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FULL BENCH.

Before Sir M. R. Westropp, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice jfezzzball,
and Mr, Justice West.

- PEMRAT BHAVANIRAM (oRIGINAL DEFENDANT), APPELLANT, v.
" NARAYAN SHIVARAM KHISTI {orIGINAL PLAINTIFF), RESPONDENT.*

Title by possessibn—Decrée;Attachment ‘and sale wnder @ decree of property
claiined by a third person—Suit by a third person to establish his title—Evidence—
Burden of proof—Civil Procedure Code (Act VIII of 1859), Secs. 230—246
~Ejectment. .

8 obtained a money decree against the sons and heirs of A, and under that de-
cree attached a shop as part of A’s estate. N (father of A) applied to have the
attachment removed under section 246 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act VIII of
1859), alleging that the shop was his. The application was rejected, and the shop
was Sold in execution, and bought by P, the defendant. N then brought this suit
against P (the purchaser) to establish his title. The Subordinate Judge dismissed
the suit. In appeal, the District Judge reversed that decree, holding that the
plaintiff had been in possession of the shop, and had proved his title. The defend-
ant appealed to the High Court,

‘Held, that the plaintiff having proved his possession at the date of the execution
sale, it lay upon the defendant (P), who claimed the property, to prove a title in
himself or in the judvment debtor A, and that, he having failed to do this, the
plaintiff was entitled to a decree declaratory of hlS right to the property as against
the defendant.

Possession is a good title against all persons except the rightful owner, and en.
titles the possessor to maintain ejectment afumsb any other person than such
‘owner who dispossesses him,

The above rule held to be applicable where the plaintiff alleged title by con-
veyance, and also relied upon possession, but failed to pzove his title while his
possession was held proved.

Where o dispossessed party proceeds, under section 230 of Act VIIT of 1859,
to vindicate the possession of which he has been deprived,although he may give evi-
dence of his title, he is not bound to do so, but may rest hisright to recover on his
possession, and cast upon tho decree-holder the burden of proving his tltle,——z e.,
his right to dlspossess the applicant. : '

Per WesT, J.~A person in possession of property which is sold in execution as
that of another, is not called upon, when suing to establish his title, to prove his
proprietorship as by an action in rem against all the world. It is enough if he
establishes a good title as against the judgment-debtor whose right has been sold ;
and ag he ig in possessxon, that possession in itself affords a ground for an asser tion
of full propneborshlp for the purpose of the suit except so far as the right vested in

* Special Appeal, No, 213 of 1874.

215

- 1882
February 7.




216 -

1882

Prvras
BHAVANI-
Rax
. V.
NARAYAN
SHIVARAM
Knui1st1,

THE INDIAN LAW REPORTS. [VOL. VL.

- the judgment-debtor ocan be shown affirmatively to coutradict or qualify it.

Possession constitutes an interest requiring affirmative proof of & superior title on .
the part of any one who gecks to disturb it, and,therefore,where a person in'posses-
sion of property which has been sold in execution as being the property of another
sues to establish his title to such property, the burden of proof lies, not upon him,
but upon the person who claims as purchaser at the execution sale.

THis was a special appeal from the decision of A. Bosanquet,
Judge of the District Court of Ahmednagar, reversing the decree

of P. S Binivale, First Class Subordinate Judge at the same
place.

One Anant Narayan died indebted to Sahebram Bhagvant.
After Anant’s death, Sahebram obtained a money decree against
the sons and heirs of Anant, and under that decree attached a cer-
tain shop as being the property of Anant Narayan. On Septem-
ber 16th, 1871, the plaintiff, who was Anant Narayan’s father,
alleging that he was in possession of the shop and that it was his
property and not the property of his son Anant, applied to the
Subordinate Judge, under section 246 of the Civil Procedure
Code (Act VIII) of 1859, for removal of the attachment. That
application was rejected , and the shop was sold in execution and
bought by Pemraj, the defendant. The plaintift then brought
this suit to establish his title. - The Subordinate Judge held that

-the shop was not the property of the plaintiff, but belonged to

his son, Anant Narayan, and he made a decree for the defendant.
In appeal the District Judge reversed that decree, holding that
the plaintiff had possession of the shop as proprietor, and had
in virtue of such possession proved his title. The defendant
thereupon appealed to the High Court.

The special appeal came in the first iﬁstance before West and
Nanabhai, JJ., who referred it to a Full Bench with the follow-

- ing remarks :—

¢¢ The District Judge in this case has found that the plamtlﬂf
Narayan was in possession of the property in dispute as pro-
prietor at atime when it was attached in . execution of a decree
against Narayan’s son, Anant. Narayan applied to raise. the
attachment, but his application was dismissed as not having been
presented within a reasonable time. The sale of the property

was proceeded with, and it was purchased by Pemraj, the present
defendant. '
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¢ Upon this; Nardyan filed the present suit to have his proprie-
torship established, and the sale declared void. The Subordinate
Judge found that Anant was owner of the property. The Dis-
trict Judge found that the plaintiff Narayan “had possession of
this shop as proprietor”, and decreed for the claim set up by him,

“Itis now contended, in appeal, that Narayan, coming into Court
.for a declaration of his proprietary title, was bound to prove that
title affirmatively, and, in support of this argument, the decision
of Sargent, C.J., and Melvill, J., in Rajkrishna v. Bai Itcha (V) has
been relied on. The circumstances of that case seem to have
agreed in essentials with those of the present one ; and thelearned
Judges, holding that the plaintiffs were bound to prove their title

affirmatively, reversed-the decree of the Assistant Judge in the -

plaintift’s favour and remanded the cause for retrial. )

“To us it appears that a person in possession of property which

is sold as that of another, ought, in the regular suit which he
 institates to establish his title, to be in the same position as to
the burden of proof as if he had made an application under section
246, or as if he had waited until an attempt was made to take
Ppossession, his resistance to which had led to proceedings under
section 269 of the Code. He is not called on by a sale of the pro-
perty as that of a stranger to come in and prove his proprietorship
as by an action in rem against all the world. It would be unjust
that proceedings between strangers should thus have the effect
of depriving him of all the advantages of: his possession. It is
enough, in our view, if he establishes a good title as against the
judgment-debtor, whose right has been sold ; and as he is in pos-
session, that possession in itself affords a ground for an assertion
of full proprietorship for the purposes of the suit, except so far
as the right vested in the judgment-debtor can be shown affir~
matively to contradict or qualify it. A declaratory suit seems
admissible in such a case, because the right of the possessor 18
directly assailed, and as against an assailant he may, we think,
though plaintiff, rely on his possession . just as he would if he
waited for the attempt at dispossession which hig proceedings
are taken to avert. The case of Asher v. Whitlock ) shows that
Tere -possession ‘constitutes a devisable interest, and it should

(1) Seo note infra, p 224, , )L R 1QB.1L
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apparently constitute an interest requiring affirmative  proof of
a superior title on the part of any one who seeks to disturb it.
If that be so, the burden of proof lies recessarily, in a case like
this, on the execution purchaser ; but as a different view seems to
have ‘been taken by a Division of this Court, we refer the ques-

tion for the decision of a Full Bench.”’

* Shivashankar Govindram appeared for the appellant.
Rao Saheb V. N. Mandlik appeared for the respondent.

The following is the judgment of the Full Bench delivered
by : | |
Westrorr, C.J.—Sahebram Bhagvant having obtained a money
decree against the sons and heirs of Anant Narayan, deceased,
in respect of a debt due to Sabebram Bhagvant by Anant
Narayan, caused the shop to be attached under that decree as
the property of Anant Narayan. The present plaintiff, Narayan
Shivram Khisti, the father of Anant Narayan, by darkhast (No.
754, of 1871), dated September 16th, 1871, applied to the Subor-
dinate Judge, under secton 246 of Act VIII of 1859, for a removal
of that attachment, and on the same day the Subordinate Judge -
directed that notice of that application should be given to the
judgment creditor, Sahebram Bhagvant. The batta for that notice
was reported on the I8th October, 1871, as paid,and the Subordin-
ate Judge was then informed that the 8th of November, 1871, was
fixed for the sale. It is extraordinary that no further step seems
to have been taken by the Subordinate Judge until the 6th of
December, 1871, when he rejected the application on the ground

that the sale had taken place on the 8th November, 1871, and

there was, therefore, nolonger any attachment in the suitto be
removed, He, accordingly, declined to consider the application
on its merits. The ground, on which the application had been’
made, was that the shop belonged to Narayan Shivram Khisti,
and not to his son, Anant Narayan,the deceased judgment-debtor,
and was in the possessmn of Narayan Shlvram Khisti.

Narayan Shlvram Khisti then brought the present su1t to
estabhsh his title. :

* As observed by the Subordmate J udge in his Judgment in this
su_lt no evidence of the confirmation of the sale of the 8th Nov-
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ember, 1871, to Petnra], nor any such certificate, as is required by
section 259 of Act VIII of 1859, of that sale has been produced
in this Court, and none appears to have been produced in the Court,
of the District Judge. A memorandum (exhibit 3, dated 8th Nov-
ember, 1871) by the Court karkun, reporting to the Subordinate
Judge’s Court the fact of the sale, has been given in evidence in
that Court, whence it appears that the price, at which the shop
was knocked down to Pemraj, was Rs. 18-4.

In the present suit of Narayan Shivram Khisti,‘ the plaintiff,_
to establish his title, the Subordinate Judge—holding that the’

shop was not that of the plaintiff but belonged to his son Anant
Narayan—made a decree for the defendant Pemraj with costs.
The District Judge reversed that decree, and made a decree for
the plain’t-iﬂt' with costs of suit and appeal. The defendant has
made a special appeal to this Court. '

The facts apear to be these. The plaintiff and _defendant
concur in claiming title to the shop from Varanshabai, the widow
of Gopal Pandya, sister of the plaintiff Narayan and paternal aunt
. of Anant, his son, the judgment. debtor. If the allegation in the

deferidant’s writtén statement be true, the shop had belonged to
her hushand Gopal Pandya. A document (exhibit 27), dated
22nd March, 1857, was produced on behalf of the plaintiff Narayan.
It recited that Varanshabai’s husband was dead, and that she and
her co-widow had spent all of their moveable p?operty, and had
no one to support them except Babaji Shivram, and that, for the
purpose of such support by him and of the performance of their
funeral ceremonies, Varanshabai gave over to him part of a house
and part of a shop. . The District Judge appears to have doubted
the genuineness of exhibit 27. It being unstamped, and he, not
"being satisfied that the omission to have if stamped :did not arise
from an intention to evade payment of the stamp duty, de-
clined to accept that duty and the penalty under Act XVIIT of
1869, sec. 20, and accordingly, excluded it from evidence. The
plaintiﬁ\ also produced a deed of sale (exhibit 25, dated 13th
August, 1870, and registered 14th September, 1870) of the shop
and other property by Babaji Shivram to his brother the plaintiff,
Narayan Shivram, for .Rs. 1,499. As to the bona fides of this
- deed, also, the District Judge appears to have entertained mis-
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givings ; inasmuch as in a deed of release (exhibit 19), dated
24th September, 1867, (unregistered) executed by Anant Narayan
to his father, the plaintiff, reciting that the plaintiff had no
property, Anant Narayan, in consideration of Rs. 50, released
Narayan, the plaintiff, from any claim of Anant on Narayan’s
estate. The District Judge found it difficult to reconcile the
allegations in exhibit 25—that Narayan gave Rs. 1,499 in Sep-
tember 1870, for. the shop—with the recital in exhibit 19 that
he had not in September, 1867, any property. It did, however,.
appear that in November, 1870, Narayan, by mortgage of the
shop in dispute, borrowed Rs. 700 from Murlidar Vithaldas
(exhibit 54). That mortgage was registered. The District
Judge has not arrived at any positive finding as to the validity
of exhibit 25.

The defendant Pemraj alleged that Varanshabai executed a
deed of gift to Anant Narayan, but the defendant did not produce
or prove any such deed, or account for its non-production.

The District Judge, after so stating,added : ““1t is a remarkable
fact that Anant Narayan’s right in the shop fetched only Rs. 13-4
at the auction sale. It is difficult to imagine that, if the shop
had been occupied by him as proprietor, it would not have fetched
more.” '

The defendag_ﬁ%mraj endeavoured, but failed, to prove that:
Anant Narayan had occupied the shop until his death. And, on

- the other hand, the District Judge held that Babuji Shivram

and, after him, his brother, the plaintiff Narayan Shivram, have
held the shop. ,To this conclusion the District Judge was led by
two rent notes given by a tenant to Babaji Shivram, exhibits 29
anad 30 respectively, dated 9th November, 1861, and 17th March,
1868, and by a rent note, exhibit 26, dated 15th Sepbember,lS?O,
executed by another tenant to the plaintiff Narayan, and by oral
evidence, more especially an admission made by one of the de-
fendant’s witnesses, Lakshmandas Hindumul (No. 47),that he had
seen Rupchand, the tenant who had executed the rent notes
(exhibits 29 and 80) to Babaji Shivram, in occupation of the -
shop many years before he (Lakshmandas) gave his evidence.
His deposition bears date the 19th July, 1873, TUnder these
circumstances, the District Judge, while excluding exhibit 27
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: from evidence, fouad that the plaintiff had possession of the 1882
" shop as proprietor, and had proved his title ; and, as already

PrMRrAT
stated, the District Judge reversed the decree of the Subordinate  Bravant.
J udge, and made a decree for the plamtxf‘c‘ with costs: ‘ Ri‘?‘

NARAYAN

In the Division Court (\Ves‘n and Nanabhai Haridas, JJ.) which  Smvazas
heard this special appeal it was contended on behalf of the ap- Kmszi:
pellant (the purchaser Pemraj) that the plaintiff Narayan, seeking,
as he was, by this suit, a declaration of his title as proprietor,
ought to have proved it “affirmatively”’, and that mere proof of
possession of the shop previously to and ab the time of the
judicial sale to the appellant was not sufficient to entitle him to a
decres. establishing his title, In support of that contention the
decision in Rajkrishna v. Bai Itcha®) was referred to : West and
Nanabhai, J. J., seem to have regarded that case as in point, but,
not being dlsposed to concur in it, refem ed the question toa Full

~Bench. '

The decision in Rajlrishna v. Bm Itcha (1) seems to be in

accordance with Rassonada v. Sitharama(?, and, to some extent,
with «Tirumalasami v. Ramasami ®. There does not appear -
to have been any anthority cited in either of those cases. The
first of them was cited and followedin Rajkrishna v. Bai Iicha®,
We should have been disposed to attribute more weight to the
Madras cases, if the true value and legal import of lposséssion
had been considered in them, than we now find“wurselves able to
assign to them. '

Serjeant Adams in lns well- known Treatise on Ejectment
writes thus : : .

“ Let us now consider the proofs to be adduced by a claimant
in ejectment when his title to the lands can be controverted.

“ And, first, when he claims by descent, he must prove that the
. ancestor, from whom he derives his title, was the person last

seized of the lands in fee simple, and that he, the claimant, is hlS
heir, :

“ This seisin of the ancestor may be proved by showing that
he Was either in the actual possession of the premises at the time
(1) Seo note infra, p. 224. (3) 7 Mad. H. C. Rep., 420.
(2) 2 Mzd. H. C. Rep,, 171, (4) See note infra, p. 224.
B 1245—10 ' -
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of his death, or in the receipt of rent from the -terre-tenant ; for
possession is presumptive evidence of a setsin in fee until the -
contrary be shown (V). But if itis probable that the defendant
will rebut this presumption, the lessor (plaintiff) should be pre-
pared with other proofs of his ancestors’ title” (2.
Vice-Chancellor Wigram in Jones v. Smith(®), in considering a

" question of notice, says : ¢ Possession is prima facie evidence of

a seisin in fee.”

Doe d. Hughes v. Dy Jeball () was an ejectment brought to
recover possession of & room in a house. The defendant had
forcibly taken possession of the room. The plaintiff proved a

‘leaso to him of the house and a year’s possession. ~Chitty, for the

defendant, .objected that no title was proved in the demising
parties to the lease ; but Lord Tenterden, C. J., said :  That does
nob. signify ; there is ample proof ;the plaintiff is in possession,
and you come and -turn him out ; you must show your title.”’
There was a verdict for the plaintiff. ‘

In Asher v. Whitloch(), mentioned by the referring Judges
it was held that a person in possession of land, without other
title, has a devisable interest ; and the heir of his devisee can
maintain ejectment against a person who has entered upon the
land,and cannot show-title or possession in any one prior to the
testator. Cockburn, C.J., said : ““ I take it as clearly established
that possession is-good against all the world except the person
who can show a good title ; and it would be mischievous to change
this established doctrine.” And again he said : < It is too clear
to admit of doubt, that if the devisor had been turned out of
possession, he could have maintained ejectment. What is the
position of the devisee ? There can be no doubt that a man has
a right to- devise that estate which the law gives him against
all of the world, but the true owner” : and again : ““We know to
what extent encroachments on waste lands have taken place ; and

(1) Buller’s Nisi Prins, 103, ' () L. B. L Q. B. 1. See Smith
(2) Adams on Ejectment, 281. v. Ozenden, Chan. Ca., 25, where it
(3) 1 Hare, 60. is said by Clarendon, C.: “ He that
(4) My. & Mal, 346 ; and see the notes hath possession hath right against
“to Armory v. Delamirie, 1 Sm. L, C., all but him that hath 'the very
(8th ed.), 375 et seq. ' " right”” 8. P. 16 Vin. Abr.e437; sl

vide Borr v. Vandail, Chan. Ca., 30.
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if the lord has acquiesced, and does not interfere, can it be at the
mere will of any stranger to disturb the person in possession.”
Finally he said : “On the simple ground that possession is good
title against all but the true owner, I think the plaintiff is
entitled to succeed.”” Mr. Justice Mellor, after saying 'that “the
fact of possession is prima facie evidence of seisin in fee,” added ;

« In the common case of proving a claim to landed estate under
a will, proof of the will.and of possession or receipt of rents by
the testator is always prima facie sufficient, without going on to
show possession for more than twenty years. I agree with the
Liord Chief Justice in the importance of mamtammg that posses-
sionis good against all but the rightful owner.” In that case it
is manifest that the devisor was neither more nor less than a
squatter. Yet it was laid down as to him, and no doubt correctly
5o, that if he had been turned out of possession by any person
“other than the true owner, he (the devisor) could have maintained
i ejectment, and the heirof his devisee was held entitled to main-
 tain that action. '

Tt is true that the plaintiff in the present case did allege title

by conveyance, and that the District Court has not found that
title to be proved ; but the plaintiff by his plaint also relied upon
his possession, and the District Court has found that possession

tobe proved. We have seen that possession is a good title against -

all persons except the rightful owner, and entitles the possessor

to maintain ejectment against any other person than such owner

who dispossesses him. The plaintiff does not ask the Court to
declare that he has a good title against the world. He merely
asks for a declavation that he has a good title against the de-
fendant Pemraj who has purchased the premises (whereof the
plaintiff is in possession) as the property of Anant Narayan, but
" is unable to show that Anant N arayan had either title to or pos-

* session of those premises. Nay more, we understand the District

Judge as substantially finding that the plaintiffs have shown that
Anant Narayan had not any such |possession. There cannot be

-

any doubt that, under those circumstances, if Pemraj had caused

the plaintiff to be evicted, the plaintiff would, within the time
limited by law, have been entitled te maintain ejectment against
Pemra], because the plalntlff’s possession was a gaod title
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" against every body except the true owner. -This being so, we

fail to perceive any good reason for requiring the plaintiff to

wait until he is evicted, or for preventing bim from obtaining 2
declaration, of that whichis, beyond all doubt, hisright, viz., that
his title as possessor is good agairst & person who is seeking
to disturb that possession, and who has not a eolour of title to
the land in dispute and has never had possession of it. ~ The law(®
indeed gives to the possessor astill earlier opportunity of defending
his possession by permitting him to apply to have the attachment

of the judgment-creditor raised,and of that advantage the plaintiff -
has been deprived by the unexplained supineness of the Sub- .

+ ordinate Judge above described. It seems to bethe better opinion

- that where a dispossessed party proceeds, under section 280 of Act
V1II of 1859, to vindicate the possession of which he has been
deprived, although he may, if he please, give evidence of his title,
Jhe is not bound to do so, but may rest his right to recover
on his possession, and cast upon the decree-holder the burden
of proof of title,—i.e., his' right to dispossess the applicant.
This appears to have been so held in the Full Bench Calcutta
Case—Eadha Pyari v. Nabin Chandre @), and is quite in accord
with the value and import of possession as laid down in the
English authorities to which we have referred, as well as in the
Indian Evidence Act I of 1872, sec. 110 @),

We think that the plaintiff having proved his possession, and
the defendant having failed to prove any title in himself or in
the judgment-debtor; Anant Narayan, or any possession by either
of them, a decree should be made declaratory of the title of the
plaintiff as against the defendant. :
: , ‘ Deeree reversed.

(1) Act VIII of 1839, sec. 246. o (2}5 Beng. L. R., %08, 712,
(3) See also 8p. Ap. 94 of 1875, Printed Judgments of 1875, p. 368.

Worz.—In Rajkrishna Harikrishna v. Bai Itcha and amother (Sp. Ap.
No, 119 of 1872) albove referred to, the plaintiffs (Bai Itcha and Bai Janak)
gued for a declaration of their title to certain land, of which, it was admitted by
the defendants, the plaintiffs and their ancestots had been in possession for neatly
80 years. The plaintiffs alleged that it had been wrongtully sold under a decree
obtamed by the defendant, Rajkrishna, against a third party and purchased
by defendant No. 2. Tho defendants answered (inter alia) that the pla.mtxifs,

. although in possesswn, were uot the owners of the land,bat cnly the moxkgagess
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of it. The Subordinate,Judge dismissed the suit, holdmé tha‘ the Plaintiffs had no
right of ownership in the land, but that they were only mortgagees In appeal,
the Assistant Judge reversed that decree, and allowed the plaintiff’s’ claim, prin-
cipally on the ground that the defendants failed to prove the plaintiffs to be
mortgagees of the land, as alleged by them. In special appeal (which was prefer-
red by thé defendants), it was contended on their behalf that the Assistant Judge
had wrongly placed the burden of proof on them.

The following is the judgment of the High Court (Sargent, C.J., and Melvill, J.):
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Per Curiam.—We think that there is ground for the appellants’ objection that -

the Assistant Judge has placed the onus probands on the wrong party. The plaintiff
, in such cases is bound to prove his title affirmatively (see2 Mad. H. C. Rep. 171).
But the Assistant Judge seems to have made the declaratory decree asked
for, not on the ground that the plaintiifs have proved that they are owners,
but because the defendants have failed to prove that the plaintiffs are mortgagees,
We, therefore, reverse the Assistant Judge’s decree, and remand the case, in order

that the Court below may find whether the plaintiffs have praved their title, and '

may pass a new decree, awarding costs (16th July, 1872).

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Mr. Justice Melvill and Mr, Justice Kemball,

LAKSHMAN MAYARAM (ORIGINAL PLAiNTIFE), APPELLANT, vv, J AM.
N ABAI, wmow or DAYARAM MAYARAM (or1GINAL  DEFENDANT),
RESPOI\DENT % '

-Hindu Zaw——Gams of science—Self-acquired m operty—Partition.

The acquisition of a distinet property by = member of an undivided Hindu
family without the aid of joint fundsis his sclf-acquired property, and is not
subject to partition ; but the improvement or angmentation of the family pro-
perty by the exertions of one of the members is subject to division.

Hindu law texts regarding gains of science establish it as a rule of Hindn law
that the ordinary gains of science are divisible, when such science has been im.
parted at the family expense, and acquired while recéiving a family maintenance s
but that it is otherwise when the scienco has been imparted at the expense ot
persons who are not members of the acquirer’s family.

When the Hindu texts speak of the gains of science, they intendthe special
training for a particular profession which is the immediate source of the gains,and
not the gencral elementary education which is the stepping stone to the acquisi-
tion of all science. Consequently, the property acquired by a Subordinate Judge
who had received elementary education st the fa.miiy expense, but a knowledge of
law and judicial practicé without such aid, is impartible. )

The ruling of the Privy Council in Lusimon Rao Sudasew v. Mullar Rao Bajee(1)
mterpreted to mean no more than the law as now settled, viz,, that when there is

* Regular Appeal, No. 9 of 1881, -
¢1) 2 Kuapp. 60,

February 7.

e




	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 
	Page 862 
	Page 863 
	Page 864 
	Page 865 
	Page 866 
	Page 867 
	Page 868 
	Page 869 
	Page 870 
	Page 871 
	Page 872 
	Page 873 
	Page 874 

