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I 2 mwn: the “found” yaw and its parallel to o'nn>
a  If: v found in nan, area is Xnv retroactive to last time checked or to date of the last comprehensive sweep of the »an
b Similarly: a bna renders the wearer nknv retroactive to the last time she checked it and found it to be clean or to last ©¥23
¢ both: are Rnon whether moist or sere
i w77 xnonif dry; but moist p7v is only Xnvn as far back as it could have been dead (but mosit on> may be old and got wet)
1 Challenge: perhaps the same could have happened to the moist y7v
2 Answer: if that happened to a y7v, it would be torn up and not looking as it (presumably) does now
I Analysis of the “retroactive” time — is the assumption that when sweeping, it is checked — or that everything is swept out
a  Practical difference: if he swept and averred that he didn’t check (but if all is swept, any y7w would be swept out)
i Alternatively: a y7 found in a hold — would have been seen if checked, but wouldn’t automatically be swept out
Parallel question: is the assumption that when she launders he garments, she checks — or that they get completely laundered?
¢ Practical difference: same as above — if she laundered and averred that she failed to check
i Alternatively: if there were a stain on the side (where there are pleats and folds; wouldn’t be laundered)
d  Answer (to both): n" explicitly explains that in both cases, the npm is that > check when sweeping or laundering
i Note: Xnk "1 provides a solution if she didn’t check — to re-launder; if stain lightens, it must have happened post-v122)
ii  correction(»27): no need — a stain from before v12°3 would separate from T3; if since V1273, would stick to T2
II 3 mwn: status of o’nnd found on clothes coming from non-Jewish areas (0121 'nnN3 are not XNY)
a  Location: any clothes coming from op3 (probably SE Israel, east of present-day nan»7) are 11no
b Dissent: nm "1 holds that the residents of D1 are ™3 who are unfamiliar with onny (= DRnv)
¢ Rule: any n'nna coming from non-Jewish areas are oo
i Note: the mwn doesn’t make any distinctions — even from TnIn/7Tn (in Syria)
1 a9 77 this means that we may accept 0™ from 1190 (i.e. they are certainly non-Jews)
2 Challenge: 13y "1 (and elders) ruled that we do not accept 03 from TN
(a) Proposal: perhaps 130y "1 merely identified implication of our nwn but doesn’t accept it
(b) Rejection: nnv "v's approach is that mwn onod na%n
(c) Answer: we have a dispute among his students if he ruled nwn onva n2%n or if we reject o*3 from TN
d  However: if they come from a mixed 'm3-"YR7’ area, "1 deems them ©XnY; 0NN maintain that they aren’t Twm about o'nn>
i Clarification (after 1¢ attempt): if from ©'m3, who are legitimate 0>, Rnv; if from YR 1Y — MNL
1 If: from mixed cities — 1”1 is Xnvn, as ©M3 don’t hide them; 0™V D'NIN — as they are careful about nnna
IV 7 mwn: status of “found” onnd
a  Rule: nna found anywhere are n™1nv, unless found in private rooms (of homes) or in mxnvn n*a (where mT would gather)
b mwpvin n2x of M are considered nnn YR, as if a M2 miscarries, she comes and buries the 501 there
i /amw r wouldn’t bury them (per v. 1), rather they would throw them there for wild animals to drag away
V  nmwn: trusting omo
a  They are believed: regarding burial of 0’993, status of n12an or mnap rx:
i prbar they have credibiility regarding burial of 0993, either way
ii /77213 they have credibiility regarding status of animal — if she’s ever had a 1131 or not
iii ~Graves: they have credibility about a grave marker (if it was or wasn’t there) vis-a-vis nn nxmv
1 Note: due to their disregard for v. 2 (" 125), only valid if they are acting based on report (e.g. shearing putative 7132)
b But they are not believed: regarding m>20, my1a or v19n N’a
i moov:if trees branch over 11p, area under 1330 is an NN YR — not believed that there is/isn’t grave there
ii Y79 same as M2V, but involving a stone jutting out from a fence
iii 07977 72 a field which holds a grave but its location is unknown
1 challenge: per 10:1 N1 RNavn, they are believed to testify about location of grave, and tree which branches over grave
2 answer (72177 7): in that case, if they are walking in the area itself, credibility borne out by their own actions
¢ Rule: in any area about which they are suspected (of violation) — they have no credibility
i Note: rule extends to include naw onn and 0y ono (which they don’t observe =»no credibility)
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