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[APPELI{ATE CrviL - JURISDICTION.]
Special Appeal No. 608 of 1871.
SHANKARBHAT GurasBEAT and |

OtRGIS.ervreervereeraesses e (Defendants ) Appellants.
Ka'ssrrAT VITHALBEAL....... (Plaintiff) Respondent.

Mortgéz,qe-— Redemption after fixed time has expired—Gahan lahan cleuse.

Since the decision of the case of Ramji v, Chinto, it has been the prac-
tice of the High Courton its appellate side and of the inferior Courts in

the Bombay Ples1dency to treat gakan lakan mortgages (mortgages con-

taining a proviso that if not redeemed within a certain fixed time they

will be considered as converted into absolute sales) as redeemable, not-

withstanding that such fixed time has expued——Such practice has pmved
- beneficial and should be adhered to.

Ramyi v. Chinto and the cases decided in accordance with it referred
to and followed.

THIS was a special appeal from the decision of M. H. Scott,
Extra Assistant Judge of the District of Ahmadabad,
in appeal Suit No. 562 of 1869, affirming the decree of the

- Munsif of Naridd. ‘

'The facts sufﬁcmntly appear from the Judgmenb of the
Court.

The spcc1a1 appeal was ar wued bef01e Westrore, C.J., and
. Gips and Wsr, JJ.

. Nanablgi Haridas, for the appellants.-
Nagundas Tulsidas, for the respondents.
- Wzsrrore, C.J. :—This is a suit to redeem a mortgage.

- Before the institution of this suit twelve years had expired
since the day nanted in the mortgage, upon which,in default
of payment, it was to become converted into a sale.

The defendants put forward as valid a deed (exhibit No. 7)
whereby the mortgagor was represented as selling the equity
of redemption to the mortgagee, but the Judge found the
deed to be not genuine. By that finding this Court is

- bound on special appeal, so no question arises upon the deed

of sale (exhibit No. 7).

69

" 1872,
May 23,




70

1872.

BOMBAY HIGH COURT REPORTS.

However, it was contended for the defendants, the mort- .

SHANKAR- pagees, that the mortgage itself became converted into a

BHA'L

Gyra’ BBHAI sale on default of the mortgagor to repay the money
Ka'ssipuas borrowed upon the day named for that purpose in tho decd‘

VITHAL-
. BHA'L

of mortgage.

The recent decision (in 1871) of the Privy Council in an
appeal from the late Sadr Adalat of Madras, Pattabhiramier
v. Vencatarow Naicken (), was cited for the mo'rtgagées, in
which it was held (in reversal of a deccree of the Sadr
Adalat) in a suibt institnted in 1858 to redecm a mortgage
containing a clause making it an absolute sale in default of
redemption within a time certain, that in the Presidency of
Madras, effect must be given to that clause and that the
mortgagor ought not to be permitted to redeem after the
day for payment has passed. That appeal was pending for
an inordinately long time (ten years) and was eventually -
heard ex parte, there not being any sppearance on behalf of
the respondents.

The High Court of Madras has, in several reported cases,
petmitted redemption of such mortgages after -the day
named for payment had passed, in default of which payment
the instrument of mortgage had stipulated that the ’or@nsé(:-
tion should cease to be a mortgage and should become an
absolute sale : Venkata Reddi v. Parvati Amal (D), Vanners

v. Patanattil (c), Nellana v. Palani (d). The first of these

cases was decided in 1863~—the two latter cases in 1865.
None of the three are mentioned in the Report of the Privy
Cotncil case as having been cited by counsel or referred to
by their Lordships. :

The question liere resolved itself into this; whether, ag a

“vesult of the Madras case, in which leave was given by the

Privy Cotmcil to appeal in 1861, and which was not decided -
tintil 1871, the practice established in Bombay in 1864 by
Ra,mj@ v. Clinto () ought to be discontinued.

Weo liave, after much cons1delat1o11, arrived at the conclu-

(w) 7 Beiig. L. Rep: 136, (0) 1Mad. H: C. Rep. 460,
(&) 2 Ibid 382. d) 2 1bid 420. ¢) -1 Bom. IL C. Rep. 199.
: ) 11 P
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sion that no such consequence ought to follow the final- de-
cision of the Madras case, and that none such was intended
by the Privy Council. '

- Their Lordships, after stating thabt sich contracts had
been enforced in India, said (f) :— If the ancient law of the
country has been modified by any later rule, having the
force of law, that rule must be founded either on positive
legislation or on established practice.”’—After referring to
gertain Madras and Bengal regulations and .to some cases,
they continud :—‘ Their Lordships have been unable to dis-
cover that there has been any course of decisions in the

Court of Madras which can be set against the anthority just

cited. The utmost that can be gathered from this record is,
that some uncertainty concerning the operation of these
contracts may have crept into the lower Courts of Madras”
(p. 142) ; and lastly they say :— Such a doctrine the (English
equitable doctrine that the time stipulated in the mortgage
deed is not of the essénce of the contract) was unknown to
the ancient .Jaw of India; and if it could have been
introduced by the decisions of the Courts of the East Indian
Company, their Lordships can find no such course of
decigions, In fact, the weight of authority seems to be
the other way. It must not, then, be supposed .that in
allowing this appeal, their Lordships design to disturb any
vule of property established by judicial decisions, so as to
form part of the law of the forum, wherever such may prevail,
or to affect any title founded thereon.”’ ’

" Those concluding words are of great importance, -

Rawmji v. Ohinto was decided by Arnould, Acting Chief
Justice, and Newton and Janardhan, J.J., in 1864. TItis cor-
rectly stated in the judgment that the Bombay Sadr Adalat
“as a rule gave a strict operation to instruments of this na-
ture” (. c. mortgages with a gahdn lahdn proviso), *“and re-
garded the right of redemption as extinguished, and the right
of property absolutely transferred, the moment the fixed time
of payment had expired” without payment having been
made, ’ -
() 7 Beng. L, Rep, 140, 141,
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1872. The decision of the Madras Sadr Adalat in Pattabhiramsier
SHaNKAR- v, Vencatarow Naicken, in favour of redemption wasnot appa-
GU];I,;iIéBIH a1 rently cited in Ramyjiv. Chinto, but Venlkata Reddi v. Parvati
| Rarssoman Ammal, decided in 1863 by the High Court of Madlas, was

VITHAL- c1ted and relied npon by the Conrt,.,
BHA'L

The recognition of the right to fedeem was, having regftrd
to the previous decisions of the Jadr Adalat, perhaps some.
what a strong measure. It had, however, for a long time
previously, been considered a desirable course to adopt, and
eminent Judges of the High Court, who had formerly been
Judges of the Sadr Adalat, regretted that their predecessors
in the Sadr Adalat had, for the most part, enforced -the
condition for purchase in galan lakan mortgages, as such a
conrse had been found to,promote most oppressive and
grasping conduct on the part of money-lenders in the
Mofussil. In the island of Bombay itself, the Courts
(Mayor’s Court, Recorder’s Court, Supreme Court, Iligh
Court, Original Jurisdiction), although in matters of
‘contract and succession bound to administer to Muham-
madans and Hindus their respective laws, have invariably
refused to enforce such conditions, and have acted upon the
practice of English Courts of Equity in allowing redemption.
‘Holding the views which I have mentioned, and encouraged
by the example of the High Court at Madras, all of the
Judges sitting at the Appellate Side, including some former
occupants of the bench of the Sadr Adalat, were desirous
that the course, which was adopted by the Judges who sat
in the case of Ramyji v. Chinto, should bo the rule of future
practice in the Mofussil. '

That rule has, ever since the decision in Bomji v. C’hmz‘a,
been uniformly and steadily acted npon, tempered, however,
as it was in Ramji v. Clinfo, by requiring the redeeming

- mortgagor, when the mortgagee, under the impression that
he had become absolute vendee, had laid out money on the
mortgaged premises for their improvement, to recoup the
mortgagee to the extent of the value of such improvement,
at the time of redemption: Anandrdv v. Ravji(g) ; and ex--

' (9) 2Bom. H. C. Rep, 214;
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penses connected with the Revenue Survey have also been
so allowed : Bapusha v. Ramji (h).

Kedari v. Atméram (i), from WA4i in the dstrict of Sitéra,
in which Ramji v.Chinto was followed in 1866, is an example

of the oppression exercised by money-lenders. The decision

thiere made by myself and TucxEs, J., however, partly rested
on the ground of fraud.

In The heirs of Husen Beg v. Aldbal (j) decided in 1865

by Coucn and Warpex, JJ., which was from the Piina
District, Ramyi v. Chinto was followed ; so too in Mulammad
v. Ibrghim (I) in 1866, by Tucker-and WarpEN dJ., which
was from Ratnagiri District; aléo in 1868 by Coucs, cJ.,
and Newrown, J., in Mancharshi v. Kamrunisé (I). They
there held that the mortgagor could redeem only on the
- condition of repaying to the mortgagee the expense of re-
building a portion of the premises which had been accidental-
ly burnt down, although that expense was more than
‘double the price for which the premises had been condi-
tionally sold to the mortgagee ; [see further as to allowance
for repairs Rdagho v. Andjt (m)].

These arc the reported cases in which the High Court of
" this Presidency has decreed redemption .of gahdn lahdn
mortgages. . . |

The unreported cases are much more numerous. We do
not profess to give by any means an exhaustive list, but
amongst them are the following :—

Special Appeal No. 717 ‘of 1863 (Saddshiv Vithal v.
Dashrath Sadashiv) decided by Couvcn and Newron, JJ., on
the 5th of October 1864, decreeing redemption on payment,
within six calendar months, of principal, interest, and costs,
and money laid out by the mortgagee in buildings or other
permanent improvements, making all just deductions for
depreciation in such buildings and improvements by lapse
. of time or other causes, and in default of payment within

(%) Ibid 220. (!) 3 Bom. H.C.Rep. A, C. J.11. |
() 2 Bom. II, C. Rep. 337. (%) 38 Bom. H., C. Rep. A.C.J. 160.
(O 851Ibid109. * (m) Jbid 116,
“10uc
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that time, foréclosure, or sale at option of mortgagor. The
mortgagee to be-paid the amount due to him for principal,

GULA BRUA'L interest, costs, buildings, and improvements out of the pro-

KA'SSIBHA'I
VITHAL-
BHA'T.

ceeds of sale, and the surplus, if any, to be paid to the.
mortgagor (plaintiff).

Special Appeal No. 182 of 1865 from Almadabad District
(Hulabhdi v. Khoddblhdi) a similar ruling was made by
Forses and Newron, Jd.

Special Appeal No. 762 of 1865 (Gopdlrav v. Dlinirde) from
Dharwar, in which Tucker and WarpEN, JJ., in 18606, decreed

‘against a mortgagee in possession an account of rents and pro-

fits received, and on the othersidean account of principaland -
interest, and on payment of balance by mortgagor, within six
calendar months, wvedemption, and in default, foreclosure.

In Special Appeal No. 893 of 1864 (Vindyul v. Bhivd)
from the Konkan, COUCH CJ and Tuckur, J.in 1866,
made a similar decree.

Special Appeal No. 764 of 1865 (I’ay«cppa V. Il)Lé]t?LaJl)
from Dharwar, in which Warpen and Gisss,. JJ., in 1866,
decreed redemption on payment of principal and interest,

~and in default, foreclosure.

Bpecial Appeal No. 772 of 1865 (Appaji v. Revw) from
Phna, in which Sausse, (.J., and Newrox, J.,1in 1866, decreed
redemption on payment of principal and interest within six
calendar months, and in default, foreclosure.

In Special Appeal No. 125 of 1866 (Narayanbhat v. Dzna
kar), Tacker and Warden, 4J., in 1866 held the mortgagor
entitled to redcem, though morc than tiwelve years had elapscd
since the time fixed for payment of the mortgage money.

In Special Appeal No. 651 of 1865 from Pina, redemption

was decrced, and compensation, to the mortgagee for im-

- provements was directed to be paid by the mortgagor.

Special Appeal No. 218 of 18(56/(Ko~£(57u7(’j5'v Hanmrmf)
where Tucker and Gibbs, 4., in 1866 affirmed the decree of

the District Judge of Strat for redemption of a mortgage of
38 years’ standing.
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In Special Api)@al No. 882 of 1866 (Dn]&pti v. Sangaps) 1872

from Dharwar, Tucker and Gibbs JJ., in affirming o decrec Swaxkar-
. : . . . RHA'T
awarding possession of the mortgaged premises to an unpaid gyra‘prnat

. mortgagee, recognized the right of the mortgagor toredeem .o
on payment of the amount duc on the mortgage. v‘gg‘llzf;b— '

Special Appeal No. 308 of 1867 (Jamdsji v. Mawlvi Muham-
imad Siheb), in which Warden and Gibbs, Jd., affirmed the
decree of the District Judge of Stirat, which affirmed that of
the Principal Sadr Amin awarding redemption after expira- -
tion of the period fixed for repayment of the mortgage
money.

Special Appeal No. 811 of 1867 (Uderdin v. Kalidpd) from
Ahlmadnagar, in, which Couch, C.J., and  Newton, J., in
affivming a decree of the District Judge awarding possession
to'a mortgagee, did so expressly subject to the mortgagor’s
right to redeom, alt/hongh the mortgage was gahdan lahan.

Special Appon]. No. 75 of 1868 (Tatic v. Ramkisangiy)
from Péma—a strong case—Newton and Tucker, JJ.decreed
redemption. 7 ' '

In Special Appeal No. 166 of 1868 (Sakhdrdm v. Mor Joshi)
from the Konkan, redemption was decreed by Warden and
Gibbs, JJ., althongh more than twelve years had elapsed
from the time fixed for repayment of the mortgage money. -

In Special Appeal No. 305 of 1869 from Phna (Ranu
v. Ramabar), Warden and Lloyd, JJ., sanctioned a decree
for redemption of two fields out of three.  The third they
lield to have been surrendered by a razindmdé to the Collector
in favonr of the mortgagee by the mortgagor. The Senior
Assistant Judge at Pina had decreed redemption of all
. three fields. |

- TIn Special Appeal No. 285 of 1869 (Ranu v. Fsdji) Grens
and Merviiz, JJ.) affirmed a decree of the Assistant Judge at
Pina which affirmed a decree by the Munsif of Juner for
redemption, |

Special Appeal No. 75 of 1869 (Ravji v. Pradhan Jivan
Thakar) was a case in which the mortgagee had held the land
formore’than twelve years after the day fixed for repayment
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of the mortgage money, and had built a house upon the land
The Munsif of Kalian dismissed the mortgagor’s plaint for
redemption. The Assistant Judge at Tanna reversed thab
decree, and made a decree for redemption, but on the condi-
tion of the mortgagor paying to the mortgagee the value of
the house as well as the debt. The High Cowrt (Gizps and
Tinoyp JJ.) refused to allow compensation for the house,
inasmuch as the mortgagee had built it before the time
fixed for repayment of the mortgage debt had arrived. On
that point, they referred to 2 Bom. H. C. Rep. 225. They
decreed redemption on payment of the money due, and di-
rected the mortgagee to remove - the house and restore the
land to its original condition at the date of the mortgage.

In Spécial Appeal No. 223 of 1869 (Ramshet v. Atmérdm)
from Tanna, the mortgagor was, by Warden and Lloyd JJ,,

" (who reversed the decrees of the Lower Courts,) held to be

entitled to redeem, not only notwithstanding an admission
which he had made before the institution of the suit, and
that considerably more than twelve years had passed since
the day named in the gahdn laldn clanse for repayment, but
also notwithstanding that the mortgagee had sold it m 1855
as his absolute property, and that it had been twice after-
wards sold in 1862 to the knowledge of the mortgagor, who

_ took no steps then to claim it as his property. Certain

issues having been directed by Warden and Lloyd, JJ., the
case came up again npon o special appeal, No. 498 of 1870,
[as Ranshetv. Pandharindgtl (n) ] to the High Court before
Grses and Wrsr, JJ., who doubted* but could not interfere
with the previous décision in the High ~Court, which Tecog-
nized the mortgagor’s right to redeem under the special cir-
cuinstances of the casé, They, however, refused to direct any
dccount of rents and profits against. the mortgagees, 'I"hey
upheld an award of compensation to them for improvements ;
but roled that no interest could be awarded on that compen-
sation, though interest might he given on money expended in

(») 8 Bom. IL C. Rep. A.C.J.236.

* Note.—See however, Fallabba Blald v, RamaSukhd, 8, A. No, 396
of 1871, ’ -
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vepairs. Lrefrain from expressing an Opinion as to whether 1872,

I could have concurred in allowing redemption in thaf case. SHAN;(IAR-
Sir Charles Sargent and Melvill, JJ., affirmed, in Special GUI?.?:IBQHA’I

Appeal No. 456 of 1869 (Jivanji v. Hawmantd), the decrees g A'ss?fnﬁ AT

VITHAL-

: ~ g . \ - : o )
of the Lower Courts granting redemption, although more BHATL

than twelve years had clapsed since the expiration of the time
allowed by the gahdn lahdn clause for redemption, and held
that clause 15, and not clanse 12, of Section 1 of Act XIV. of
1859 was applicable to the case. ‘ ’

- In Special Appeal No. 187 of 1870 (Savrdji v. Nanbdji)
(ibbs and Kemball, JJ,, affirmed a decree of the Joint Judge
of Piina, granting redemption after expiration of the times
specified for repayment in the galdn laldn clauses in certain

" mortgages.

In Special Appeal No. 37 of 1870, Gibbs and Melvill, JJ.,
affirmed decrecs of the Munsif of Talegam and Assistant
Judge of Puna, granting redemption, notwithstanding that

- the time specified for payment had elapsed.

In Special Appeal No. 497 of 1870 (Krishndji v. Anandrdv)
Arom Phna, Gibbs and Melvill, JJ., decreed redemption on
payment, within six calendar months, of the mortgage money,
and Rs, 1,000 compensation for value of fruit and Dedbul
trees planted by the mortgagee. '

'In the year 1871 and in the current year there have been
several decrees made in the High Court at its Appellate
Side for redemption of mortgages (like those in the cases
already chumerated) by way of conditional sale (galkdn laldin).

‘Enough has been said to show how completely the prac-
tice of allowing redemption has been established by the
High Court of this presidency at its Appellate Side in such
cases.

- Numerous as are the decrees, which have been made in it
for redemption of gahdn lahdn mortgages (and there has
not heen any appeal to the Privy Council from any of
them), they are as nothing compared to the number of de-
crees to the same effect which, during the last eight years,
have heBn made in pursnance of the practice of this Court
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through the Courts of the District Judges, Joint judo'ﬂq
Assistant Judges, and Subordinate Judges, in all gome ninety

GULA PBHAI Courts or upwards subordinate to this Court, and with

KA %QIBHA 1
VITHAL-
BHATY

jurisdiction to hear vedemption and foreclosure suits. Such
decrees for redemption must have been made in many hun-
dreds, probably in thousands, and it would create general
confusion thronghout this presidency, were we now to revert
from the rule laid down in 1864 in Pum/b v. Chinto"to the
practice of the Sadr Adalat.

We believe that their Lordships of the Privy Council, with -
their wonted caution, expressed themselvesin the mannerin
which they did, in the passages quoted by us from the appeal .
from Madras in the commencement of this judgment, in
order to prevent any such consequences, and to show that it
was not their desire, by their decision, to disturb any such
widely established practice as we have shown to exist here.

‘We believe, therefore, that we shall best give effect to
their Lordships’ intentions by adhering, as we purpose
henceforward to do, to that practice which, on the whole, we
have no doubt, has been highly heneficial to the people of ‘
this presidency.

We observe that their Lordships made no reference in

their judgment to this presidency, or to the practice which

has been firmly established in it for the last eight years.

For these reasons, we hold the appellants to have failed on

‘the first point made in their memorandum of appeal. The

second and third points were scarcely mentioned by their

pleader, and are, in our opinion, of no avail to the appellants.
~ No objection having been taken to the details of the de-
cree of the Extra Assistant Judge, we affirm it with costs.



	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 
	Page 495 
	Page 496 
	Page 497 
	Page 498 
	Page 499 
	Page 500 
	Page 501 
	Page 502 
	Page 503 
	Page 504 
	Page 505 

