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74880 - rateable share, under 8. 295 of the Civil Procedure Code, out of ‘the assebs ‘
MARCH 23. reahzed by this Court. : '

—— % ' The question, then, is, are they entitled, under t;he aforesaad circum--
API,’E’" stamces, to claim such share? Iam of opinion that they are not.™ l"f
LATE [478) Ibave, therefore, held, subject to the opinion of the Honour- -

Cryrn,. able the High Court, that, under the circumstances above set forth, the
L e decree-holders of the Subordinate Judge’s Court.are: not entltled f.o share
4B.4m2. - ratea.bly in the agsets realized by this Court.” ' S
The parbles did nol' appear emher in person or by pleadars

J UDGMEN”‘

WESTROPP ‘C.J.—The Court is of opinion bha.!; the decree bolders in
the ‘Subsrdinate Judge’s Court are not entitled to any share in the assets
realized by the Small Cause ‘Court, until after satisfaction of the decrees in
that Court mentioned by the .Judga ot the Small Cause Court. -

-&-B. 413
- APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Sir Michael, Roberts' Westropp, Ki., Chief Justice and
Mr. Justice M. Melvill. .

RaNGA (Original Defendant), v, 'Susa Heevr (Original Plaintif),
L Respondent* [28rd March, 1880]

Mula- vargdars. power of, o raise rent of mal- galmdm—Mul ga.lnlda.r-»Enhancement of
" assessment—Power of the State.

A Mula-vargdar, or superior holder, cannot ra.lse the rent of his mul gmmddr
or permanent tenant holding at a ﬁxed rent, on the ground that the assessmenﬁ
- on the land has been enhanced at the Government survey; -
Babshetti v. Venkataramana (1)and Ramaknshna Kme v. Narshwa Shanbog(2)
(8.A. No, 46 of 1879) followed.
Vyakunta Bapuji v. The Government of Bombay (3) referred to.

The plaintiff, who was a'mula-vargdar (supetior holder) of certain land situ-
ated inavillage inthe distriet of Kanara, sued to recover from the defendant,
his mul-gainidar (permanent tenant), the enhanced assessment levied on the -
l1and by Government, and the local cess. Plaintiff also claimed rent for one year,

. The plaint-alleged tha.b the assessmens had been enhanced, becatise of the defend-
ant’s -encroahment on the ad]ommg land. The defenda-nt denied - his liability -
‘for the enhanced assessment, #s he was a mul-gainidar, and only liable to pay

. 'the, fixed annual rent reserved in the lease. .He also denied having made any
éncroachment, and contended that the land, alleged to have been acquired by -
enctoaehment had been included in the lease. Both the lower Courts allowed
the pla.mﬁlﬁ’s ¢laim with respeét.to the enhanced assessment and local cess,
together with vent for one year. On an issue being sent to the District Judge
by the High Court {474] on second appeal, it ‘was found, that. defendant wus .

. in possession ‘of land other than that which he held under the lease:; that be -

* had acquired this ‘other land by encroa.chment subsequently to the date- of
‘the lease; that both the lands were entefed in the ‘plaintifi’s name in the

Government survey at which the assessment ou the land originally demised -

to the defendant, was raised to Rs. 36-12.0 (the original assessment being Rs.12),

thle the land subsequently acquired ' by, defondant was assessed at Ra. 5. . -,

) Held ‘that the plammﬁ could not recover from the defendaunt a.ny more. than ‘
" the ‘rent reserved in the lease in respect to the land cugmally demlsed but tha.t\‘

' ~'Second Appesl No» 278 of 1879. & . & o
(1) 3 B 154, B (2) Printed- 3 udgments of 1879, P 294
(3)12BHOR1(Appx) :
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~he twas " subject : to no such restnctxon in respact to the la.nd subseqﬁe“ﬂy
acqulted by encroachment.
~ Held,a!s0,; that the defendanh was hable for the local cessin. respect of both

the lsmds. e

Tt is not within the power ofa OOurt of law, in. the face of the contracts ongl'

nally made between the mula-vargdars (supemor holders) and their mul-gainidars

(permanent tenants), to relieve the ‘former from the hardship caused to them by
- ‘reason of the enhancernent, by Government, of thé assessment on theirlands o

an amount exceeding or equal to the rent recewed by them (mula vargdars)

from the mul- ~gainidars,

1880
_MARCH 33,
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1t is doubtful whather G‘rovernment in 1ts executlve capa,mty, ) has a.uy more .

power than Courts of law to interiere vmh contracts made betwesn private ‘per-
sons. The remedy lies rather in the hands of the Liegislature,

[F 17 B, 54 (56) ;17 B, 422 (424) ; 30 M. 875=17 M.L.J. 337 = QMLT 320 R., %

‘M. 231 (244) 7 Ind. Cas. 321=20 M.L.J. 640=8 M.L;T, 173 ; 1 Ind. Cas, 1118
=5M.L.T, 200;.9 Tnd.. Cas. 268 {269) =9 M.L,T.-335; D;; 26 B 504 (51.6) 1

) THIS was a second appeal from the decision of A.- L Spens, J udge of
the District Court of Kanara, in Appeal No. 101 of 1877, affirming the
decree of the Second Class Subordinate Judge of Kumia.

The plaintiff was the mula-vargdar (superlor holder) of certain land
"situated in Gokurn in the taluka of Kumta. . The defendant occtipied and
“cultivated this land, on payment of a fixed annual rent of Rs. ‘89, under a

_mul-gaini lease (Ex No. 26).  The original assessment on the land
was Rs. 12, but it was raised to Rs. 36-12-0 at the Government survey
‘whieh' was introduced into the district of Kanara in 1872. The plaintiff
‘had also to pay Rs. 2-4-9 on aceount of the local cess. 'He, therefore, sued

to recover from the defendant the amount of the. enhanced assessment

‘and local cess, together with the rent for one year, 1873-74. He alleged
that the assessment had been enhanced, because the defendant had

encroached upon the a.d]ommg land, and mcluded it in the land held by

him from the plaintitf.

The defendant answered that he was nob liable forbhe enha.n eed aggess-
ment, as he wasa mul-gainidar, and liable to pay, under his [475] lease

(Ex. No 26), a fixed annual rent of ‘Rs 39 only. He denied that he -

had made any encroachment, and contended that the land, alleged
to have been acquired by encroachment, had been included i in hls lease.

: The Court of first instance held the plaintiff entitled to recover the
enhanced assessment and local cess from the defendant, and made a deceree
in his favour for the samae, together with rent for one year, as’ clalmed by
blm The District Judge upheld that decree’in apneal. Lt

" On the 21st June, 1879, the defendamt preferred & second- abneal to

bhe nghh Courb. The appeal came on in the firgh instance hefore Sargent

c.J. (oﬂlclatmg) and M. Melvill, J.;"who sent down an issue o the

District Judge, raquiring him to nnd whether the’ defendant was in ‘pos:
segsion of any land bslonging to the plaintiff other than that included in
the lease (Ex. No. 926), and, if so, under what circumstances and since what
date. . The Distriet Judge returned his finding on the 21st January, 1880,
to the offéct that the land in thée dofendant’s possession, under Ex. No. 26,
was two acres and twenty-six guntas ; that he was in possession of other

land measuring fourtéen acres and seven guntas which he had acquired by

encroachment subsequent to the date of the lease (Ex. No. 26) ; that

all the lands were entersd in. thé plaintiff’s name at the Government survey,
at which the’ land subsequently acquired by: defendant was as$sessed ab
Rs. 5, while the assessment on the land leased to the defendant was raised
a5 ‘ , .
B IT—104 !
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to Rs. 36-12-0. - On the return of this ﬁndmg, the case was again bemd
by Waestropp, C.J.,and M. Melvill, J. :
Shamrao Vzthwl for the appellant.—The decision of the Digtriet J uige
ig contrary to the terms of the mul:gaini leasa (Ex. No. 26), under
which the appellant holds the land in dispute. It'does not, provide for
the payment of the enhanced assessment claimed by the respondent. A
mula-vargdar has no right to demand increased renf from his mul-gainé
tenant, by reason of the enhancement of the assessment by Government,
as ruled in Babshetts . v. Venkataramana (1) and Ramkrishna Kine v.

Narshiva Shanbog (2).

[476] G. N. Nadkarni, for the respondent. ——The enhanced assess-
ment leaves liftle or noﬁhmg to the mula-vargdar in present case. It
would be a great hardship upon mula-vargdars if they were held not
entitled to recover the amount of the increased assessment and of B DeW

- tax, like the local cess, from their tenants.

The followmg is the judgment of the Court:—
JUDGMENT. '

MELVILL J.—Tt must be taken as established by prevxous decisions
of this Court—Babshetti v. Venkataramana (1) and Rkmkrishna Kine V.
Narshiva Shanbog (2}—that ‘a mula-vargdar, or superior holder, eannob
raise the rent of the mul-gainidar, or permanent tenant holding at a fixed
rent, on the ground that the assessment on the land has been eunhanced
ab the recent Government survey. 'This is, undoubtedly, a hardship
upon the mula-vargdar, as ‘was pointed out in Vyakunta Bapuji- v. The
Government of Bombay (8). It may be well to quote the remarks there

- made upon this subject. ‘“The result of an enhancemen’, by the

State, of the mula-vargdar's assessment to an amount exceeding or
equalling the rent received by him from  the mul-gainidar, would be"
an anoihilation of the interest of the mula-vargdar in his pro-
perby, if the State had nof, or failed to exercise, the power, imputad to it

- by Munro, of raising the mul-gainidar's rent in proportion to the enhance-

ment of the assessment on the mulz’~varg. For the plaintiff it was said,
in the course of the argument, that, in several instances in Kanara and
Soonda, the property of mula-vargdars had been thus extinguished during
the recent revenue survey ; but, on bahalf of the defendants (. e., the
‘Government of Bomba.v) it was replied that, on those cases being brought
to the notice of Governmen$, relief against the assessment had been:
granted to the mula-vargdars, and that directions had been given that, in
future, in making the new assessment, allowance should bemads to the
raiyat or mula-vargdar, where mul-gaini tenancies existed.” To what
extent the Government has earried the promised indulgence, we are not
aware; but every case of this description, which comas before -us,
impresses us with the convietion that justice repuiries some adjustment of
the relations between mula-vargdars and the [&77) mul-gainidars. It
is clear that, unless the assessment levied on the superior holder be re-
duced below the level of. the rent paid by the tenant, the former realizes
no proft, and it is no longer worth his while to hold the land. = On the
other hand, there seems no reason why the State should forego its rlghﬁ
to-the full assessment which the land can fairly baar.  The remedy lies in.
an enhancement of the rent paid by the tenant to such an amount as
will leave a fair profit to the landlord after payment of the Government

(1) 3B. 154, . (2)S.A. 46 of 1879, Printed Judgments of 1879, p 294
{8) 12 B, H.C.R. Appx. 21. ‘ T
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assessment.” Such enhancement iz the object sought in the present'

and similar suits ; but we have baen compelled to hold that, in the face of
the contracts originally made between the maula-vargdars and their
permanent tenants, it is not within the power of a Court of law o grant

the relief sought for. - Notwithstanding the remark of Sir Thomas Muaro, -

that the Government can raise the rent of the mul-gainidars, when an
additional assessment is imposed on the landlords, it-may well be doubted
whether, (whatever a despotic Government, such as that of Hyder
Ali or Tippu Saheb, may have felt itself at liberty to do), the present
Governmeut, in its executive ecapacity, has any . more power - than the
Courts o interfere with contracts made between private persons. Thé
remedy appears to lie rather in the hands of the Liegislature. o

In the present case the plaintiff cannot recover from  the defendant,
in raspect of the land originally demised, any mora than the rent reserved
in the lease. But, for the additional land which the defendant .has
acquired by encroachment, the plaintiff is subjeet o no such restrietion.
The defendant has acquiesced in the entry of this.land in the plaintiff’s
name, and in his written statement he contended that the land was in-
cluded in the lease executed to him by the plaintiff. ' There is, therefore,
no dispute, -on his part, as to the plaintiff’s title, and he has shown no
right in limitation of the plaintiff’s rights as landiord. The plaintiff has
not, in this suit, demanded, in respect of this land, more than the amount
of the Government assessment, and to this amount, at least,” he must be
held entitled. : '
7} «We are of opinion that the defendant is liable for the Iocal cess, both

in respect of the land originally demised and of the land [478] subse-

quently asquired by encroachment. -The cess is distinet from rent, and,
not having been in existence at thu tims when the lease was made,
it is, of course, not provided for in that lease. - In the absence of any
contract to the contrary, we think that it is equitable, and in accordance
with the intention of the Legislature, as shown in s. 8 of Bombay Act
III of 1869, that the cess should be ultimately paid by the tenant.

: We, accordingly, vary the decree of the Court below, and award to
.the plaintiff the following sums :— '

, , Rs. A. p.
Rent for 1873-74 for the land leased under: Ex.
No. 26, measuring 2 acres, 26 guntas ... - .. 39 0 0.
Assessment on land subsequently acquired by defendant, S
measuring 14 acres, 7 guntas... v 8 00
Local coss on the whole land - ... e w2 49

Total Rs. ... 46 4 .9

_The parties to bear their own costs throughous.
' ’ ' Decree varied. .

4 B. 378-N.=Unrep. P.J. B. H G, {1878—1880) 386,
NOTE.—In Ramkrishna Kine v. Narshiva Shanbog (8. A. No. 46 of.1879), above

1880
MARCH 23,
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‘referred to, the plaintiff Narshiva, who was the mula-vargdar of certain land situated at ‘

Kumta, in the district of Kanara, sued to recover from the defendant Ramkrishna the
-amount of the enhanced assessment and local cess levied by Government on the land
“which the defendant held from the plaintiff under a mul-gaini lense, The plaintiff
aleo claimad thres years' arrears of #mul-gaini rent for the land. The defendant denied
his liability for the enhanced assessment and local cess, as he was a mul-gainidar, and
liable to pay oaly tharent perminsatly fixalia the laase, The Subordinate J udge of
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Kumts beld the plaintiff entitled to recover the enhanced assessment and local cess, .
together with the aryears of rent sued for. He made a decree, accordingly, in favour of
the plaintiff. The Distriot Judge of Kanara (Mr. A, L. Spens) affirmed it in appeal,
The ‘defendant thereupon appealed to the High Qourt. The appeal was heard by M,
Melvill and Pinhey, JJ. In the High Court it was contended on behalf of the defend.
ant, that the lower Courts were wrong in holding him Iiable- to pay the enhanced
assessment and local cess, and that he was liable for nohhmg more than the rent
payable in kind fized in the mul-gaini leagse. -

_ The tollowmg is the judgrent 'of the Court delivered on the 15!;11 April 1879 st

. JUDGMENT.

MELVILI;, J. --The judgment in this case must follow the judgment in second
appeal No, 422 of 1878, decided on the 20th February last, Defendant hclds the

land on 8 prepetual ]ea.se at a fixed rate, and plaintif can eclaim no more than he

[479] is entitled to under that lease. The fact that Government bave increased the
agsestment for which plaintiff is liable, cannot be allowed to alter the terms of the con-
traot entered into between the parties, albeit plaintiff ma.y have acted improvidently in
granting any such lease to the defendant.. . -

The decree of the District Court must be amended, and defendant daoreed to pay
plaintif the amount dua as rent for the years under the lease No. 24 (i.e., 223 khandis
of: tice) which he has all along admltted hxs hablhty to pa.y, and plamtnﬁ musb bear all
costs in all Courts, -

[Thxs case is followed in 4 B 473 (476) ] o

3

5 : 4 B 179. - .
APPELLATE CRIMINAL
- Before Mr. Justice M. Melvzll and Mr. Justice B, D Melmll

-+ IMPERATRIX v. IRBASA'PA* [29th 'April 1880. ]'

Gwmg false evidence before a police patel— —Sanction— Bombay Act VIIT of 1867 ‘lelage
Police), s. 13—TIndian Penal Code {XLV of 1860), ss, 181, 191 and 193—-The Code
of Criminal Proceduré (X of 1872, ss, 467 and 468.

* A persod who makes a false statement upon oa.th bofore a police. patei actmg
under 8. 13 of Bombay Aot VIIL of 1867 gives false evidence within the medn.

- ing of 8, 191 of the Indian Penal Code, and is punishable under s. 193 j but his

- trial for that offence requires no sanction, a police patel nob being a Gnmma.l
- Court within the definition of 8. 4 of the Code of Criminal Procedure (see s. 468},
altbough offences under Chap. X of the Indian Penal Code committed before
the same officer cannot be tried wnthout & sanctlon. (See 8. 467 of the Code

- of Gmmmm Ptoeeuure)

" THIS was 4 reference by A. C. Watt Actmg J udge of Dha.rwa.r, under
8. 296 ‘of the Code of Criminal Procedure.

12 The material cireumstances of the éase are as follows —_— ‘
. .During ‘an investigation by a police patel, held under s, 18 of the

:Nillagé Police Act, Bommbay (VIII of 1867), one Irbasapa was examined
.88 a witness, and his evidence was recorded by the patel, on solemn affirm-

ation on behalf of the complaihant, who had accused four .persons of
having voluntarily caused hurt to him, The evidence was forwarded, in
due course, to the Subordinate Magistrate who "tried the case. At the
trial, Irbasapa having made 4 ‘tatement contradictory of shat whlch he
bad made before the police patel, the Magistrate discharged the [480]
ancused persons, and sanctioned the prosecution of Irbasapa for: glvmg

V. false evidence either before the police patel or before himseli.

Irbasapa was, accordingly, tried by Mr. Hughes, Maglstra;te (First

Class), and seatenced to rigorous imprisonment for six months; . - -

*+ Criminal Refere‘nce'No. 74 of 1880,
828



	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 

