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Separation of Jury— Discretion of Judge—Felony and Misdemeanor
" —Ind. Pen. Code—Letters Patent—Certificate of Advocate General.

By the practice of the Supreme Court at Bombay before the Indian
Penal Code came into operation, on a trial for treason or felony the
jury (as in England) was kept together during the night under the charge.
of officers of the Court ; biit on a trial for misdemeanor it was in the dis-
cretion of the Judge whether they should be kept together, or allowed
to return to their homes for'the night, the latter being generally done;
and after the'Code came into gperation, the practice continued the same,
as well in the Supreme Court, as subsequently in the High Court;-—the.
Judges applying ths Rule by determining whether the offence under: trial
would by the old law have been a felony or a misdemearor.

‘Where the Judge, ona charge under Sec. 467 of the Ind. Pen. Code,

,‘perm\tted thejury to separate on the first day of the trial and before

verdiet :—

Held that the exercise of his discretion was not a matter to be rcviewed o
by the High Court under Sec. 26 of the Letters Patent, there beind no error -
in any point of law ; as the offence charged was only a misdemeanor under ‘
the law in force before the Ind. Pen. Code took effect. LT

VTHE prisoners were tried before Mr. Justice ANSTEY——then

- an Acting Judge of the High Court—and a Special Jury
at the Third Criminal Sessions of 1865, charged in various: -
counts with offences against the Indian Penal Code, and
were found guilty, under Sec. 467, of having forged: a
““‘valuable securify,” and sentenced, the first and second
prisoners, res?ectivély to transportation for life, and the

‘third prisoner to suffer rigorous imprisonment for four years ; -

and the Court adjudged, under Sec. 62 of the Penal Code,

. that the rents and profits of the moveable ‘and immov:eéble'

estates of the first and second pmsoners, respectwely, should
be forfeited to Government

The cage’ was now brought before the Court (consnstmg of

Covem, C. J., ArxovLp, Westrorr and SArGENT, JJ.) under.

¥ The Report is by the Editor, who n;as Acting Clerk of the Crown, =
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A’/Sec 26 of the Amended Letters Patent of 28th Decembel Déc?efnsbi} .
- 1865, on the celtlﬁcat‘e of The Honorable L. H. Bayley, H. —gee
M?s Advocate General, to whom it had been repre’sented. Da)vélv.}éiréj.
“ that, in consequence of the length of the said trial, it was -
impossible that the same could be finished in"'th‘e course
of the first day, and that it became necessary to adjourn
the hearing thereof until the next day” (the 30th of Sep-
“tember 1865) ;  that when the Court rose, on the evening.
“of the first day, to adjourn until the next day, the said
- presiding Judge in the exercise of his discretion, and with-
out the consent of the said Daydl J 4irj, Khatdd Ladh4 and-
Kalha,ny Ladha, and of any or either of them, or of their
“or any or either of their counsel learned in the laW, being
asked or given, suffered and pe1m1tted each and every of the
gentlemen of the said special jury, so empanelled -as afore-
said, to Sepérate and disperse for the night, and to retire to
‘their several and respective houses and homes until the said
Court;should resume the hearing of the said trial upon the
following morning, which the said gentlemen of tlo said
~ special jury then thereupon severally and = respectively
accordingly did, without any- person or persons having been
'~ sworn, affirmed, or directed to keep them together until the
" gaid Court should resume the. hearing of the said trial upon
the following morning 5’ and that the hearing of the said trial
was resumed on the morning of the following day before the
said presiding Judge and the same special jury, and was
concluded in the evening of the same day, when the . said .
prisoners were respectively found guilty and sentenced, &c.—
which sentences they were still respectively undergoing. .
“"And whereas, by reason of the premises aforesaid, it may
-be doubtful Whether the said trial, convictions and sentences ,
_were, or any or either of them was, valid- and legal : Now I, -
Lyttleton Holyoake Bayley, HerMaJesty s Advocate General
* at Bombay,do under and by virtue of the power by the Amend-
ed Letters Patent for, &e.,’ conferred npon Her Majesty’s
Advocate General at’ Bombay, HEREBY CERTIFY that certain
points of law which had been decided by the said High
Court of Judicature at Bombay in its Ordinary Original
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Criminal Jurisdiction aforesaid against the said Daydl J divdy, -

&c., should, in my judgment, be further considered by the
said High Court, in this, that is to say, whether by reason of -
the separation and dispersion of the gentlemen of the said. -
special jury between the first and second -days of the said
trial in manner aforesaid, the said trial of the said Dayal
J4ird], &b., was not vitiated, and whether the said convictions -
and sentences of the said Dayil szimj, &e., or some or one
of them, were or was not in consequence ﬂlegal and ought
not to be set-aside and reversed.”

COUCh, C.J .—The prisonervs’ comnsel shonld begin.
MeCulloch (with hi'm‘. Green anvd_. Hayllar) for the Crown.—I

71mv’qce;'tain'preliminary objections-to take: (The Advocate

: Gené?dl does not appear here for the Crown, as he appeared -

for the prisonérs at the trial.) . It is too late now to object
to any male prawis which may have-occurred during the trialt 7
Objection should have been taken on behalf of the pn‘soners o

~when, after the jury had been permltted to. separate, the*

hearing of the trial was resumed. . Another objection is the .
time which has elapsed since the conviction and sentence. f
[Coucu, C.J.—The Advocate General has here certified .
to the-Court-in the exercise of his discrétion. He was nob ‘

: obliged to certify.] He mer ely wished to bring the -whole-

matter before the Court for its opinion. [Covca, C. J. —We
are not to direct the Advocate General in the exercise of his .
discretion.] This certificate is not"in accordance with the :
‘provision of the Charter ; and deals rather with facts, Whlch

- may be dlsputed than with questions of law. - Mellor’s Case -

(@) - shows what is meant under the English Statute (by

‘ 'whmh the Court for Crown Cases Reserved was established) .

by the words (“any question of law shall have arisen at the

trial ;” and also Stubbs” Case (b) In-a whit of error facts
~ may be stated ; but there the Court of Queen 8 Bench _may-

decide that there "has been a mig-trial, and that the case
must be tried again. - Under the Charter there is no power

(#) Dear. & Bell; 468, (b) 55,‘Ibid.v‘ﬂ :
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" to.award a new trial. This mode of procedure by certificate . _
' “is'inconvenient, : R

COULH . 7. —We are all of op11110n that thls is thﬂ proper "

foun in Whlch to conmder the case.

Howm d (W1th ]11m-fcmcm) for Daytil Jci{rdj, and (Wﬂ?h.'

him F I’ezguson) for Kallianjt Ladhé. —Tt would seem to have

~ been intended by the Charter (Secs. 25 and 26) to give to

this Court the powers of the Court of Queen’s Bench and

“of the Court of Crown Cases Reserved: Steph. Crim. L., p. 224. .
Under the old law the jury was not allowed to separate.'v
The mle' however, was subsequently -relaxed, in. céses:

of mere misdemeanor; but that practice was aga ain dis- -

~ approved of : Co. Litt. 227 b. ; 8-Inst. 110. ; Ld. Raymond
©84; 1 Ventris 69; 2 Hale, P C. 204 ; wakms P C,

622 ; Lord Delamcre s-Case, 11 St. Tr,peq Herbert, 1d. C. J
I shall now. show to what extent the relaxation was wllOWed‘f

* in modern times. [OOUQH, C.J.—Sec. 38 ofthe New Charter

leaves the practice as it was in the Supreme Court ; and-

* that practice is well known to this Court. . 1t was the same
as the practice of the Courts.in England, which is quite set-

'tled] T shall contend that the punishment attached to the -

' 'offence in this case, under Sec. 46'7 and Sec, 62 of the Penal
" Code, makes it a felony. [COUCH C. J.—Before the Penal
 Code _the offence would only have been a misdemeanor :

you must show that it became a felony by the.Code.] It is

for the- Cl own to draw the distinction. I contend that the

old law apphes to every case Wl_noh is not shown to be not
Jelon y. 1 Russ. Cr1 40 ; Steph. Crim. L. 56. '

Pigot, Dunbar and Seoble for Khatdo Ladha ——The con-
viction in this case cannot be supported. Hardy’s Case (c),
 Kinnear’s Case (d), Reg. v. Fowler.(e), Caroline Winsor’s Case
(f). The offence of which the prisoners were found guilty

S was & felony in everything but the name. It was -neither a

misdemeanor by enactment nor by analogy The pusoner

(o) 24SETr 41T (d) 2B. & Ald.462.-
(e) 4B.& Ald. 273, (f) ‘Law Rep 1 Q. B, 289, 309
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" here is not in the position of a person tried for amisdemea~

nor in the. Supreme Court. The nature of the offence was
altered by the punishment imposed -by the Penal Code. -
The real question hereis, was the case one in which the’
Judge had a right to exercise hiy discretion at all. Unless
it can be shown that the offence was: a misdemeanor, the

Judge was wrong. Had the offence in this case been made

a felony by the Statute of 9 Geo.IV. c. 74, it would certainlj
be considered to remain so. Sec. 62 of the Penal Code points -
out a class of cases analogous to felonies; and to which all
the incidents of procedure in cases of felony should be ap-
plied. The Judge committed an error in law in holding that ~
the case was one of misdemeanor, and in then exeroising

‘his discretion. The case was one of felony according . to -

' i)ecember 7.

analogy.

M’cUulloch, Green and Huayllar for the.Crown.—No ground /

for avoiding the verdict has been shown, .and no pre-

cedent for such a course. - It is contended that the Juage :
was not right in allowing the jury to separate. - That is not

~ the question, but whether the J udge had a discretion by law.

In the present case the offence was not made a felony by
9 Geo. IV., c. 74, §. 72; nor would the Court allow a

-criminal  enactment to be strained by an’ equitable con-
. struction so as to make an offence a felony. What, then,

was the effect of the Penal Code? It has not abolished

. the distinction between felony and misdemeanor ; but it has

not made any offence a felony. ATl offences under it are in
the nature of misdemeanors. The essence of a felony is that -
it has as its consequence forfeiture ; and the nature or the

. extent of the punishment is not the proper test: Russ. -

Cri. ; Hawkins P. C. Every offence not originally a felony -

.or made one by statute is at law a misdemeanor. All the

decisions have been based on - the technical distinction ;

not on considerations of the gravity of the offence or the

“severity of the punishment. There was no practice fhat in

the High Court juries in such cases of forgery as the pre- '}
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. gent were not allowed to separate. The Judge is not bound 1866.
. December 7.
by a principle of analogy. He can exercise his ‘discretion TReg.
: ;unbll a prac’mce has been esbabhshed The essence of discré-
tion is freedom of opinion in the Judge; and the' cases
- §how that it cannot be reviewed. Reg. v. Wolf (g) There
was no rule except that of the Supreme Court, which 6b- -
"tained when the Penal Code was introduced, and before the -
- High Court was established, and which was grounded on
the distinction between felony and misdemeanor. [ARNOULD,
J.—1I miay mention that Sir M. Savssy, C. J., and I agreed
to observe that rule when the Penal Code came into force
~_here; and the rule was, I believe, always followed in the
Supreme Court. 'Wesrrore, J.—It has also been followed
in the High Court.] If there is any rule on the subject,
-it is the old rule; if there be mo rule, the Judge may
exercise hlS discretion in all cases under the Penal Code,
-ashe would have done formerly in cases of mxsdemeanor,

~and that discretion 1 1s not subject to review.

oo
Daydl Jairdj. .

Howm din reply.—That the jury should not be d1scharged '
'unnecessamly is an admitted prmmple The discretion of the
- Judge, if he had a right to exercise it, was certainly mnob
wisely exercised. . I contend. that, with respectto procedure,
_ all the offences in the Penal Code are to be fr eated as felon-~ ~
ies; and that if the distinction has been abohshed the old .
. strict rule should be applied. - I object to have the éxception :
- extended into a rule. If the distinction into felonies and
misdemeanors still obtains, upon what principle is the
‘ distiﬁctioh into two- classes to he based? The nature of the
pumshment is the only sound test. The Penal Code 1s'
founded on deﬁmmons not on enumera’mon. e

. Pigotin rep‘ly.—The_realrpomt is, can the case be treated
asif it were a misdemeanorin England? If so it would be dif-
. Henlt to get out of the rule of the Supreme Court. The. rule
~in Kinnear’s Case amounts to this: that the prac’mce had
grown up in cases of misdemeanors, and that it could mnot,
therefore, be said o be agamst the law. But the ques’mon‘
: B (9)31 Law 3, Mag. Ca, '
- 4om :
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" here is, had the Judge any diseretion to exercise ? The tech-

nical distinction o longer existing, we should ascertain
the principle and apply it to offences under the Penal Code.

The Penal Code does not employ the words “felony”’ and.

“‘misdemeanor.” - But it distinctly divides crimes into two
classes, analogous in respect of punishment to those called
in England felonies and misdemeanors; and the principles
1aid down in Kinear’s Case should be applied here just as if
the Penal Code had described these classes as they are known

in England. The apparent anomalies in the punishments -

attached to felonies and misdemeanors_in England may be -
explained byv the tendency of modern legislation to the
mitigation of punishments on the one hand, and by the‘
increase of cages of 1mportance on the other hand.

Cm‘. adv. t’qu.

COUCH C. J—The trial in this case took place when the»

,Ollghl&] Letters Patent constltutmg the High Court, datedﬁ

* the 26th of June 1862, were in force. By the 38th clause
- of those Letters Patent it-was ordained that the proceedings

in all criminal cases which should be brought before the
High Court in the exercise of its ordiﬁary original criminal
jurisdiction, and also in all other criminal cases over which
the Supreme Court then had jurisdiction, skould be 1eou~'i
lated by . the procedure and practice then in use in ‘the

4 qupreme Court

The Letters Patent of the 28th of December 1865, by vir-

‘tue of which the H1gh Court. now exercises its ]urlsd1ct10n,~

- contmue tfis by ordaining in Clause 88 that the proceedings
““in such criminal cases shall be regulated by the procedure -

- and practice which was in use in the Hmh Court immedi-
. ately before their pubhca‘mon, subject to any law which had
been or ‘might be made in relatlon thcreto b_y competenﬂ

! ecﬂslatwe authority for Indla »

NES

No ow the practice of the Supreme Court upon the adjourn-
ment of a criminal trial, before the Indian Penal Code came .
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into operation, was the same as the practice of the courts in

- England. That practice was that the j Jury on a trial for trea-
- son or fclony were kept together during the night under the
charge of officers of the Court; but on a trial for mlsdemeanor

. it was in the discretion of the Judge whether they should bo

27

1868.

December 20.

" Reg.

v.
Dayal Jhirdj.

kept together, or should be allowed to return to their homes'

for the night, the latter being generally done : Reav. Kin-.

near (). From this case it'appears that this had become

the practice in the year 1819 ; and it has continued to be 80

to the present time.

_—

.In the Indian Penal Co&elt‘here 13. no suc’ﬁ division of -

offences as that of felonies and misdemeanors, the word

_““offence” being used to denote anything made punishable by

the Code, and the gravity of the offence being measured,

- only by the punishment which may be ‘awarded for it; but'

we have the authorlty of two of the members of this Court——
one of whom was a J ludge of the Supreme Court, and the
" other the leading counsel in the Court—for saying that the
practice of the Supreme Court continued to be the same after

the Indian Penal Code came into operation, and that the

. Judges apphed the rule by determining whether the offence
under trial would by the old law have been a felony or a
_ misdemeanor, ‘Except in the few cases where a. new offence
~ is created by the Penal Code—and these may well be left in

the discretion of the Judge—there is no difficylty in doing »

this ; and it is always in the power of the Judge, by the exer-
cise-of his discretion, to prevent any anomaly that might be
caused by a rigid application of the rule. '

Py

The offence with Whmh the ccused were charged in this‘

case was, under the law which was in force before the Indian
Penal Code took effect, only a mlsdemeanor, as the idstré.
ment forged did not come within the -description-of any of
the instruments in Sec. 72 of the 9 Geo. IV., c. 74, the
forgery of Whlch was .2 felony. - It is true that by virtue of

(h) 2 B. & Ald, 462,
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Sec 467 of the Penal Code, and the deﬁm’mon in See. 30 of
the words ““valuable security,” the pumshment for it is now

 the same as for the offence described in the 9 Geo. IV., ¢. =

74, and that the Court has power to adjudge the forfeiture of

the rents and profits of the moveable and immoveable estate -

of the convict during the period of his transportation or

. imprisonment ; but that does not make the oﬂ'ence a felony

"1 Hawk. P. C,, bk10756

Tt s still possible” to apply the rule of practice of the ,ﬂ

* Supreme Court, and we are bound by the Letters Patent to
~ apply it.- Accordmg to that practice, it was in the discre~

tion. of the Judge-in such a case as the present, whether he - A

- ghould allow the j jury to separate; and the exereise of his -

discretion is not a matter to be reviewed ‘by" this - Court

“under Sec, 26 of the Letters Patent there being no error
in any point of law. If any authority were necessary for .
~ this propos1t10n it is to be found in the judgments of the :

- Judges in the case of Winsor v. The- Quecn and the cases ' :

there referred to ().

We, therefore, hold that no good cause has been shown in

o t}ns case for our reversmg the conv1ct10n L . { ,;_

C3) Law Rep 1Q.B. 289 affirmed by the Ex Cham in Error, Ilnd 309,




	Page 1 
	Page 2 
	Page 3 
	Page 4 
	Page 5 
	Page 6 
	Page 7 
	Page 8 
	Page 9 
	Page 10 
	Page 11 
	Page 12 
	Page 13 
	Page 14 
	Page 15 
	Page 16 
	Page 17 
	Page 18 
	Page 19 
	Page 20 
	Page 21 
	Page 22 
	Page 23 
	Page 24 
	Page 25 
	Page 26 
	Page 27 
	Page 28 
	Page 29 
	Page 30 
	Page 31 
	Page 32 
	Page 33 
	Page 34 
	Page 35 
	Page 36 
	Page 37 
	Page 38 
	Page 39 
	Page 40 
	Page 41 
	Page 42 
	Page 43 
	Page 44 
	Page 45 
	Page 46 
	Page 47 
	Page 48 
	Page 49 
	Page 50 
	Page 51 
	Page 52 
	Page 53 
	Page 54 
	Page 55 
	Page 56 
	Page 57 
	Page 58 
	Page 59 
	Page 60 
	Page 61 
	Page 62 
	Page 63 
	Page 64 
	Page 65 
	Page 66 
	Page 67 
	Page 68 
	Page 69 
	Page 70 
	Page 71 
	Page 72 
	Page 73 
	Page 74 
	Page 75 
	Page 76 
	Page 77 
	Page 78 
	Page 79 
	Page 80 
	Page 81 
	Page 82 
	Page 83 
	Page 84 
	Page 85 
	Page 86 
	Page 87 
	Page 88 
	Page 89 
	Page 90 
	Page 91 
	Page 92 
	Page 93 
	Page 94 
	Page 95 
	Page 96 
	Page 97 
	Page 98 
	Page 99 
	Page 100 
	Page 101 
	Page 102 
	Page 103 
	Page 104 
	Page 105 
	Page 106 
	Page 107 
	Page 108 
	Page 109 
	Page 110 
	Page 111 
	Page 112 
	Page 113 
	Page 114 
	Page 115 
	Page 116 
	Page 117 
	Page 118 
	Page 119 
	Page 120 
	Page 121 
	Page 122 
	Page 123 
	Page 124 
	Page 125 
	Page 126 
	Page 127 
	Page 128 
	Page 129 
	Page 130 
	Page 131 
	Page 132 
	Page 133 
	Page 134 
	Page 135 
	Page 136 
	Page 137 
	Page 138 
	Page 139 
	Page 140 
	Page 141 
	Page 142 
	Page 143 
	Page 144 
	Page 145 
	Page 146 
	Page 147 
	Page 148 
	Page 149 
	Page 150 
	Page 151 
	Page 152 
	Page 153 
	Page 154 
	Page 155 
	Page 156 
	Page 157 
	Page 158 
	Page 159 
	Page 160 
	Page 161 
	Page 162 
	Page 163 
	Page 164 
	Page 165 
	Page 166 
	Page 167 
	Page 168 
	Page 169 
	Page 170 
	Page 171 
	Page 172 
	Page 173 
	Page 174 
	Page 175 
	Page 176 
	Page 177 
	Page 178 
	Page 179 
	Page 180 
	Page 181 
	Page 182 
	Page 183 
	Page 184 
	Page 185 
	Page 186 
	Page 187 
	Page 188 
	Page 189 
	Page 190 
	Page 191 
	Page 192 
	Page 193 
	Page 194 
	Page 195 
	Page 196 
	Page 197 
	Page 198 
	Page 199 
	Page 200 
	Page 201 
	Page 202 
	Page 203 
	Page 204 
	Page 205 
	Page 206 
	Page 207 
	Page 208 
	Page 209 
	Page 210 
	Page 211 
	Page 212 
	Page 213 
	Page 214 
	Page 215 
	Page 216 
	Page 217 
	Page 218 
	Page 219 
	Page 220 
	Page 221 
	Page 222 
	Page 223 
	Page 224 
	Page 225 
	Page 226 
	Page 227 
	Page 228 
	Page 229 
	Page 230 
	Page 231 
	Page 232 
	Page 233 
	Page 234 
	Page 235 
	Page 236 
	Page 237 
	Page 238 
	Page 239 
	Page 240 
	Page 241 
	Page 242 
	Page 243 
	Page 244 
	Page 245 
	Page 246 
	Page 247 
	Page 248 
	Page 249 
	Page 250 
	Page 251 
	Page 252 
	Page 253 
	Page 254 
	Page 255 
	Page 256 
	Page 257 
	Page 258 
	Page 259 
	Page 260 
	Page 261 
	Page 262 
	Page 263 
	Page 264 
	Page 265 
	Page 266 
	Page 267 
	Page 268 
	Page 269 
	Page 270 
	Page 271 
	Page 272 
	Page 273 
	Page 274 
	Page 275 
	Page 276 
	Page 277 
	Page 278 
	Page 279 
	Page 280 
	Page 281 
	Page 282 
	Page 283 
	Page 284 
	Page 285 
	Page 286 
	Page 287 
	Page 288 
	Page 289 
	Page 290 
	Page 291 
	Page 292 
	Page 293 
	Page 294 
	Page 295 
	Page 296 
	Page 297 
	Page 298 
	Page 299 
	Page 300 
	Page 301 
	Page 302 
	Page 303 
	Page 304 
	Page 305 
	Page 306 
	Page 307 
	Page 308 
	Page 309 
	Page 310 
	Page 311 
	Page 312 
	Page 313 
	Page 314 
	Page 315 
	Page 316 
	Page 317 
	Page 318 
	Page 319 
	Page 320 
	Page 321 
	Page 322 
	Page 323 
	Page 324 
	Page 325 
	Page 326 
	Page 327 
	Page 328 
	Page 329 
	Page 330 
	Page 331 
	Page 332 
	Page 333 
	Page 334 
	Page 335 
	Page 336 
	Page 337 
	Page 338 
	Page 339 
	Page 340 
	Page 341 
	Page 342 
	Page 343 
	Page 344 
	Page 345 
	Page 346 
	Page 347 
	Page 348 
	Page 349 
	Page 350 
	Page 351 
	Page 352 
	Page 353 
	Page 354 
	Page 355 
	Page 356 
	Page 357 
	Page 358 
	Page 359 
	Page 360 
	Page 361 
	Page 362 
	Page 363 
	Page 364 
	Page 365 
	Page 366 
	Page 367 
	Page 368 
	Page 369 
	Page 370 
	Page 371 
	Page 372 
	Page 373 
	Page 374 
	Page 375 
	Page 376 
	Page 377 
	Page 378 
	Page 379 
	Page 380 
	Page 381 
	Page 382 
	Page 383 
	Page 384 
	Page 385 
	Page 386 
	Page 387 
	Page 388 
	Page 389 
	Page 390 
	Page 391 
	Page 392 
	Page 393 
	Page 394 
	Page 395 
	Page 396 
	Page 397 
	Page 398 
	Page 399 
	Page 400 
	Page 401 
	Page 402 
	Page 403 
	Page 404 
	Page 405 
	Page 406 
	Page 407 
	Page 408 
	Page 409 
	Page 410 
	Page 411 
	Page 412 
	Page 413 
	Page 414 
	Page 415 
	Page 416 
	Page 417 
	Page 418 
	Page 419 
	Page 420 
	Page 421 
	Page 422 
	Page 423 
	Page 424 
	Page 425 
	Page 426 
	Page 427 
	Page 428 
	Page 429 
	Page 430 
	Page 431 
	Page 432 
	Page 433 
	Page 434 
	Page 435 
	Page 436 
	Page 437 
	Page 438 
	Page 439 
	Page 440 
	Page 441 
	Page 442 
	Page 443 
	Page 444 
	Page 445 
	Page 446 
	Page 447 
	Page 448 
	Page 449 
	Page 450 
	Page 451 
	Page 452 
	Page 453 
	Page 454 
	Page 455 
	Page 456 
	Page 457 
	Page 458 
	Page 459 
	Page 460 
	Page 461 
	Page 462 
	Page 463 
	Page 464 
	Page 465 
	Page 466 
	Page 467 
	Page 468 
	Page 469 
	Page 470 
	Page 471 
	Page 472 
	Page 473 
	Page 474 
	Page 475 
	Page 476 
	Page 477 
	Page 478 
	Page 479 
	Page 480 
	Page 481 
	Page 482 
	Page 483 
	Page 484 
	Page 485 
	Page 486 
	Page 487 
	Page 488 
	Page 489 
	Page 490 
	Page 491 
	Page 492 
	Page 493 
	Page 494 

