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Description


ESTIPONA V. LOBRIGO AND PEOPLE TOPIC: Section TOPIC: Section 23 of RA 9165, rule-making power of Supreme Court, equal protection clause PONENTE: Peralta PONENTE: Peralta FACTS: Petitioner Estipona, Jr. was charged with violation of Section 11 of RA 9165. On June 15, 2016, Estipona filed a Motion to Allow the Accused to Enter into a Plea Bargaining Agreement, praying to withdraw his not guilty plea and, instead, to enter a plea of guilty for violation of Section 12 (NOTE: should have been Section 15?) of the same law, with a penalty of rehabilitation in view of his being a first-time offender and the minimal quantity of the dangerous drug seized in his possession. Petitioner argues that Section 23 of RA 9165 which prohibits plea bargaining in all violations of said law violates: 1. The intent of the law expressed in paragraph 3, Section 2 thereof; 2. The rule-making authority of the Supreme Court under Section 5(5), Article VIII of the 1987 Constitution; and 3. The principle of separation of powers among the three equal branches of the government. ISSUES: 1. Whether or not Section 23 of RA 9165 is unconstitutional as it encroached upon the power of the Supreme Court to promulgate rules of procedure. 2. Whether or not Section 23 of RA 9165 is unconstitutional for being violative of the Constitutional right to equal protection of the law. HELD: FIRST ISSUE: YES The Supreme Court held that the power to promulgate rules of pleading, practice and procedure is now Their exclusive domain and no longer shared with the Executive and Legislative departments. The Court further held that the separation of powers among the three co-equal branchesof our government has erected an impregnable wall that keeps the power to promulgate rules of pleading, practice and and procedure within the sole province of this Court. Court. The other branches trespass upon this prerogative if they enact laws or issue orders that effectively repeal, alter or modify any of the procedural rules promulgated by the Court.



Viewed from this perspective, the Court had rejected previous attempts on the part of the Congress, in the exercise of its legislative power, to amend the Rules of Court (Rules), to wit: 1. Fabian v. Desierto -Appeal from the decision of the Office of the Ombudsman in an administrative disciplinary case should be taken to the Court of Appeals under the provisions of Rule 43 of the Rules instead of appeal by certiorari under Rule 45 as provided in Section 27 of R.A. No. 6770. 2. Cathay Metal Corporation v. Laguna West Multi-Purpose Cooperative, Inc.  – The Cooperative Code provisions on notices cannot replace the rules on summons under Rule 14 of the Rules. 3. RE: Petition for Recognition of the Exemption of the GSIS from Payment of Legal Fees; Baguio Market Vendors MultiPurpose Cooperative (BAMARVEMPCO) v. Hon. Judge Cabato-Cortes; In Re: Exemption of the National Power Corporation from Payment of Filing/Docket Fees; and Rep. of the Phils. v. Hon. Mangotara, et al.  –  Despite statutory provisions, the GSIS, BAMARVEMPCO, and NPC are not exempt from the payment of legal fees imposed by Rule 141 of the Rules. 4. Carpio-Morales v. Court of Appeals (Sixth Division)  – The first paragraph of Section 14 of R.A. No. 6770, which prohibits courts except the Supreme Court from issuing temporary restraining order and/or writ of preliminary injunction to enjoin an investigation conducted by the Ombudsman, is unconstitutional as it contravenes Rule 58 of the Rules. Considering that the aforesaid laws effectively modified the Rules, this Court asserted its discretion to amend, repeal or even establish new rules of procedure, to the exclusion of the legislative and executive branches of government. To reiterate, the Court’s authority to promulgate rules on pleading, practice, and procedure i s exclusive and one of the safeguards of Our institutional independence. SECOND ISSUE: UNRESOLVED The Supreme Court did not resolve the issue of whether Section 23 of R.A. No. 9165 is contrary to the constitutional right to equal protection of the law in order not to preempt any future discussion by the Court on the policy considerations behind Section 23 of R.A. No. 9165. Pending deliberation on whether or not to adopt the statutory provision in toto or a qualified version thereof, the Court deemed it proper to declare as invalid the prohibition against plea bargaining on drug cases until and unless it is made part of the rules of procedure through an administrative circular duly issued for the purpose. ADDITIONAL DISCUSSIONS ABOUT PLEA BARGAINING: Plea bargaining is a rule of procedure Fabian v. Hon. Desierto  laid down the test for determining whether a rule is substantive or procedural in nature.



In determining whether a rule prescribed by the Supreme Court, for the practic e and procedure of the lower courts, abridges, enlarges, or modifies any substantive right, the test is whether the rule really regulates procedure, that is, the judicial process for enforcing rights and duties recognized by substantive law and for justly administering remedy and redress for a disregard or infraction of them. If the rule takes away a vested right, it is not procedural. If the rule creates a right such as the right to appeal, it may be classified as a substantive matter; but if it operates as a means of implementing an existing right then the rule deals merely with procedure. In several occasions, We dismissed the argument that a procedural rule violates substantive rights. By the same token, it is towards the provision of a simplified and inexpensive procedure for the speedy disposition of cases in all courts that the rules on plea bargaining was introduced. As a way of disposing criminal charges by agreement of the parties, plea bargaining is considered to be an “important,” “essential,” “highly desirable,” and “legitimate” component of the administration of justice. In this jurisdiction, plea bargaining has been defined as “a process whereby the accused and the prosecution work out a mutually satisfactory disposition of the case subject to c ourt approval.” There is give-and-take negotiation common in plea bargaining. The essence of the agreement is that both the prosecution and the defense make concessionsto avoid potential losses. Properly administered, plea bargaining is to be encouragedbecause the chief virtues of the system  – speed, economy, and finality  – can benefit the accused, the offended party, the prosecution, and the court.



Considering the presence of mutuality of advantage, the rules on plea bargaining neither create a right nor take away a vested right.  Instead, it operates as a means to implement an existing right by regulating the judicial process for enforcing rights and duties recognized by substantive law and for justly administering remedy and redress for a disregard or infraction of them. No constitutional right to plea bargain Yet a defendant has no constitutional right to plea bargain. No basic rights are infringed by trying him rather than accepting a plea of guilty; the prosecutor need not do so if he prefers to go to trial. Under the present Rules, the acceptance of an offer to plead guilty is not a demandable right but depends on the consent of the offended party and the prosecutor, which is a condition precedent to a valid plea of guilty to a lesser offense that is necessarily included in the offense charged. The reason for this is that the prosecutor has full control of the prosecution of criminal actions; his duty is to always prosecute the proper offense, not any lesser or graver one, based on what the evidence on hand can sustain. Plea bargaining, when allowed



Plea bargaining is allowed during the arraignment, the pre-trial, or even up to the point when the prosecution already rested its case. As regards plea bargaining during the pre-trial stage, the trial court’s exercise of discretion should not amount to a grave abuse thereof. If the accused moved to plead guilty to a lesser offense subsequent to a bail hearing or after the prosecution rested its case, the rules allow such a plea only when the prosecution does not have sufficient evidence to establish the guilt of the crime charged. The only basis on which the prosecutor and the court could rightfully act in allowing change in the former plea of not guilty could be nothing more and nothing less than the evidence on record. The ruling on the motion must disclose the strength or weakness of the prosecution’s evidence. Absent any finding on the weight of the evidence on hand, the judge’s acceptance of the defendant’s change of plea is improper and irregular.



ATTY. MANUEL J. LASERNA, JR., v. PDEA G



.R. No. 158633



NOTE: This is consolidated with Laserna vs Dangerous Drugs Board (G.R. No. 158633) and Pimentel vs COMELEC (G.R. No. 161658) In 2002, Republic Act No. 9165 or the Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Act of 2002 was implemented. Section 36 thereof requires mandatory drug testing of candidates for public office, students of secondary and tertiary schools, officers and employees of public and private offices, and persons charged before the prosecutor’s office with certain offenses. In December 2003, COMELEC issued Resolution No. 6486, prescribing the rules and regulations on the mandatory drug testing of candidates for public office in connection with the May 10, 2004 synchronized national and local elections. Aquilino Pimentel, Jr., a senator and a candidate for re-election in the May elections, filed a Petition for Certiorari and Prohibition under Rule 65. In it, he seeks (1) to nullify Sec. 36(g) of  RA 9165 and COMELEC Resolution No. 6486 dated December 23, 2003 for being unconstitutional in that they impose a qualification for candidates for senators in addition to those already provided for in the 1987 Constitution; and (2) to enjoin the COMELEC from implementing Resolution No. 6486. According to Pimentel, the Constitution only prescribes a maximum of five (5) qualifications for one to be a candidate for, elected to, and be a member of the Senate. He says that both the Congress and COMELEC, by requiring, via RA 9165 and Resolution No. 6486, a senatorial aspirant, among other candidates, to undergo a mandatory drug test, create an additional qualification that all candidates for senator must first be certified as drug free. He adds that there is no provision in the Constitution authorizing the Congress or COMELEC to expand the qualification requirements of candidates for senator. ISSUE: Whether or not Sec 36 of  RA 9165 and Resolution 6486 are constitutional.



HELD: No. Pimentel’s contention is valid. Accordingly, Sec. 36 of  RA 9165 is unconstitutional. It is basic that if a law or an administrative rule violates any norm of the Constitution, that issuance is null and void and has no effect. The Constitution is the basic law to which all laws must conform; no act shall be valid if it conflicts with the Constitution. In the discharge of their defined functions, the three departments of government have no choice but to yield obedience to the commands of the Constitution. Whatever limits it imposes must be observed. The provision “[n]o person elected to any public office shall enter upon the duties of his office until he has undergone mandatory drug test ” is not tenable as it enlarges the qualifications. COMELEC cannot, in the guise of enforcing and administering election laws or promulgating rules and regulations to implement Sec. 36, validly impose qualifications on candidates for senator in addition to what the Constitution prescribes. If Congress cannot require a candidate for senator to meet such additional qualification, the COMELEC, to be sure, is also without such power. The right of a citizen in the democratic process of election should not be defeated by unwarranted impositions of requirement not otherwise specified in the Constitution.



Significance of “chain of custody” in prosecution for violation of R.A.  9165



This article presents the importance of handling of evidence (also called as the chain of custody) in illegal drug cases which is the illegal drug itself and its impact on the fate of the prosecution’s success. The article gives an overview of the concept of chain of custody, how the Supreme Court decided various cases involving lapses in this procedure as required by law and the author’s corresponding analysis and conclusion thereto. The drug is the crime itself  In a prosecution for violation of the Dangerous Drugs Act (Republic Act No. 9165), the existence of the dangerous drug is a condition sine qua non for conviction. The dangerous drug is itself the very corpus delicti of the violation of the law. (People v. Guzon, G.R. No. 199901, October 9, 2013; People v. de Guzman, G.R. No. 186498, March 26, 2010) In both cases of illegal sale and illegal possession of dangerous drugs, the chain of custody over the dangerous drug must be shown to establish the corpus delicti. (People v. Perez, G.R. No. 199403, June 13, 2012)  Hence, absent the seized illegal drug (or at least absent proper identification of the same during the trial), there is no crime to speak of. Chain of custody defined Nowhere in R.A. No. 9165 where the term “chain of custody” is defined. However, Section 1(b) of Dangerous Drugs Board Regulation No. 1, Series of 2002 which implements the said law provides the meaning of chain of custody, to wit: “Chain of Custody” means the duly recorded authorized movements and custody of seized drugs or controlled chemicals or plant sources of dangerous drugs or laboratory equipment of each stage, from the time of seizure/confiscation to receipt in the forensic laboratory to safekeeping to presentation in court for destruction. Such record of movements and custody of seized item shall include the identity and signature of the person who held temporary custody of the seized



item, the date and time when such transfer of custody were made in the course of safekeeping and use in court as evidence, and the final disposition; The importance of establishing the chain of custody over the seized drug is explained in the case of People v. Beran (G.R. No. 203028, January 15, 2014): “The purpose of the requirement of proof of the chain of custody is to ensure that the integrity and evidentiary value of the seized drug are preserved, as thus dispel unnecessary doubts as to the identity of the evidence. To be admissible, the prosecution must establish by records or testimony the continuous whereabouts of the exhibit, from the time it came into the possession of the police officers, until it was tested in the laboratory to determine its composition, and all the way to the time it was offered in evidence.”  Every link in the chain of custody must not show any possibility of tampering, alteration or substitution. However, it is accepted that a perfect chain is not the standard. Nonetheless, two crucial links must be complied with. First, the seized illegal drug must be marked in the presence of the accused and immediately upon confiscation. This marking must be supported by details on how, when, and where the marking was done, as well as the witnesses to the marking. Second, the turnover of the seized drugs at every stage  – from confiscation from the accused, transportation to the police station, conveyance to the chemistry lab, and presentation to the court must be shown and substantiated. (People v. Abdul, infra) In case of a buy-bust operation, the Court in People v. Salvador (G.R. No. 190621, February 10, 2014) laid down the links that must be established in the chain of custody, to wit: “first, the seizure and marking, if practicable, of the illegal drug recovered from the accused by the apprehending officer; second, the turnover of the illegal drug seized by the apprehending officer to the investigating officer; third, the turnover by the investigating officer of the illegal drug to the forensic chemist for laboratory examination; and, fourth, the turnover and submission of the marked illegal drug seized from the forensic chemist to the court.” Thus, failure to establish through convincing proof, that the integrity of the seized items has been adequately preserved through an unbroken chain of custody is enough to engender reasonable doubt on the guilt of an accused. (de Guzman, supra) Simply stated, a broken link in this chain warrants the acquittal of the accused no matter how guilty he appears to be. Exception to the rule Section 21(a) of the Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR) of R.A. No. 9165 provides that non-compliance with the procedure shall not render void and invalid the seizure of and custody of the drugs only when: (1) such non-compliance was under justifiable grounds; and (2) the integrity and the evidentiary value of the seized items are properly preserved by the apprehending team. There must be proof that these two (2) requirements were met before any such non-compliance may be said to fall within the scope of the proviso. Failure to prove entitlement to the application of the proviso, the arresting officers’ noncompliance with the procedure laid down by R.A No. 9156 effectively invalidates their seizure of and custody over the seized drugs. (People v. Dela Cruz, G.R. No. 177222, October 29, 2008) Duty of the arresting officers



Section 21(1) of R.A. No. 9165 provides the procedure to be followed by the arresting officers for the seizure and custody of the illegal drugs, to wit: Section 21. Custody and Disposition of Confiscated, Seized, and/or Surrendered Dangerous Drugs, Plant Sources of Dangerous Drugs, Controlled Precursors and Essential Chemicals, Instruments/Paraphernalia and/or Laboratory Equipment. –   The PDEA shall take charge and have custody of all dangerous drugs, plant sources of dangerous drugs, controlled precursors and essential chemicals, as well as instruments/paraphernalia and/or laboratory equipment so confiscated, seized and/or surrendered, for proper disposition in the following manner: (1) The apprehending team having initial custody and control of the drugs shall, immediately after seizure and confiscation, physically inventory and photograph the same in the presence of the accused or the person/s from whom such items were confiscated and/or seized, or his/her representative or counsel, a representative from the media and the Department of Justice (DOJ), and any elected public official who shall be required to sign the copies of the inventory and be given a copy thereof; The above provision is implemented by Section 21(a), Article II, of the IRR of R.A. No. 9165 which states: (a) The apprehending officer/team having initial custody and control of the drugs shall, immediately after seizure and confiscation, physically inventory and photograph the same in the  presence of the accused or the person/s from whom such items were confiscated and/or seized, or his/her representative or counsel, a representative from the media and the Department of  Justice (DOJ), and any elected public official who shall be required to sign the copies of the inventory and be given a copy thereof: Provided, that the physical inventory and photograph shall be conducted at the place where the search warrant is served; or at the nearest police station or at the nearest office of the apprehending officer/team, whichever is practicable, in case of warrantless seizures ; Provided, further, that non-compliance with these requirements under justifiable grounds, as long as the integrity and the evidentiary value of the seized items are properly preserved by the apprehending officer/team, shall not render void and invalid such seizures of and custody over said items; It is important that the seized illegal drug be immediately marked since marking is the start of the custodial link. Such marking will be used as a reference of the succeeding handlers of the seized contraband. It will also serve to separate the marked evidence from the corpus of all other similar or related evidence from the time they are seized from the accused until they are disposed of at the end of the criminal proceedings, thus preventing switching, “planting,” or contamination of evidence. (People v. Sabdula, G.R. No. 184758, April 21, 2014) “Marking” means the placing by the apprehending officer or the poseur-buyer of his/her initials and signature on the items seized. (Ibid.) Neither R.A. No. 9165 nor its implementing rules provide the rule on marking in cases of warrantless seizure. However, the Court in People v. Sanchez (G.R. No. 175832, October 15, 2008) held that consistent with the chain of custody rule, the marking of the illegal drugs seized without warrant must be done immediately upon confiscation and in the presence of the



accused to ensure that they are the same items that enter the chain and are eventually the ones offered in evidence. It should be noted also that while the first sentence of the above-cited provision of the IRR of R.A. No. 9165 provides that the apprehending team having initial custody and control of the drugs shall, immediately after seizure and confiscation, physically inventory and photograph the same, the second sentence makes a distinction in physical inventory and photograph of evidence between warrantless seizures and seizures by virtue of a warrant. Thus, in seizures covered by search warrants, the physical inventory and photograph must be conducted in the place where the search warrant was served. On the other hand, in case of warrantless seizures such as a buy-bust operation, the physical inventory and photograph shall be conducted at the nearest police station or office of the apprehending officer/team, whichever is practicable; however, nothing prevents the apprehending officer/team from immediately conducting the physical inventory and photography of the items at the place where they were seized, as it is more in keeping with the law’s intent of preserving their integrity and evidentiary value. (Beran, supra) Strict application It was held in a long line of cases that the Court should acquit the accused on reasonable doubt in a drug case if there are any irregularities attending the chain of custody over the seized illegal drugs. This is in harmony with the rule in criminal law that penal laws are strictly construed against the government and liberally in favor of the accused. In People v. Sabdula (Sabdula, supra), the Court acquitted the accused for lack of conclusive identification of the illegal drugs allegedly seized due to failure of the police to mark, inventory and photograph the same. It held that the failure of the prosecution to establish the chain of custody caused by the procedural lapses committed by the apprehending team makes it uncertain whether the illegal drugs seized from the accused was the same illegal drugs that were brought to the crime laboratory for chemical analysis, and eventually offered in Court as evidence. Thus, there is a reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the accused, as well as to the authenticity of the corpus delicti  – the body of the crime. It also held that while the testimony of the police officers who apprehended the accused is usually accorded full faith and credit because of the presumption that they have performed their duties regularly, such presumption is effectively destroyed by the procedural lapses tainted with irregularities. Also, this presumption cannot prevail over the constitutional right of the accused to be presumed innocent and it cannot by itself constitute proof of guilt beyond reasonable doubt. (Ibid.) Likewise, in the case of People v. Beran (Beran, supra) , the accused was acquitted in view of the absence of inventory and photograph of the seized evidence and the fact that the very identity of the subject drug cannot be established with certainty by the testimony alone of the arresting officer. The rule requires an independent proof of subject drug’s identity such as the immediate marking thereof upon its seizure. The self-serving admission of the police officer that he marked the sachet only at the precinct, but without anyone present, the charge that the subject drug may have been tampered with or substituted is inevitable.



Also in the case of People v. Guzon (Guzon, supra), the accused upon appeal raised the issue, among others, that the asset who acted as the poseur-buyer was not identified and was never presented to the witness stand. The Court held that the absence of the poseur-buyer as a witness is fatal to the prosecution’s case since he is the only person who personally witnessed the transaction during the buy-bust operation. Hence, the accused was acquitted based on reasonable doubt. In the absence of neither the poseur-buyer’s nor of any eyewitness’ testimony on the transaction, the prosecution’s case fails. While the Court, in several instances, has affirmed an accused’s conviction notwithstanding the non-presentation of the poseur-buyer in the buy-bust operation, such failure is excusable only when the poseur- buyer’s testimony is merely corroborative, there being some other eyewitness who is competent to testify on the sale transaction. (Ibid.) The case of People v. Salvador (Salvador, supra) however, is different in a sense that the Supreme Court affirmed the conviction of the accused. In his argument for acquittal, the accused-appellant alleges the failure of the buy-bust team to immediately photograph and conduct a physical inventory of the seized items in his presence. The Court in striking down the accused’s contention that the marking of the seized sachets of shabu should have been made in his presence while at the scene of the crime instead of in the police station, held that pursuant to IRR of R.A. 9165, in a buy-bust situation, the marking of the dangerous drug may be done in the presence of the violator in the nearest police station or the nearest office of the apprehending team. This must be distinguished from a search and seizure by virtue of a warrant in which case physical inventory and marking is made at the place where the search warrant is served. The Court also said that the failure of the prosecution to show that the police officers conducted the required physical inventory and photographed the objects confiscated does not ipso facto result in the unlawful arrest of the accused or render inadmissible in evidence the items seized. This is due to the proviso added in the implementing rules stating that it must still be shown that there exists justifiable grounds and proof that the integrity and evidentiary value of the evidence have not been preserved. What is crucial is that the integrity and evidentiary value of the seized items are preserved for they will be us ed in the determination of the guilt or innocence of the accused. (Ibid.) It further provided that the failure of the arresting officer to immediately recall his markings on the specimen and such momentary lapse are not fatal to the prosecution of the case considering the fact that the arresting officer testified only after three years after the arrest of the accused. (Ibid.) Lastly, the Court is not convinced with the accused’s contention that coordination with the PDEA in a buy-bust operation is an indispensable requirement the absence of which renders the operation fatally flawed. The Court said that while perhaps ideal, it is not an indispensable element of a proper buy-bust operation; it is not invalidated by mere non-coordination with the PDEA. (Ibid.) Broken chain, when raised for the first time on appeal In People v. Abdul (G.R. No. 186137, June 26, 2013) , accused on his appeal with the Court of Appeals raised for the first time the question of admissibility of evidence on the ground of a violation of the rule on the chain of custody. The CA rendered a judgment affirming conviction



and held, among others, that the accused could not raise on appeal the issue of noncompliance with the chain-of-custody rule if he had failed to do so before the trial court. The Supreme Court however, reversed the decision and acquitted the accused based on reasonable doubt. In resolving this particular issue, the Court said that while points of law, theories, issues, and arguments should be brought to the attention of the trial court as these cannot be raised for the first time on appeal, an exception to this rule arises when there is plain error. An instance of plain error is overlooking, misapprehending, or misapplying facts of weight and substance that, if properly appreciated, would warrant a different conclusion. This case falls under this exception because the CA, in appreciating the facts, erred in affirming the RTC’s ruling that there was compliance with the rule on the chain of custody. Conclusion As can be seen from the vast number of illegal drug cases where the accused was acquitted by the Supreme Court due to broken chain of custody, it is evident that the acquittal of the accused based on reasonable doubt is attributed to the procedural lapses committed by the apprehending team. It is ironic therefore that notwithstanding the fierce structure of the substantive law, the culprit could still be freed merely because of the lack of proper training and knowledge of the law enforcers regarding the law they enforce. On the bright side nonetheless, the purpose of the law and jurisprudence on the strict compliance with the procedural requirements is to prevent an innocent be put behind bars by reason of implanting evidence against him or what we call as “frame-up.” Though this defense were already snubbed by the Supreme Court in a number of cases as the accused failed to convince the Court otherwise. We cannot say which really outweighs the other. Perhaps even a drug kingpin could be set free and continue to ruin the life of our innocent youth on one hand; or an innocent man will be spending the rest of his life in jail on the other hand. Either way, this is still in consonance with the principle of dura lex, sed lex . R.A. 9165 is not perfect, as all laws are. Given these flaws in our criminal justice system, what is ironic is the fact that our careless and negligent law enforcers make the same worse. Our laws which are supposed to be the tool in punishing criminals become the very same tool they used to evade State prosecution.





 View more...



Comments






















Report "Estipona V"






Please fill this form, we will try to respond as soon as possible.


Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description








Close
Submit















Share & Embed "Estipona V"





Please copy and paste this embed script to where you want to embed



Embed Script




Size (px)
750x600
750x500
600x500
600x400





URL










Close











About | 
Terms | 
Privacy | 
Copyright | 
Contact



 
 
 










Copyright ©2017 KUPDF Inc.








 SUPPORT KUPDF


We need your help! 


Thank you for interesting in our services. We are a non-profit group that run this website to share documents. We need your help to maintenance this website.

	
Donate

	
Sharing







To keep our site running, we need your help to cover our server cost (about $400/m), a small donation will help us a lot.





	
Share on Facebook

	
Share on Google+

	
Tweet

	
Pin it

	
Share on LinkedIn

	
Send email




Please help us to share our service with your friends.








No, thanks! Close the box.








