at Simpang Rengam Prison bore
no relevance to the present case.

If Javad was really involved in the present case, then it would tantamount to the accused being
framed by Adil. However, there was no explanation why a close friend would want to do that.
Further, on the evaluation of the evidence, there was no animosity among Adil and the accused.
The court has no doubt that it was the accused who had an interest in the bag.

Even if Javad was to collect the bag from the accused, this does not weaken the prosecution's
case. In fact, it strengthens the presumption of as ‘trafficking’ involves an act of carrying the
concealed drugs with a view to deliver or distribute to some third party.

This court, after having analysed the defence case with utmost care in order to see whether
or not there was some element of probability in it, found that the defence was
unacceptable. It does not create a reasonable doubt in the prosecution's case, what more
to rebut the presumption which require a higher standard.” (Emphasize added)

[23] The above judgment of the learned Judge was fortified by the submission put forward by the
learned Deputy Public Prosecutor that the appellant's defence that it was Adil who introduced him to
Ali and he was asked by Ali and Farshad to come to Malaysia for the purpose of evading custom to
bring back computer equipment as it is expensive in Iran is a belated defence. The learned Deputy
Public Prosecutor referred to the case of Teng Howe Sing v. Public Prosecutor [2009] 3 CLJ 733 to
support her contention on this point. *17

[24] In the instant case, we find that the appellant only revealed that he was supposed to send P11
without knowing its contents i.e. the drugs to Javad, whom he was supposed to meet at Nikko Hotel.
However, the issue relating to Adil, Ali and Farshad was only revealed by him (via his cautioned
statement) some 9 days later. It is impossible for SP5 to trace them without knowing their particulars.
We are of the considered view that the learned Judge had rightly decided to reject the appellant's
defence. The learned Judge had also made finding of fact that the appellant is a trafficker.

[25] The learned Judge had rightly applied the principles in the case of Baharom v. Public Prosecutor
[1960] MLJ 249 which was referred in the case of Public Prosecutor v. Mohd. Farid bin Mohd Sukis &
Anor [2002] 2 MLJ 401 that the burden is on the appellant to call Javad in rebutting the presumption
of trafficking. Unfortunately, it was not so in the present case before us as the learned counsel for the
appellant had shifted the burden upon the prosecution to call Javad to rebut the trafficking
presumption.

(See: Munusamy Sundar Raj v. Public Prosecutor [2013] 1 LNS 183)

[26] Having carefully perused the Appeal Record and the submission by both parties in this appeal,
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we are unanimously of the considered view that this appeal is devoid of merit. Therefore, we dismiss
the appeal. Consequently we affirm the conviction and sentence passed by the learned Judge on the
appellant.

© 2012 Thomson Reuters Malaysia Sdn Bhd (trading as Sweet & Maxwell Asia)

Page9


