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Produce he determined in the execution of this decrée, " In other 1879
respects the decree of the District Judge is affirmed.” L éé‘s‘;;f\’%r;i‘q
The parties will bear thoir own costs in this second appenl.  RALYAX
' KavJi,

Decree amended.

———— e em

APPELLATE CIVIL.
1)

Before Sir M. B. Westropp, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Kemball,

SAKHARAM SADASHIV ADHIKARI (ORIGINAL PLAINTIFF), APPELLANT, May 3.
—_—
o, SITABAI (ORIGINAL DEFENDANT), RESPONDENT,*

Hindu Law—Inkeritance—Right of sister to inkeret in preference to half-brother
o —Mitakshara and Mayulkha, authority of.

A Hindu died possessed of certainiramoveable property situated in the district
of Thapa, in the Northern Konkan, leaving him surviving a mother, a full-sister
_and a separated half-brother. His'mother succeeded to his estate, and held it till
her death, Thehalf-brother then sued for a declaration of his right to the estate
of his deceased brother,
Held that the full-sister and not the half-brother was entitled to succeed as
heir to the estate of her deceased brother, ‘
Held, also, that the decision in Virayak Anandravv. Lakshmibai(l) must be
regarded as of general authority in the Presidency of Bombay, except wherean
“invariable and ancient special usage to the contrary is alleged and proved.
Semble the law of the Mayukha should prevail in the Northern Konkan.
Krishnajiv.Pandwrang (@) and Lallublai Bapubhai v. Mankuverbai(3) referred to.
It is settled law that a mother succeeding, on the death of her son, to his
immoveable property, takes only such a limited estate in it as a Hindu widow ‘
. takes in the immoveable property of her husband dying without male issue, and
that, on her death, her son’s heir succeeds to such property,

Tr1s was a special appeal from the decision of W, M, Coghlan,
Judge of the district of Thana, in appeal No. 165 of 1874, revers-
ing the"decree of Narayan Govind, Second Class Swvhordinate
dudge at Panvel, in original suit No. 805 of 1873.

Sakharam Sadashiv brought this suit against Sitabai in the
Subordinate Judge’s Court at Panvel, and prayed for a declaration
of his right to one-half of certain salt-works situated at Sonari,

* Special Appeal, No. 34 of 1875,
(1) Bom, H, C. Bep. 117,126; 8. C, 9 Moo, I. 4,516; 8, C, Cale. W, Rep,

P, C.41.
(2) 12 Bom. H. C. Rep. 63, (3) 1, L, R. 2 Bom. 418, 419, 420,
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in the island of Karanja. The salt~works had belonged to the
plaintiff’s father, Sadashiv Gopal, who died leaving him surviv
ing one son, viz., the plaintiff Sakharam by his first wife, and
another son Nana ond a daughter, the defendant Sitabai, by his
second wife Mathurabai. After Sadashiv Gopal’s death the two
sons Salharam and Nana were separte, and each had possession
of moiety of the salt-works. On the death of Nana it appeared
there had been some litigation between Sakharam and his step-
mother Mothurabai, the result of which was that she succeeded,
her son Nana in the enjoyment of . his moiety, and held it up to
the period of her death. After Mathurabai’s death her daughter
Sitabai, the plaintiff’s half-sister, caused her own nams to be sub-
situated in the Government books for that of Mathurabai. The

) plaintiff in this suit claimed fo be entitled to Mathurabai’s share.

Sitabai answered that the plaintiff and her younger brother, by
name Nana, had separated by partition ; that after Nana’s death
his mother Mathurabai was his heir, and had held and enjoyed his
property ; that after Mathurabai’s death she (Sitabai) and not the
plaintiff was her mother’s legal heir. The first Court awarded
the plaintiff’s claim, on the ground that plaintiff was the heir of

his deceased step-mother, Mathurabai. Sitabai appealed, and
the District Judge reversed the decision of the first Court, and
made a decree in her favour, on the ground that she (Sitabai) was
the heir of her deceased brother, in preference to the plaintiff.
The following is an extract from the judgment of the District
Judge :—

“The contention has resolved itself into the question, whether,
among Hindus, a divided half~brother or a sister is tho nearer
heir ?

“This qﬁestion is answered differently by the two leading text-
books on Hindu Jaw in this Presidency.

“According to the Matakshara, (to which Mesars. West and
Buhler, the learned editors of ‘A Digest of Hindu Law, assign
paramount authority,) sisters are not in the line of heirs at all, and
they are not included in the order of succession given by the
shastri of Khandesh in the reference published at pp. 129, 130 of
the Digest. At page 152 of the Digest, in a referance to the
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Ahmedabad shastri, half-hrothersrank aboveall ‘gotraj’ relations,
among whom are sisters.

¢ The ‘Smriti Sangraha’ is quoted .at page 170 of West and
Buhler’s Digest. The order succession, as stated ir the Swmriti
Sangraha, places 'sisters after daughters-in-law, but does not
specifically mention half-brothers, The Mitakshara ranks half-
brothers as next in succession to uterine brothers (Mltushara,
c. ii, iv, sec. b, (6). ,

¢ This doctrine is, however, directly combated by Nilakantha,
the compiler of the Vyavahara Mayukha, who declares that Vij-
nyanesvara was wrong in laying down ‘that, in default of ute-
rine brothers, those by different mothers succeed, and ranksa
half-brother after a sister and a paternal grandfather : (Vyav.
May., iv, viii, 16, 20). Were there no judicial ruling onthe point T
_ should have little hesitation in following the Mitakshara in rank-
ing a half-brother before a sister; but I am bound to rule to the
contrary by Vinayak v.Lakshmibai,(1)a casedecided by thelate
Supreme Court of Bombay, and confirmed by the Judicial Com-

mitted of the Privy Council (1 Bom. H. C. Rep., 0. C. J. 117).

“ The case is on all fours with the present, except that the
“plaintiff was uncle, not half-brother, of thedeceased. It was held
that, in a separated family, sisters talke as heirs to an unmarried
and intestate brother, in perference to the relations of the father,
and that the marriage does not exclude them -from inheritance.
This question does mnot appear to have arisen since the institution
of the High Court, which, with all the respect to the lateSupremo
Court and to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, is ina
better position than either of those tribunals to expound Hindu
law. The ruling in the Privy Council in Vinayakv. Lakshmibai
(2) appears to be negative ratherthan positive, since it does notgo
further than to state that their Tiordships were not satisfied that
the doctrine advocated in the judgment of the Supreme Court was

wrong.
(1)1 Bom. H. C, Kep. 117,126; 5. C, 9 Moo. I. A, 516; 8. C. 8 Cale. W. Rep,

P.C. 41, ]
(2) 1 Bom, H, C. Rep, 117,129; 8. C. 9 Moo, I, A,516; 8. C. 3 Calc, W, Rep.

P. C 41,
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“ This case will now, doubtless, go up to the- High Court on
special appeal. I think it highly descriable thatit should do so, in
order that the question of priority of succession in a divided family
between a father’s relations and sisters may be re-opened, and a
decision obtained on the position of half-brothers, and generally
on the relative authority of the Mitakshara and Vyavahara
Mayukha..

% On the authbrity of Vinayakv. Lakshmibai (1) I reversethe
decrees of the lower Court, and dismiss the claim, withcosts on the
respondent.” '

Dinkar Gangadharfor the appellant.—The rival claimants in
the present caseare a full-sisterand a half-brother. Iadmitthatthe
brother is not entitled, as heir-to the property in dispute, under
the Mayukha. But the law which applies to this case is not the
Mayukha but the Mitakshara, which occupies the first place in
Western India on questions of inheritance, as held in Krishnajiv.
Pandurang.(2) That decision is beased on the authority of the -
responses officially delivered by the shastris of the Courts,and oral
statements of persons learned in the Hindu lawof this Presidency. -
It is, therefore, entitled to great weight. The Mayukha only
prevails in Gujarat and the island of Bombay: Morley’s Digest,
Intord., p. 196; I strange’s H. L. p. 318; Lakhmibai v. Juyram
Hari(3) If the Mitakshara governs thiscase,as it ought, because
5 comes from the Northern Kounkan, the half-brother has aright
to succeed under chap. ii, sec. 4, pl. 6 (Stok’s H. L. Books,
p. 445).

Ghanasham Nilkanth Nacl/carni for the respondent.—In Western
India the Mayulkha is a general authority equally with Manu and
the Mitakehara: I Morley’s Digest, Introd., p. 222; Steel on Hindu
Law and Customs, pp. 4,7; Vinayak Anandravy. Lakshinibai;(4)
Ramiav.Bhagi;(5) Vijiarangamy. Lakshuman;(6) Nathaji Krish

(1)1 Bom, H- C, Rep 117, 126;8. C- 9 Moo, T. A: 5lg; S. C. 3 Cale. W. Rep.

P. C. 41-

(2) 12 Bom. H, C, Rep. 65. (3) 6 Bom. H.C. Rep., A.C.J. 155,

(4) 1 Bom, I, C, Rep. 117, 126; C 3 Cale, W, Rrﬂp P. C, 41; 8. C. 9, Moo,
- I A, 516,

(5) 1 Bom, H. C, Rep, 66, (6) 8 Bom, H, C. Rep., 0. C, J. 244,
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naji v. Hari Jagoyz, (1) Borradaile’s Pxefm.e to the Mayukha;
- Stoke’s H. L. Books, pp. 5, 6,8. If the Mitakshara is evey
regarded as a superior authouty to the Mayukha, itis so on
account of its greater antiquity: Steel on Hindu Law and Cus-
toms, pp. 4, 7. - If this case falls under the Mayukha, as it must
according to the above authorities, the respondent (Sitabai) sue-
ceeds to the property as heir both to her full-brother Nana and
her mother Mathurabai, who had only a life-interest in the pro-
perty: Mayukha, chap. 4, sec. 8, pl. 16—20 (Stoke’s H. L. Books,
pp. 88,89); Vinayak Anandravv. Lakshmibui (2) Narsappa Lin-
gappav. Sakharam Krishna;(8) Vijisrangan v. Lakshuman.(4)
The following is the judgment of the Court delivered by
Whestrorp, C. J.—Sadashiv Gopal died possessed of certain im-
moveable property, (salt-works,) situated at Sonari, near Uran,
in the island of Karanja, in the district of Thana, and in tho
Northern Konkan, leaving surviving him one son, the plaintiff
‘Sakharam, by his first wife; another son, Nana; ‘and a daughter,
the defendant Sitabai, by his second ‘wife, Mathurbai, who also
survived him. There appears to have been some question as to
whether a partition (including the property in dispute), which, it
was admitted, had taken place, was made by Sadashiv Gopal in
his life-time betweon the plaintiff Sakharam and Nana,or whether
they made it after the death of their father, Sadashiv Gopal.
That question, however, is of no importance, it being admitted
that, previously to the deathof Nana (which occurred subsequently
to that of his father), Sakharam and Nana (the hlaf-brothers)
were separate, and each severally in possession of his own moi-
ety of the salt-works, On the death of Nana, litigation arose
“between Sakharam and his step-mother Dathurabai; the result
of which was that she succeeded her own son Natain tho
enjoyment of his moiety of the salt-works, and held it up to the
- period of her death. Thereupon Sitabai, her daughter, caused
her name to be entered in the Government books as successor to
that moiety, and the present suit was instituted against her by
(1) 8 Bom. H. C. Rep. A. C. J. 67.
(2)1 Bom, H. C. Rep. 117,126; 8.C.9 Moo.I. A, 516; S.C, 3 Cale, W. Rep.

P.0 41,
(3) 6 Bom. H.C. Rep., A, €, J, 215, {4) 8 Bom. IL. C. Rep.,0.C,J. 244,

B. 46.

357

1879
\.____“*‘,
SAKHARAM
SADASHIV

ADHIKARI
v,

SITABAL



358

1873
SAKHARAM
SADASIIV

ADHIK ARI
?.
SITABAY,

THE INDIAN LAY REPORTS, [VOL. 111

her half-brother Sakharam. The Subordinate Judge decreed,
him entitled to recover as heir to Mathurabai; Sitabai appealed
to the District Judge, who reluctantly reversed the decree of
the Subordinate Judge, being of opinion that, in accordance
with the doctrind of the late Supreme Court of Bombay, laid
down in Vinayak Anandrav v. Lakshmibai(1) and upheld on
appeal by Her Majesty’s Privy Council, he was bound to prefer,
as heir to Nana, hLis foll-sister Sitabal to their half-brother
Sakharam. This view the learned District Judge admitted to be
supported by the Vyavﬂl't -a Mayukha (bk. iv, see. viii, pl. 16 to
20), but said he would have had little hesitation in following
what he concelved to be the Mitakshara doctrine rather than that
of Nilakantha, were it notfor the authority of Vinayak Anandrav
v. Lalkshmibazi.

The plaintiff Sakharam has a filed a special appeal, alleging that
the District Judge was in error in three respects : viz. 1, in hold-
ing the defendent entitled to the property in dispute in prefer-
ence to the plaintiff; 2, in preferring the Vyavahara Mayukba to
the Mitakshara in the District of Thana; 3, in holding Vinayak
Anandrav v. Lakshimibai applicable to this case.

This special appeal was well argued before us by Mr. Dinkar
Gangadhar for the appellant and Mr. Ghanasham Nilkanth for
the respondant; and Mr. Dinkar, with becoming candour, admitte
that if the Vyavahara Mayukha were applicable, his client, the
appellant and plaintiff Sakbaram, must fail; but argued that the
Mayukha, as an authority, should be limited to the province of
Gujarat, and that the properly in dispute being in the Northern
Konkan, the Mayulkha was inapplicable, and that the Mitaksh'ua,
which does not specify sisters as heirs, and specially ch.
sec. 1v, pl 6, governed the case.

Tt must, however, be observed that the immoveable property in
the case of Vinayak Anandrav v, Lakshmibai (2) wasnot stinated

in the province of Gujarat, but in the island of Bombay, where,as
well as in Gujarat, the-Mayulkha ismuch regarded asan authority;

_ and, farther, that neither the Supreme Court of Bombay nor Her

(1)1 Bom' I €. Rep,117,126; 8. C. 9 Moore’s Ind . Ap. £16;8,C,3 Calc,
W.R.P. C. 41.

(2)1Bom, L. C. Rep, 117, 126; 8, C. 9 Moore's Ind, Ap. 518,



VOL. IIL.] - BOMBAY SERIES.

Majesty’s Privy Council, in deciding that case, drew any distine-
tion as to the points in that case between the law in the island of
Bombay and the law in this Presidency at large; and, as one of
the counsel in the case when it was in the Supreme Court,.I am
able tosay that there wasnot any such distinction taken in the argu-
ments before that triqunal, nor does any such appear, from ihe
report in 9 Moore’s Indian Appeals, to have been suggested in

the argument for the appellants before the Privy Council. The
respondent’s counsel were net there called upon to address their
Lsrds'hips After referring to the Vyavahara Mayukha, (ch, iv,

sec. 8, pl. 19,) the Suprems Court said: “Considering the high
authoutv of the Mayukha on this side of India, this might alone
seem sufficient to establish the position that the sister comes next
in order of inheritance after the paternal grandmother;” and
then proceeds to show that Nanda Pandita and Balambhatta

treat the first the passage of ch. ii, sec. iv, of the Mitakshara—“On
failure of the father, brethern share the estate”—as including
sisters within the term “brethern”. And Lord Justice Kuight
Bruce, in giving the judgment of the Privy Council, said: “Now
upon this capacity of the sisters to be heirs to their brother,

different views of the law appear to have been taken in different
parts of India, and a general learning in favour of excluding tho
sisters in such a case appears to prevail in Bengal, (1) bubappears
not to prevail in the territories of Bombay.” He then mentions
the passage in the Mayukha and the construction put by Nanda
Pandita and Balambhatta on the passage in tho Mitakshara re-
forred to and ralied upon by the Supreme Court, and procoeds
thus: “Their Lordship desive not to be understood as expressing
an opinion that the general course said to be taken in Bengal
upon the subject, or upon the construction of the wor ‘brethern’,

is wrong; but certainly neither ave they satisfied that the con-
struction but on the passage in the Blitakshara, which has been
mentioned and generally adopted, as it seems, in Bombay,

(1) Ses Colebrook’s note to ch- xi, sec. vi, pl. 8 of the Daya Bhaga, Raja Koon,
varee Kirpa v, Raja Damosdhar Chundiur Deyb, T8, D. A+ Rep. (Cale.)192; 1 Stra.
H.L-146; Kalce Parshad Surma v. Bhotrabee, Dabee,2 Cale. W. R. Civ. Rul. 180,
and see 14 Moore’s Indian Appeals, 196, In Madras a sister has been admitted to
bean heir as a bandhy only: Kutti 4mmal v, .Raflakrwtna 8§ Mad, H, C. Rep. 88:
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wrong. Their Lordship come to the conclusion that the general
rule in Bombhay has long been, and is, to treat the sisters as heirs
to the brother rather than the paternal relatives of the descrip-
tion of the present plaintiffs. Accordingly. their Lordships think
that they-may safely and properly, in the present instance, adopt
or accept that rule. They consider that in Bombay, at least, the
sisters, in such a caso as this, are the heirs of the brother.” (1)
It will be observed that Nilakantha declines to adopt the
construction of the word “brethern” maintained by Nanda Pan-
dita and Balambhatta as a ground for introducing the sister
into the order of heirs,(2) but effects that purposo by treating
her as a gotreja sapinde next to the paternal grandmother.(3)
His rejection of Nanda Pandita’s and Balambhatta’s construction
of the word-*‘brethern”, which accurs as well in the original-
text of Yajnyavalkya II, pl. 135, 136, as in the Mitakshara, ch. ii

sec. 1, pl. 2 (where the order of succession to a man who dies

separate and without leaving issue is set fourth), and ch. ii, sec. iv,
pl. 1, was not adopted either by the Supreme Court or by the
Privy Councilin Vinayak Anandrav v. Lakshmibai(4) in which
the decision, whereby the sisters were preferred to paternal first
cousions of the propositus, was rested as well on Nanda Pan-
dita’s and Balambhatta’s construction of the term “brethern”
in the Mitakshara, as upon Nilakantha’s mode of bringing in
the sister as an heir. A perusal of the judgments of the Su-
preme Court and Privy Council shows clearly that they rested
their decision on both grounds. The passage of the Mayukha,
ch. iv, sec. vili, pl. 19, in which Nilakantha introduces the
sister, is not correctly tiranslated by Mr. Borradoile. A bet-
ter translation, given in the case of Lallubhai Bapubhai v.
Mankuverbat,(5) runs thus: “19. In the case of the nonexistenco
of that (the paternal grandmother) the sister (takes) accord-
ing to the dictum of Manu, (6) that ‘whoever is the nearest
sapinda his should be the property; and according to the

(1) 1 Bom. H,C, Rep. 127 to 129; 9 Moore Ind. Ap, 336 538; 3 Calc. W. R.
P. C.41." »

(2) Yyav May., ch. iv, sec. viii, pl. 16, (8) Toid. pl. 18, 19,
(4)1 Bom, H. C. Rep.117, 126; S.C. 9 Moore’s Ind. Ap, 518,

(8) Ind. L. R. 2 Bom. at p, 421,
(6) Ch. ix, pl, 187; Coleb, Dig. Bk, V, ch, viii, pl, 434.
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text of Brihaspati, that ¢where there are many jnati, sbulyas
and bandhav ts, among them whoever is the nearest he should
take the proporty of the childless ;> she, the sister, also being
~ born in the brother’s gofra, and so there being mno difference

of gutrajatva (the state of being born in gotra). - But (says
an objector) there is no sagotrute (state of being in the same
gotra). True, but neither is that stated here asa reason for;
taking property.” Sagotra is an abbreviation of samunagotra,
which means “in the some gofra ” or “a person in the same go-
tra”. It was said by myself in Lallubhui v. Mankuverbai,(1)
that Nilakantha’s concluding sentence in that passage amounts to
no more than an assertion that the sister is a sapinda. It ig, no
doubt, a re-assertion that she is a sapinda; but my remark must
be thus far qualified by adding that Nilkautha’s allegation; that she
has gotrajatva, is an averment that she is a sapinda of a particular
kind, 4.e., 2 sapinda by birth as distinguished from those who,
according to the Achara Khanda of the Dlitakshara, the Sans-
kara Mayukha and Nanda Pandita, become supindas by marriage,
which Sapinda-ship by birth is the reason which induced Nila-
kantha to give her so high a place in the order of succession.
Sapinda-ship by birth is a qualification which the wives of male
gotra sapindas do not possess. Hence the case of the sister is in-
Lallubkai v. Mankuverbat treated as an exception to the rule’
there laid down—the sister being a persona designata to whom a
particular position is assigned. The widow of -the propositus,
his mother and his paternal grandmother also are all such perso--
nee designate, and, as such, enter the order of succession before
the wives of other sapinda. '

The text of Brihaspati (Vrihaspati), cited by N ilakanb(ha in the
passage above extracted from his work, is one of two given by
Jagannatha.(2) It, no more than the text of Manu,(8) to which
Nilakanthas refers, specifies the sister. But she is specified in
another text of Brihaspati given by Jagannatha,(4) (velating, how-
ever, to partition after reunion) which runs;as follows : ‘If bro-
thers, who have made partition, become, through mutual affec-

(1) Ind. L, R. 2 Bom. 499, (2) Coleb, Dig., Bk. V, ch. viii, pl. 437, cl. 4. ~
(3} Coleb, Dig., Bk. V, ch, viii, pl. 434; Mann, ch. ix, pl, 187,
(4) Coleb, Dig., Bg. V, ch, viii, pl. 407,
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tion, reuinted, and again make a division of their joint property,
the first-born has no right to a larger portion. 2. Should any
one of them die, or any how seclude himself from the world, his
share- shall mot be Iost, but dJevolve on his uterine brother.
3. Bub she whois his sister is next entitled to take the share :~
this concerns him who leves no issue, nor wife, nor futher wor
mother.?  The words ¢ ner mother” have baen adided to that text
by the translator, Mr. OColbrooke, inconformity with another
text of Brihaspati, which provides for the succession of the mo-
ther to a son (‘who dies leaving neither wife nor male issue), un-
less she consent to waive her right in favour of the brother of
the decased.(1) IKaluka Bhatfa also introluces the mothar.(2)

The text of Brihaspati (which specifies the sister,(3) in stating
her to be next entitled after the “ uterine” brother, gives her

priority over the half-brother, anl therein agrees with Nila-

kantha (Mayukha, ch. iv, gec. viii, pl. 16 to 29). That text of

Briliaspati receives soms support from Manu, (ch. ix, pl. 212))
where the uterine brothers and sisters are classed together, At
a later stage in the Mayukha (ch. iv, sec. ix, pk 25), Nilkantha, in
dealing with partition after reuniyn, does refer to that text of
Brihaspati in this manner : “ 25, In default of a wife, the sister;
according as Brihaspati says : ¢ His sister also is entitled to take
a share of it. This law coucerns one who leaves no issus, nor
wife, nor parent” Somo read his duuglier. In default (there-
fore) both of daughter and sister, the nearest supinda succeeds.”
Although both Brihaspati in his text and Nilakantha in his com-
ment on it are both treating of partition after ruenion, yet it
would rather appear that they were dealing with a period when
all the original re-united parceners were dead, The aid deriva-
ble in the®present case, however, from the introduction of the sister
in that text and the comment on it, simply depends upon the ana-
logy thereby afforded. The text of Manu also relates to partition,
but seem to have been intended to apply as well where there are
not as where there are re-united parceners. The aid derivable
from it, too, rests solely on analogy.

(1) Goleb. Dig., Bk. V, ch. viii, pl. 423, (2) Tbid. pl. 497, Comm.
_(3) Coleb, Dig., Bk, ch, viii, pl, 407,
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The decision in Vinayak Anandrav v, Lakshnibai(l) was partly
rested upon the Majukha, and partly, as we have seen, on the
special construction given to the Mitakshara by Nanda Pandita
and Balambhatta, and has been frequently followed.. The oppo-
nonts of the sisters of Gujanan, the deceased pgropositus there,
were his male paternal first cousins, the sons of his father’s brother.
The opponent of the sister of Nuna, the ceceased propositus here,
is his and her half-brother. But the Mayukha, which was, as we
- have said, the main foundation of the decision of the Supreme
“Court and Privy Council, expressly gives to the sister a place
in the orders of heirs above half-brothers (vide Vyav. May., ch. iv,
sec. viil, pl. 16, 20.)  The authority of pl. 19 and 20 having been

recognized by the Supremos Court and Privy Council as fixing the
sister’s position with reference to male paternal cousins, wo think
that it is impossible to ignore the same passage in relation to her
position with respect to brothers of the half-blood, and, therefore,
that the District Judge was. right in considering that he was
“bound to take as his guide the decision in Vinaywk Anandrav v.
"Lekshmibai. On the construction of the term ¢ brethren” in the
Mitakshara as including sisters, which construction was adopted

in that case both by the Supreme Court and Privy Council, wo -

must treat the Mitakshara also as preferring sisters to half-bro-
thers, whom it brings in after brothers (ch. ii, sec. iv, pl. 6}
Their is, no doubt, some difficulty in this, for the Myukha introdu-
ces the paternal grandmother and the sister after brother’s sons
and before the half-brother, who is by ‘its author placed in a co-
purcenery with the paternal grandfather, which co-parcenery,
however, is wholly wunknown in practice ; and the Mitakshara,
places both half-brothers and brothers’ sons before the paternal
grandmother. But, as both the Mayukha and the Mitakshara, the
greatauthorities here, must be regarded as preferring the full-sisters
to the half-brothers, we think that we are bound to do so likewise.
That decision was not any innovation, as will be seen on examining
the vyavasthas of the shastris collected in the valuable work
of Messrs. West and Buhler,(2) where we find that not only the

(1) Bom, H. C. Rep. 126 ; S. C. 9 Moore's Im, Ap, 516 ; 3 Cale. W. R, (P. C. ) 41.
(2) West 4 Buhler (2nd ed.), pp. 182 to 185, (1st ed.) Vol 1, pp. 149 to 153,
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shastris of Surat and Ahmedabad,(1)both in Gujarat, but also the
shastri of Ahmadnagar, in the Deccan, relies on the same passage

in the Mayukha as that first above mentioned, in support of
the positson of the sister in the order of heirs.(2) The Shastri
of the Bombay .Sadar Adalat in 1844, in giving the prefer-
ence to a step-sister (half-sister) to a step-mother, said :  “The

" right of a sister is also admitted by the shastra, and by inference

a step-sister may be considered an heir. ’(3) In a table of suc-
cession, given by the Ahmedabad shastri in reply to Question 4
he places the step-mother beforo the sister or her son, and in
so doing departs (as we think erroneously) from both the May-
ukha and the Mitakhara as interpreted by Balambhatta and
Nanda Pandita. No case from any part of the Presidency of
Bombay other than Gujarat or Bombay has been cited to us
to show that the law of such other part differs from that of

" Gujarat and Bomb'ly (whatsoever it may be) in regard to the

succession of a sister.(4) Several of the shastris refer to the
Mitakshara in support of their vyavasthas in favour of the
sister.- Their usual and apparently only relevant referance to
it is fol. 55, p. 2, 1. 1, () which is the same as ch. i, sec. 1,
pl. 2, of Colebrook’s translation, being the enumeration of heirs
to a separated person dying without leaving issue taken from
Vijnyanesvara. Theonlyitem in that enumeration which supports
their preference of the sisler if “brothers”, and that upon Balam-
bhatta’s and Nanda Pandita’s construction.  Gentiles (4.e. gotrajus)
would not do so qccordmg to Vijuyanesvara’s mcaning of that
texms viz., “belonging to the f’umly

- Although we are clearly of opmlon that the decision in Vina-

yak Anandrav v. Lakshmibai must be regarded as founded not

only on ths Mayukha but also on the special interpretation of

the Mitakshara already mentioned, and of general authority
(1) West & Buhler (2nd ed. ), pp. 182 to 115, answer to Q,1, Q.2, Q. 3.

~ {2).1bid. Anawer to Q. 5. (8) Ibid. (2nd ed.), p* 186; (1st ed.), Vol. I, p. 154

(4) See further, as to the succession of asister in Western India, 1 W. H.
Macnaghten H, L., p. 85; Laroo v, Sheo, 1 Borr., p. 71 (1st ed.), p. 80(2nded.)
‘and Icharam Shambhudas v, Pramanund Bhaichund, 2 Borr., p, 471 (lIst ed.)
p. 615 (2nd ed )
- (3)W.4.B.(2nded.) p. 182, Q.- T-pL 2,p. 183; Q. 2, p, 184,185; Q. 4, Q. 5,
Q. 6,and Q. 7,
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in this Presidency, except where an invariable and ancient
special usage to the contrary is alleged and proved by him who
avers it, yet may be satisfactory to the partics to know that,
were we to take specially into our consideration the locality
whence this appeal comes, there ave, we think, strong reasons for

considering that the law of the Mayukha, as that admmitted to be -

highly prized in Gujarat and Bombay, should prevail in this case.

The island of Bombay and tho Northern Konkan, including in
the latter the island of Karnaja, formed part of the kingdom of
Gujarat. Karanja, the locality in which the property in dispute
in this cause lies, constituies a portion of the southern side of the

harbour of Bombay. Still further south lie tho ruins of the city.

of Chaul (alias Chivel, Chevul, Chawal, Chieuwal, Chaupavati, Sai-
mur,(1) and the Revdanda in which Chaulis situate. Colonel
Yule, in his second adition of Marco Polo, p. 853, note, says: Lar
Desa, ‘the country of Lar’, property Lt Desu,was an early name
for the territory of Gujamt and the Northern Konkaun, embracing
Saimur (the modern Chaul as I believe), Thana and Broach. It
appears in Plolemyin the form Lgrike. The sea to the west of
that coast was in the carly Mahomedan times called the sea of
Lar, and the language spoken on it is shores is called by Masudi
Laré.  Abulfeda’s authority, Ibn Said, speaks of Lar and Gujarat
as identical;”” and in the note to page 383 he says: “Gujarat is
mentioned as if it werc a province adjoining Malabar, and be~
fore arriving at Thana, Company and Somnath; thbugh, in fact, it
includes those three cities.and Company was then its great mart.
Wassaf, Polo’s contemporary, perhaps acguaintance, speaks- of
Ghujarat which is commonly called Kambayat® (Elliot, ILL, 81).”"
Colonel Yule, in his note on Polo’s chapter on the Kingdom of
Thana at p. 386, says:“The Konkau is, no doubt, what was intende 1
by the Kinglom of Thana. Albiruni speaks of that city as tho
capital of the Konkan; Raschid-ud-din calls it X onkan-Thana;
1bn Batuta Nukin-Thana, the last a form which appears in the
Carta Catalana as Cucin-Thouna”’ Subsequently he adds: “Bar-
bosa gives it the compound name of Thana-Maiambu, the latter
part being the indication I know of the mame of Bombay
(Mambai).” Even in pre-historic times the Konkan so farsouth as
(1) Gerson Da Cunha’s History of Chauland Bassein, pp. 5, 6, 8, 10, 18, 19.
B. 47
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Revadanda is by tradition connected with Gujarat, In speaking
of the etymology of the word ‘Revdanda’ Mr. Gerson Da Cunha,
in his History of Chaul and Bessein, mentions “ a tradition cur-
rent among the Brahmans of the coast to the effect that when
Krishna was reigning in Gujarat he had assigned the southern
part of his kingdom, which embraced a considerable’ portion of
the Northern Konkan, for the support of Revati, the wife of his

" brother Balarama ; and that the Revatikshatra, or countory of

Rovati, which is often mentioned in the Puranas, corresponds
to the modern Revdand.” Coming down to historical times
we find that Mr, Nairne, in his learned work on the Koukan,
p. 10, says: “In the travels of the merchant Sulliman, written in
A. D. 851, the country of Konkan is given as part of the king-
dom of Balhara. The name is identified as being that of the
dynasty reging at Walabhai (Balabhipma) in Gujarat; but the
kingdom of the Konkan is belivered to have been originally
an independent one. Raschile-ud-din about a. D. 1300 mentions
‘Konkan of which the capital is Thana on the sea-shore.’ - But,
further on, he mention Gujarat as large country within which
are Cambay, Somnath, Konkan, ‘Thana and several other cities
and towns; and, again, ‘Beyond Gujarat are Konkan and Thana,
beyond them the country of Malabar.” Though itis not clear
from this whether the Konkan was tributary to Gujarat or not,
yet that it was a separate province, with a capital called Thana, is
plain.”  As to the explusion of the Bahmini dynasty from the
Konkan by the sovereigns of Gujarat, sec the same work, pp. 24
to 26. Mr. Mairne, in speackingof thefifteenth (Christain) centu-
ry says: ‘“‘Aboub this time also the Gujarat kingdom was divided

" into five Grovernments, one of which, including, no doubt, the

whole of the North Konkan, had Thana asits capital.,” Mr.
Mountstuart Elphinstone says (1) of the Konkan: “I suppose the
inhabitants were always Marathas.” Referring to this remark Mr.
Nairne observes:(2) “But there is a great difference between
the inhabitants of the northern and those of the southern half,
_The latter may properly be calied purely Maratha, and the
c:(xstes are few and very exactly defined; but in the north there

" are several somewhat mixed castes, and, except for compa-

(1) Hist,, p. 2183, 4th ed. (2) The Kokan, p, 3, Indird,
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ratively recent settlers, a total absence of pure Marathas and
Brahmins.” Formerly, the boundary-between the Northern and
Southern Konkan was deemed to be the Savitri River, which

divides the Habshi’s territory from the Ratnagiri Collectrate (1) -

and. enters the sea at Bankot., Mr. Eriskine, in his History of

the Bmperors Baber and Humayun, says: (2) ‘ After the death |

.of Muzaffar Sha, several of his descendants increased the terri-
tory of Gujarat. His grandson, Ahmed Shab, a very distinguished
prince and the founder of Ahmedabad, reduced under his power
nearly the whole country that forms the present Gujarat,
including the low lands to the south below the ghats, the North-
ern Konkan (Konkan) and the island .of Bombay.” Mr. Kinloch

Forbes, in addition to Bombay and the Konkan, specifies the-

island of Salsette (which, no doubt, ordinarily is deemed part
of the Northern Konkan) as belonging to the kings of Gujarat.(3)
And when Sultan Bahadur, one of the successors of Ahmed on
the throne of Gujarat, ceded, in A.p. 1534, to the King of Por-
tugal. “the city of Bacaim (Bassein) with all its territories, con-
tinental as well as islands and seas,”(4) Salsette, Bombay, Karanja,
Elephauta; &c., and a portion of the adjacent main land of the
Northern Konkan passed, under that treaty, to the Portuguese
as part of the dependencies of Bassein ; and subsequently, when
(a.p. 1661) the King of Portugal ceded the island of Bombay to
Charles the Second, it was a matter of dispute between the Eng-

lish and the Portuguese whether or not Salsette and Karanja

passed to the Hnglish monarch as part of the appurtenances of
the island of Bombay.(3) Connected, then,as Karanjvand the
rest of the Northern Konkan so frequently were with Gujarat
and Bombay down to that period, we should scarcely expect to

. . . .
(1) The Konkan, p. 2. (2) Vol. II, p. 20, and see Elph. Ilist., p. 674, 4th ed.
(3) Ras-Mala 2nd ed., p. 269 ; st ed., Vol. 1, p, 350.

(%) Secretary of State v. Bombay Landing Co., b Bom. H. C. Rep,, 0.C.J. 82, 33,
- De Couto, 4th Decada, Pt. I, Lv.IV, c. xxvii, pp. 527, 533 ¢t seq., Lisbon
ed. o£1777. De Couto, General Index, p. 310 and Vol. II, FPt. 11, p, 234, -

{5) Warden's Essay on the Landed Tenures ofBombay, p. 3, para,8 Iiventu-
ally after the fall of Bassein in A. D. 1739, the Portuguese ceded it, Salsette,
Karanja, Revdanda, §c. &c., to the Peishwa (Gerson DaCunha’s Hist. of Chaul

and Bassein, pp. 72, 73 }; and finally, in A.D. 177{ Salsette and Karanja tere

ceded by the Peishwa to the Government of Bomay.
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find a Hindw law of succession prevailing at one side of Bombay
harbour different from that existing in the “island of Bombay
and in Gujarat. - 4

However, independenily of the extent to which IKaranju may
in past times have been connected with Gujarat and Bombay, we
thinl, as we have already said, that the doctrine in Vinayak Anan-
drav v. Lakshmibai must be deemed the general rule of succes-
sion as to sisters in this Presidency ; and, without overlooking
Krishnaji v. Pandurang,(1) we arve satisfied to abide by what is
said in the case of Lallubhai Bapubhai v. Nankuwverbai(2) as to
Manu, the Mitakshara and the Mayukha when in competition in
this Presidency.

It is also settled law that Mathurabai, on succeeding, on the
death of her zon Nana, to his moety of the immoveable property,
took only such a limited estate in it as a Hindu widow takes in
the immoveable property of het husband dying without leaving
male issue (Naras ippa Lingappa v. Sulkharam Krishna(8), and
that, on the death of Mathurabai, her son’s heir is the person who
succeeds to such property : Bachiraju v. Venkatlapaduw.(4) The
latter point in the present case is not of much importance, inas-
much as Sitabai, as daughter of MMathurabai, would be her leir,
and, as we have already said, is, as full-sister of Nana, his heir,
and, therefore, quacunque vie the inheritance be traced, takes the
moety claimed by the plaintiff as lately held by the Mathurabai,
his step-mother.. -

We affirm the docree of the District Judge with costs.*

Decrees affirmed.

()12 Bom; H. C. Rep. 65. (3) 6 Bom, H. C. Rep. 215, A. C. J,
(2)[nd' L R.2 Bom. at pp. 418, 419, 420. (4) 2Mad. H. C. Rep. 402, 406.
* NorE—This case was followed in Malkantapa v, Nilgangarna (special Apdealr
180 of 1876) decided on the Ist July 1879 by Westropp. C. J., and Kemball, J,
which wasappeal from the decision of Mr, Crowe, Senior Assistant Judge at
Kaladgi (Belgaum), preferring the claim ofa sister of the to deceased to that of
the widow of his separated paternal until. The dccreeof Mr, Crows was affirmed
with costs. The High Courtreferred to Vinayak Anandrav v Lakshmibai ¢1 Bom. -
H. C.Rep. 117, and to theabove case of Sakharam Sadashiv Adkikary v, Sitabai as

authority for that affirmance. See Printed Judgments for 1879, p.390, See
also the next case, !



	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 
	Page 506 
	Page 507 
	Page 508 
	Page 509 
	Page 510 
	Page 511 
	Page 512 
	Page 513 
	Page 514 
	Page 515 
	Page 516 
	Page 517 
	Page 518 
	Page 519 
	Page 520 
	Page 521 
	Page 522 
	Page 523 
	Page 524 
	Page 525 
	Page 526 
	Page 527 
	Page 528 
	Page 529 
	Page 530 
	Page 531 
	Page 532 
	Page 533 
	Page 534 
	Page 535 
	Page 536 
	Page 537 
	Page 538 
	Page 539 
	Page 540 
	Page 541 
	Page 542 
	Page 543 
	Page 544 
	Page 545 
	Page 546 
	Page 547 
	Page 548 
	Page 549 
	Page 550 
	Page 551 
	Page 552 
	Page 553 
	Page 554 
	Page 555 
	Page 556 
	Page 557 
	Page 558 
	Page 559 
	Page 560 
	Page 561 
	Page 562 
	Page 563 
	Page 564 
	Page 565 
	Page 566 
	Page 567 
	Page 568 
	Page 569 
	Page 570 
	Page 571 
	Page 572 
	Page 573 
	Page 574 
	Page 575 
	Page 576 
	Page 577 
	Page 578 
	Page 579 
	Page 580 
	Page 581 
	Page 582 
	Page 583 
	Page 584 
	Page 585 
	Page 586 
	Page 587 
	Page 588 
	Page 589 
	Page 590 
	Page 591 
	Page 592 
	Page 593 
	Page 594 
	Page 595 
	Page 596 
	Page 597 
	Page 598 
	Page 599 
	Page 600 
	Page 601 
	Page 602 
	Page 603 
	Page 604 
	Page 605 
	Page 606 
	Page 607 
	Page 608 
	Page 609 
	Page 610 
	Page 611 
	Page 612 
	Page 613 
	Page 614 
	Page 615 
	Page 616 
	Page 617 
	Page 618 
	Page 619 
	Page 620 
	Page 621 
	Page 622 
	Page 623 
	Page 624 
	Page 625 
	Page 626 
	Page 627 
	Page 628 
	Page 629 
	Page 630 
	Page 631 
	Page 632 
	Page 633 
	Page 634 
	Page 635 
	Page 636 
	Page 637 
	Page 638 
	Page 639 
	Page 640 
	Page 641 
	Page 642 
	Page 643 
	Page 644 
	Page 645 
	Page 646 
	Page 647 
	Page 648 
	Page 649 
	Page 650 
	Page 651 
	Page 652 
	Page 653 
	Page 654 
	Page 655 
	Page 656 
	Page 657 
	Page 658 
	Page 659 
	Page 660 
	Page 661 
	Page 662 
	Page 663 
	Page 664 
	Page 665 
	Page 666 
	Page 667 
	Page 668 
	Page 669 
	Page 670 
	Page 671 
	Page 672 
	Page 673 
	Page 674 
	Page 675 
	Page 676 
	Page 677 
	Page 678 
	Page 679 
	Page 680 
	Page 681 
	Page 682 
	Page 683 
	Page 684 
	Page 685 
	Page 686 
	Page 687 
	Page 688 
	Page 689 
	Page 690 
	Page 691 
	Page 692 
	Page 693 
	Page 694 
	Page 695 
	Page 696 
	Page 697 
	Page 698 
	Page 699 
	Page 700 
	Page 701 
	Page 702 
	Page 703 
	Page 704 
	Page 705 
	Page 706 
	Page 707 
	Page 708 
	Page 709 
	Page 710 
	Page 711 
	Page 712 
	Page 713 
	Page 714 
	Page 715 
	Page 716 
	Page 717 
	Page 718 
	Page 719 
	Page 720 
	Page 721 
	Page 722 
	Page 723 
	Page 724 
	Page 725 
	Page 726 
	Page 727 
	Page 728 
	Page 729 
	Page 730 
	Page 731 
	Page 732 
	Page 733 
	Page 734 
	Page 735 
	Page 736 
	Page 737 
	Page 738 
	Page 739 
	Page 740 
	Page 741 
	Page 742 
	Page 743 
	Page 744 
	Page 745 
	Page 746 
	Page 747 
	Page 748 
	Page 749 
	Page 750 
	Page 751 
	Page 752 
	Page 753 
	Page 754 
	Page 755 
	Page 756 
	Page 757 
	Page 758 
	Page 759 
	Page 760 
	Page 761 
	Page 762 
	Page 763 
	Page 764 
	Page 765 
	Page 766 
	Page 767 
	Page 768 
	Page 769 
	Page 770 
	Page 771 
	Page 772 
	Page 773 
	Page 774 
	Page 775 
	Page 776 
	Page 777 
	Page 778 
	Page 779 
	Page 780 
	Page 781 
	Page 782 
	Page 783 
	Page 784 
	Page 785 
	Page 786 
	Page 787 
	Page 788 
	Page 789 
	Page 790 
	Page 791 
	Page 792 
	Page 793 
	Page 794 
	Page 795 
	Page 796 
	Page 797 
	Page 798 
	Page 799 
	Page 800 
	Page 801 
	Page 802 
	Page 803 
	Page 804 
	Page 805 
	Page 806 
	Page 807 
	Page 808 
	Page 809 
	Page 810 
	Page 811 
	Page 812 
	Page 813 
	Page 814 
	Page 815 
	Page 816 
	Page 817 
	Page 818 
	Page 819 
	Page 820 
	Page 821 
	Page 822 
	Page 823 
	Page 824 
	Page 825 
	Page 826 
	Page 827 
	Page 828 
	Page 829 
	Page 830 
	Page 831 
	Page 832 
	Page 833 
	Page 834 
	Page 835 
	Page 836 
	Page 837 
	Page 838 
	Page 839 
	Page 840 
	Page 841 
	Page 842 
	Page 843 
	Page 844 
	Page 845 
	Page 846 
	Page 847 
	Page 848 
	Page 849 
	Page 850 
	Page 851 
	Page 852 
	Page 853 
	Page 854 
	Page 855 
	Page 856 
	Page 857 
	Page 858 
	Page 859 
	Page 860 
	Page 861 

