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prov1d1ng, ag it has, that in su1('.s for forecIosure or saie by the mortgagees,
and in suits for redemptlon by mortgagors, the account between the partlas
should be taken on the abnormally favourable principles. laid down in
58.12,13 and 14 of the Act for the guidance of the Courts of the Deccan in
such cases. It must be further observed thatit is manifest that, if suits for
an account, and no more, can be brought against mortgagees under s. 16,
decrees for payment of the money [621] due upon mortgages. by
instalments may be made under s.'17.. This we have already, without
doubt, held not to be sanctioned by the Act (1), and we have pointed out
that, if it had been so sanctioned, the sale of the mortgaged lands piece-
meal in order to meeb the unpaid instalments would be detrimental alike

to debtor and creditor. -We do not percelve any sufficient ground for a,l- ‘

tering the views which we enterbamad in that case.

Our roply to the question * whether a morbgagor may bring a sult for :
‘an account under s. 16 of Act XVII of 1879 ?” is in the negative.

Wae leave to the Special Judge of the Deccan the disposal of the
question as to the costs of this reference. In relation to that guestion
we should mention that there was not any appearance here for the plaint-
iff ; but Mr. Shantaram Narayan appeared and a.rgued the case on behalf
of the defendants, who have been suceessful, . ,
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Before Ser Mwha,el Roberts Westropp, Kt., Chzef Justwe, a/nd
Mr. Justice Melvill.

KASTUR BHAVANI 'SON'AND HEIR OF THE DECEASED BHAVANI
_RAMCHANDRA (Orzgmal Defendant), Appellant v. APPA AND
SI’.L‘ABAM HARJIRAV, MINORS {(Original Plamnﬁ‘s)

IR Respondents.* [10th August, 1876.] .

Hmda Zaw-—Sale a/ ancestml property by father for debls incurred Jor immoral purposes-

- —8on’s interest in ancestral- estate—Evidence—Stamp—Intention to defraud Gov-
ernment of stamp revenue—Reg. XVIII of 1827, s. 13—~4dct. XXXIV of 1860,
8. 13—Act X of 1862, s. 15—~Adm'zsszbzlny of msuz?iewntlu stamped documents-—-
Issues, ,, . T

Where a document was admitted in evidence by the Goutt of ﬁrst instance

without any objaction by the parties, but the Assistant Judge in appeal held it -

madmlssuble, because it was insufficiently stamped, although no ob]ectlon wag .

ma.de to it in the memorandum of appeal. : -

- Held, that the Assistant J udge ought not to have excluded ﬂs from his ccmsx-
. deratlon

’ {622] On documents msuiﬁcwntly sta.mped under Reg. XVIII of 1827,, )

the question does not properly arise under s. 13 of that Regulation whether the
intention of the parties is not sufficiently stamping them was to defraud Govern-

‘ment,of its revenue. That question was rendered important, first, by &, 13 of

Act XXXVI of 1860 and subsequently, in a more Pxphclt manner, by 8. 15 of

" Act X of 1862.

The plaintiffs (two of whom were minors) sued to set aside the sale and recover R

possession of certain ancestral lands, on the ground that they had been sold by their .

. {ather to pay off debts contracted for immoral purposes. The documentary evidence -

+  in the cage showed that the lands had been originally mortgaged by the grand-
. father and father of the plaintiffs to the father of the defendant for Rs. 1,600;
'« that they had subsequenl;ly taken from him }othe: loans which, t:_ogei;het wit-h

-* Special Appeal No, 124 of 1876,
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the mortgage-debt, amounted to Rs. 4,400.15.0 ; that on the 23ed May, 1858, an
agreement (Ex. No, 38) was made between the plaintiffs’ father and the
father of the defendant, by which the former was to sell the equity of redemption
in the mortgaged property to the latter in consideration of the latter releasing
-+, tbe former from the said debt of Rs. 4,400-15-0 and paying him the sum of
. Rs. 235 ;'that, accordingly, on the 25th May, 1858, the plaintiffs’ father con-
veyed the property to the defendant’s father for Rs. 235 by a deed of sale
(Ex. 17) which, however, did ot refer either to the agreement (Ex. 38)
. orto the debtsfor Rs. 4,400-15-0. There was no allegation or evidencs in
. the case showing that the plaintiffs’ grandfather had contracted the debt of
Re. 4,400-15-0 for any immoral purposes, nor that their father applied the
sum of Rs. 235 fo the payment of dobts incurred for immoral purposes, although
"it wag in evidence that he drank to excess. The Court of first instance dis-
* missed the suit, holding; inter alia, that the plaintifis had failed to prove the
property to have been sold by their father for debts incurred for excessive drink-
ing. One of the issues raised by the Assistant Judge in appeal was whether
. therewas any necessity for the sale of the property by the plaintifis’ father.
He found this issue in the negative, and held the sale invalid, except as to the
plaintiffs’ father’s own share: On special appeal to the High Cours.
Held, that on the above facts the plaintifis bad failed to establish any case
entitling them to set aside the sale of the lands by their father..

Held, also, that it ought to have been ascertained whether the minor plaintiffs
were born before the date of the sale, wviz.,25th May, 1858, because if they had
not been born before that date, their suit would have been unsustainable, as they
never could have had any interest in the property.

Quere.~Even supposing that the plaintiffs’ {ather had applied the sum of
Rs. 235 to'the payment of debts incurred for the immoral purpose of excessive
drinking, whether that trivial amount would have justified the setting aside of
the sale of the 25th May, 1858, the main consideration for which was the release
of the pre-existing debts for Rs. 4,400-15-0. . oo

[R., 5 B. 630 ; 4 Bom. L.R. 587 (597).]

- -'THIS was a special appeal- from the decision of E. Hosking, Acting
Asggistant -Judge at Thana, amending the decree of the Second Class
Subordinate Judge of Murbad. IR -

[628] This suit was . brought by Lakshman and his two brothers, .
Appa and Sitaram, alleging that certain ancestral lands had been sold by

- ‘their father Harjirav. to. Bhavani (deceased), father of defendant No. 1

(Kastur), and that the sale wag illegal and void, because it was made to
pay off -debts contracted for immoral purposes. They prayed that the
gale should be set aside and the lands restored to them. The plaint was
filed on the 4th-April, 1872. Appa and Sitaram were minors, and were
represented by their mother as their ggardian; L

" Kastur {defendant No. 1) answered, inier alia, that the suit was
barred by limitation; and that the sale was for necessary family purposes.
Defendants Nos. 2 and 3 replied that they were in possession of some of

- the lands in dispute as purchasers under defendant No. 1.*

. The Subordinate Judge .held that the claim of Lakshman {(plaintiff
No. 1) was barred by limitation, and that it was not proved that the sale
‘was made by Harjirav for the payment of debts contracted for immoral
_purposes. I ;- :

Two of three issues raised by the Assistant Judge in  appeal were—

. ‘:\.(1) whether the plaintiff Liakshman’s claim was barred by limitation, and

(2) whether there was any necessity for the sale by the plaintiff’s father.
He found the'first issue in the affirmative and the second in the negative.
The following are his reasons:— | . L

" On the -28rd May, 1843, plaintiff’s grandfather Mabadevray and
their father Harjirav mortgaged certain lands:to Bhavani Ramchandra,
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_ the father of Kastur (defendant No. 1), for Rs. 1,600, ‘Subsequently
. Mahadevrav. and Harjirav -executed several money  bonds to the said
Bhavani for different amounts, and on the 23rd May, 1858, Harjirav had
an agreement executed to him by Bhavani to the effect that Bhavani
should release Harjirav from a debt of Rs. 4,400-15-0, owing on the said
mortgage bond (Ex. 16) and on other bonds, and that Harjirav should sell
the equity of redemption of the property to Bhavani for Rs. 285. Plaint-
iffs were served with a notice to produce the original agresment, but
they failed to do so, plaintiff Lakshman merely stating that he had nob
got it (Ex. 155). Defendants [624] put in evidence Ex. 38 as a copy of

this agreement ; and I find that itis proved that an agreement, of which

Ex. 38 is a copy, was executed to plaintiffi’s father Harji by Bhavani on a
stamp of the value of one rupee. . Two days after the execution of this

agreement Harji executed a deed of sale (Bx. 17), setting forth that he sold '
23 bighas rice land and 4 highas warkasland in Sonawali village, and 33

bighas rice land and 26 bighas warkas land in Ekleher village to Bhavani

for Rs. 235 cash. The deed of sale contains no reference to any previous

mortgage or to any other consideration for the sale than this cash payment,
and it is executed on a stamp paper of the value of eight annas. . Within
ayear after this'deed of sale bad been executed, Bhavani sued Harjirav
upon it for possession of the lands, obtained a decree, and was put in
possession on the 27th. March, 1860. =~

““For the defendants it is contended that Exs. 17 and 38 should be

read together, in -order.to ascertain the real consideration for the land sold
under Ex. 17. The lower Court read the two documeénts in fhis' way,
and no objection appears to have been raised: on the ground that the
documents are insufficiently stamped. But I consider that the documents
" are insufficiently stamped, and that the circumstances of the case show
that there was an intention to defraud Government. Under Reg. XVIII
of 1827 the stamp on the deed of sale (Ex. 17) is of the proper value for
. the consideration expressed in the document. Itis contended that the
sale was only of the right of redemption, and that for this the sole con-
gideration was Rs. 285 cash. But in the first place, the sale does nob
purport to have been only of the equity of redemption, and secondly, if it
be held to have been s sale of the equity of redemption, the consideration
wasg not merely Rs. 285 ; for the debts relinquished. under Ex. 38 were
not only or account of the mortgage, but in great part were on account of
the money bonds. The agreement, of which Fx. 38 is a copy, is altogether
invalid. Exhibit 38 proved thaf it was on a stamp of the value of one
‘rupee, while the proper stamp under the said Regulation would have been
of the value of Rs. 8. .- . =~ . D L
. . " Defendant Kastur has applied to be allowed to pay.the deficient
stamp duty and the penalty, but I have refused to allow him [628] to do
80, a8 I am of opinion that there was an intent to defrand Government. The
pleader for respondent relies upon the ruling of the Bombay High Court in
Antaji Nilkant v. Janardan Vasudev (1). Thatruling seems to me inappli-
cable o this case, as the circumstances of the two cases are very different.
Had the actual eonsiderabion for the sale been expressed in Ex. 17, and had
it then.been not stamped at all, or had it been insufficiently stamped, thers

might have been n6 reason for imputing an intention to evade payment of

the proper stamp duty. -But in the present: case the consideration wasg

. (1) 10 B, HLO.R. 358,
411

1876
AUG: 10,

APPEL-
LATE
‘CIviL.

5B, 621;



1876
Ava. 10,

APPEL-
LATE
_ CrviL,

3 B. 621,

deed of sale

B Bom. 626 INDIAN-DECISIONS, NEW' SERIES [Ydl.'

wrongly stated, and the proper stamp was used for the amount of consider-
ation expressed in the deed of sale. What was the objest of this erroneous
statement of the consideration and of the omigsion of any reference to the
mortgage and other bond debts ? * The use to which the deed of sale was
pub shorfly after its- execution, shows that the object in wrongly stating
the consideration was not merely to evade payment of the proper stamp
duty, which was, at the most, Rs. 6% above what was paid, but that it was
mainly to enable the vendee to sue upon the deed of sale for property, thus
purporting to be -valued at Rs. 235, while its actual value wasg Rs. 4,635,
Consequently the vendee paid a fee of Bs. 20 on the institution of his suit
instead of paying a fee of Rs. 150, as required under Reg. XVIII of 1827,
and he paid other necessary fees in the suit as if the value of the subject-
matter of the suit were Rs. 235 and not Rs. 4,635. The completeness of
the deed of sale (Ex. 17) when read by itself and without any knowledge

" of the agresment (Fx. 38), and its incompleteness when read in the light of

the said agreement are alone sufficient to raise strong suspicion that there
was a bad motive for the erroneous gtatement of the consideration in the

“ For these reasons, I refuse to admit the agreement (Ex. 38) as evi-
dence. I must, therefore, hold the consideration for the sale to have been
merely for the cash payment of Rs. 235, and this being so, it is evident
that there was no necessity for the sale, because, after the passing of this
deed of sale, the vendor was able to borrow Rs. 428 from the vendee on &
money bond (Ex. 31) execufed a month after the said deed of sale *oxox

[626] ** Plaintiffs’ father's share in the property sold under Ex. 17

" was one-fourth. Therefore, excluding his share and the share of Liaksh-

man, Lakshmibai as the guardian of her minor .sons, Appa and Sitaram;

-is entitled to recover one-half of the property claimed, after payment of

Rs. 117-8-0 as half of the consideration expressed in Ex. 17 and after pay-
ing half the debt due under the mortgage, Ex. 16, taking infio account ha.lf‘

. the profits received by defendants from the mortgaged propqrty..”

Defendant No. 1 (Ka.stur) appealed to the High ;Céurb.

Shamrab Vithdl,' for the appellant.—The plaintiffs impugned th.e sale
on the ground that it was made for immoral. purposes. The Assistant.

~ Judge, therefore, was wrong in raising the issue whether there was any

necessity for the sale.: The proper issue was whether the plaintiffs proved:

. that the property had.-been sold by their father for any immoral purposes.: -
There is no evidence in the case to support that allegation, although it isin
_avidence that he drank to excess. Exhibits 16 and. 38 show tha.tg the
. property had been originally mortgaged by the plaintiffs’ grandfather and

father to the appellants’ father, and that they subsequently borrowed more
money from him.' All those debts amounted to Rs. 4,400-15-0, and the -

" plaintiffs’ father-sold the property in discharge of those debts and on receipt

of a further sum of Rs. 235. - Under :these circumstances, .the - Assistant
Judge was wrong in holding that the sale was only for Rs. 235, and that:
it was nob binding on the plaintiffs, -They are bound by the sale accord-.
ing to the rule of Hindu law laid down'in Girdhari Lall v.-Kantoo Lc_zll (}:)‘
and Muddun Gopal Lall.v. Mussamut Gowrunbuity - (2). - Agdain, it
was not competent to him to go into the question whether Exs. 17 and 38
were sufficiently stamped or not, as they were admitted by the Court of

 (1)11A.321=14B.L.R.167=2¢ W, R. C.R.56. . (2) 15 B. L. R. 264,
€412 '
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. first instance without any. objection: Bemdes, they were executed while

© Reg. XVIII of 1827 was in force. - -
S aM. G Apte, for the respondents ,

J UDGME“IT

’

[627] WESTROPP C.J.-—~The plamtlffs in thelr plainf alleged that their ' .

fahher Harjirav sold the lands, the subject of this suif, to Bhavani Ram-

chandra, father of the first defendant, in order to pay debts contracted for .

.. immoral purposes, and, therefore, that the sale should be- set aside, and

the lands restored fo the plaintiffs... The second and third defendants Hari-
and Ganu were made parties as having purcha.sed some of the lands from:

Bhavani and the first defendant.

The sale sought to be set aside was by the agreement of the- 23rdf

May, 1858 (Ex. 88), and the deed of the 25th May, 1858 (Ex. 17).

The copy of the agreement of the 23rd May, 1858, the Assistant J udge 1

has, as the original appears to have been insufficiently stamped, declined
to regard as evidence in the cause ; but inasmuch as it had been admitted in

evidence by the Subordinate J udge without objection by either party, and.

no objection was made in the memorandum of regular appeal to the
District” Court, we.think that the Assistant Judge ought not to have
excluded it from his eonsideration.

The Subordinate Judge rmade a decree in favour of the defendants.

The plaint - was filed on the 4th April, 1872, i.c., nearly fourteen years

after the alleged sale, and it appearing that the elder plaintiff Lakshman
" wag then upwards of nineteen years of age, the Assistant Judge as well as
the  Subordinate Judge held the suif, barred by lapse of time as brought
by him, and he has not appealed agamst that decision. .

. . The Asgistant J udge, however, has held the second and thlrd plmntlffs);
entitled to recover a m01e\v between them of such of .the lands as were

ancestral. The question is whether. he was right in thus holdmg

-In the first place, we think that, looking at -the mode i in whwh the.
 plaintiffs launched their case in the plaint, the second issue, as framed by -
- the Assistant Judge, viz., “ was there necessﬂ:v for the sales by the plamb-‘

iffs’ father ”’ 'wag not correct, .. . :
The plaint admitted that the sale was made in order to Day debts,
and sought to avoid the sale by a,llegmg that those .debts 1628] wera

incurred for immoral purposes. 'The issue, then, ought. to have been:
~ whether that allegation was true, viz., “ were those aebts, in respect of

. which the sale was made, incurred for immoral purposes

- But, further, Ex. 38, the execution of which is not denied, shows thatz
those debts consisted of a mortgage-debt upon the lands in dispute amount- :
ing to Rs. 1,600 incurred as well by the plaintiffs grandfather Mahadevrav

- a8 their father Harjirav; and seven money bonds executed by both of
. those same persons, which fogether with the mortgage-debt, amounted to
Rs. 4,400-15-0, all being due to Bhavani, the father of $he first defendant
and that Harjirav was to sell the equity of redemption to Bhavani in
consideration of Bhavani releasing Har]lra.v from the said debts amount-
ing to Rs. 4,400-15-0, and -further paying to Harjirav the sum of
Rs.' 985, The deed of sale of the 25th May, 1858, though not referrmg to

the agreement (Ex. 88), nor to the debts (Rs. 4,400-15-0), but conveying
to Bhavani the lands in question in consideration of Rs. 235, was mani-

festly executed in pursuance of the agreement contained in Ex. 38.. - '«
. The . first observation fo be made on this state of facts, and it also
‘ applles to vthe,p]arnb is that there is neither a,llega,tlox_l nor any evidence of
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immorality on the part of Mahadevrav, the plaintiffs’ grandfather, in con-
bra.etmg the debts for Rs.. 4,400-15-0, or that he was not bound by them ;
nor is there any evidence whatever that Harjirav applied the Rs. 235 to
fhe payment of debts incurred for immoral purposes, although there is
evidence that Harjirav drank t6 excess.

Such being the case, not only the plamfnﬁ Lakshma.n, but both of the-
other plaintiffs have wholly failed to establish any case entitling them to
seb aside the sale in May, 1858.

Farther, even if it should have appeared that Harjirav hadapplied the
sum of Rs. 235 obtained from Bhavani in payment of debts incurred
in proeuring liguor, the amount is so trivial as compared with the

-amount of the pre-existing debts, the - release of which constituted

the main portion of the consideration for the sale in 1858, that,

having regard to the case of Girdhari [629) Lall v, Kantoo Lall (1) and
Muddun Gopal Lall v. Mussamut Gowrunbuity (2), we doubt whether,
where:so small a portion of the consideration was applied to debts incurred
for the immoral purpose of ‘excessive drinking, we should be justified in-
setting aside the sale. However it is unnecessary to decide the case on:
that ground.

" 'We may" furbher .point -out that the question, which the learned.

" Assistant Judge put to himself, whether the intention of the parties to

Ex. 388, in not sufficiently stamping it, was to defraud the revenue, is nof
a question which properly arises on documents, the stamping of which is
provided for by Reg. XVIII of 1827 relating to stamps, under s. 13

of which the necessary stamp might be obtained from the Collector:

on payment of the penalby and duty. The language of 5. 13 of Act XXXVI
of 1860 first rendered thab question important. Aet X of 1862, 8.15, is
still more explicit ; but, in the present case, the Exs. 17 and 38 being both
executed in 1858 . before sither of those enactments came into force, the-
questlon did not arise. The poxnt; has been mmlla.rlv ruled in ohher cages;
in this Court.-

- Lastly, although in the view tha.b we take of thls case, the questlon
‘is not now of importance; it ought to have been ascertained whether.

. either the second or third plaintiff had been born before the 25th of May,

1858. If, as is exiremely, probable, they were not so, this suit would
have been unsustainable by tnem, as they never could have had a vested

‘ 1pheresh in the lands.

We reverse the decree of bhe Asmsbant Judge and restore thaft of the

" Subordinate - Judge;--and direct the special respondents’  guardian and’

mother: to pay to the special appellant the cost of the special appeal.
She and the plaintiff Lakshman must pay to bhe defendants the cost of
the suit and of tbe regular apneal

€ .
PR

. : . Decree resened
. NOTE —See Narayana Ckarya v. Narso Krzshna, 1 B. 262.
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| (1) 1 LA. 891, L ot (2)15 BLLR. 264. P



	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 

