VOL. VIL] '~ BOMBAY SERIES.

therefore, 1 believe that the document in question is mo bond,
but a simple agreement to give one thing for another.’

“In Chimnaji v. Ranu (1) the High Court decided that an instru-
ment containing a promise to deliver grain should be s’tamped
with an eight-anna stamp ; and the document in question would
under the same ruling require a similar stamp ; but this ru‘liné‘
was under the Stamp Act XVIII of 1869, sec. 14, Sch. II, art. 11.
In the Act of 1879 the word ‘bond ’ is defined thus in section 3
(4) (b):—* Any instrument so attested whereby a person obliges
himself to deliver grain or other agricultural produce to another.’

“This definition does not disclose whether the ‘promise should
‘bo supported by a pecuniary consideration ; “but section 27
~strietly enjoins that all facts and circumstances ziffeéting the
chargeability of any instrument with duty or the amount, or the
amount of the duty with which it is chargeable, shall be fully gnid
truly set forth therein. The plaintiff having failed to do this; the
accompanying instrument can, at. best, be 1egarded as a 51mple
ugxeement chargeable with an eight-anna stamp.” 3
" There was no appearance in the Hr:rh Court on behali‘ of any

.
~

,.

party.
- Sanrapyr, C. J.—The document is app-zrently a bond and
. propelly stamped with a two-anna stamp

(1)] L R 4 Bom 9%
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" Before Mr. Justice Melvill and Mr. Jzésti'ce Kemball.

KANAYALAL (ORIGINAL PLAINTIFF), APPELLANT, ©. PYARABAI WIDOW OF
RAMNARAYAN AND OTHERS (GRIGINAL DE#ESDANTS) RESPONDENTS"’
Mortgage—Conditional sale— Redemption— Poreclosure—Lvidence—Secondary

evidence— Evidence Act (I of 1872), See. 63.

In 1840 K. mortgaged a certain house to two brothers, B, and C. The mort~

_ ‘gage deed contained agahan lekan clause,

that in 1852 the mortgaged house passed into the possession of R, and C., and it

was ‘alleged that in that year the mortgage had been foreclosed. At a subsequent

* Second Appeal, No. 309 of 1881,

or clause of conditional sale. Itappeared -
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partxtlon of the family property the house fell to the share of R, -whose widow
P. (defendant No. 1) sold it to L. (defendant No. 2) in 1868, and L in 1871 sold
it to T. (defendant No, 3). In 1881 T. brought this suit to redeem the property.
The foreclosure decree of 1852 was not forthcoming, and the defendants alleged
that it had been burned along with other judicial records at the burning of the
Budhvar Palace at Poona in 1879. The only evidence that such a decree had

" . been passed' was & reference to a copy of the decree- contained in a judgment

passed in another suit, and a statement by C. (who was dead in 1881) that the
mortgage had been foreclosed. The lower Courts held that the reference in
the above-mentioned judgment to the copy of the foreclosure decree was sufficient -
evidence of the original decree undel sectlon 63 of the Evidence Act (I of 1872).
On appeal, :

Held by the High Court that there was no legal evidence that the mortgage had
been foreclosed. A written statement of the contents of a copy of a document
the original of which the person making the statement has.not seen, cannot be »
acceg;ted as an equivaltent of that which section 63 of the Evidence Act renders
admissible, namely, an oral account of the contents of a document given by some
person who has himself seen it. Cs statement could not be made use of to
establish the foreclosure.

A clause of conditional sale contained in a mortg'xge deed does not prevent
the redemp’uon of the mortgage.

Tais was a second appeal from the decision of W. H. Newn-

‘ham, Judge of the District of Poona, confirming the decree of the -

Joint Subordinate Judge of Poona,

- Suit for redemption. In 1840 K. morigaged a certain house
to two brothers, R. and C. The mortgage deed contained a gahan
lahan clanse, or clause of conditional sale. 1t appeared that in
1852 the mortgaged house passed into the possession of R. and

~C., and it was alleged that in that year the mortgage had been

foreclosed. At a subsequent partition of the family property
the- house fell to the share of R., whose widow P. (defendant
No. 1) sold it to L. (defendant No. 2) in 1868, and L. in 1871 .

‘sold it to T. (defendant No. 8). In 1881 T. brought this suit

to redeem the property, alleging that the sum borrowed had
been satisfied from the proceeds of the house, but that if there

* was any balance due he was ready and willing to pay it.

. The defendant Pyarabai answered that the house had become
the absolute property of her husband and his brother Chitramal
under a clause of conditional sale in the mortgage, and that she
had sold it to Ladha (defendant No. 2). Ladha repeated this
sountention, and added that be had .sold the house to Thakur.
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- Thakur’s” heirs (defendant No 3) answered that the transaction
between Kanayalal and Bamnarayan was an out-and-out sale,
and not a mortgage.

The foreclosure decree of 1852 was not forthcommg, and the
defendants alleged that it had been burned -along with other
judicial records at the burning of the Budhvar Palace at Poona
in 1879. The only evidence that such a decree had been passed
was a reference to a copy of the decree contained in a judgment
~ passed in another suit, and a statement by C. (who was dead in

1881) that the mortgaged had been foreclosed. The lower Courts
held that the reference in the above-mentioned judgment to the
copy of the foreclosure decree was sufficient evidence of the orig-
inal decree under section.63 of the Evidence Act (I of 1872),
. The Subordinate Judge found that: the original transaction
was a mortgage, but that the mortgage had been foreclosed by a
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* decree of Court in 1852, and that Ramnarayan had become the -

absolute owner. He, accordingly, rejected the plaintiff’s. claim for
redemptlon

The District Judge concurred with the Subordmate Judge for
" the following reasons :— :

“1t is ‘not disputed that the house. originally was the property‘

of Kanayalal. It passed, however, into the possession of Ram-
narayan and his brother Chitramal about 1852. His widow
Pyarabai says, and Chi,trgmal (now deceased) said in 1868, that
at a division of property it fell to the share of Ramnarayan, and
was subsequently mortgaged and eventually sold to Ladha in
' 1868, and by him to Thakur in 1871,

“The question is, what title to it did the two brothers acquire
in 1852. Owing to the crime of May, 1879,* the effocts of which

are continually coming before this Court in the shape of the .

destruction of valuable evidence, the origiral documents, which

would have been the best evidence of this, are missing. There'is,
however, a judgment of Jannary 4, 1853, by Krishnaji Vithal
Vinchurkar, then Sadar Amin, a certified copy of which has been
filed, which ‘contains a distinct account of the decree, in conse-

* In May, 1879, the Budhvar Palace at Poona, in which the judicial record
were kept, was destroyed by fire.
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quence of which the brothers obtained .possession. Appellant
objects that Kanayalal was not a party to the Sadar Amin’s
decree, and it cannot, therefore, bind his heir, appellant. = But
this is not to the purpose. 1t is'not contended that he should be
bound by that decree: it is produced as the best available evi-
dence of the purport’ of the decrece which gave the brothers
possession of ‘the house now in dispute. Appellant’s pleader
disputes its admissibility for that purpose under section 63 of
the Evidence Aet; but if an oral account of the contents of a docu-
ment given by a person, who has seen it, be admissible, a fortiort
so must bea written recital given b'y a Judge in the course of

“his decision as a portion of the grounds on which that decision

is based. The words of the Sadar Amin are to-this effect :—
f Chitramal produced in evidence a copy of a decree, No, 4210
of 1851, and sale-deed by Kanayalal of 1840, and itis proved
that Kanayalal had sold the house to the north .of the open
ground, and Chintaman Hari Deshmukh gave a decree on the
strength’ (or title) ‘of the sale (Fharediche davjyane) to the
defendants’ (the brothers) ‘by consent of Kanayalal, and the
defendants are in possession according}y.’ - 1t must be observed
that this isa written account given aftor seeing the copy (Illustra-
tion D to the above section), and it does not appear whether the

~Sadar Amin saw the original; but I cannot hold that I should be

justified in excluding this- evidence when it is ohvivusly the best
which can after so long a time be procured.

“As to the identity of the house here ' mentioned with that

“now in question, there can be no reasonable doubt.

«lt appears, then, that the document passed by Kanayalal in-
1840, which the plaintiff’s witnesses call a mortgage, was, at
any rate, an instrument of conditional sale (compare the state-
ment, of deceased Chitramalin 1868), and that the Munsif gave
a decres on'it by consent of the parties, considering that the

‘condition of sale had taken effect, - and the brothers were put in.

possession as owners nearly thirty years ago ; and since that time
the house has been dealt with by them as® their absolute property
and so described in subsequent mortgage and sale deeds..

“« Not only did the transaction taLe place at a time when the
) 8
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¢ galzdn lahan’ custom was legal as well as generally prevalent 3
but the case of the delendants is peculiarly strong,’ as this is not
an instance of mortgagees holding on with the belief that their
mortgage right had merged in absolute ownership by lapse of
time only, but of their being given possession as owners by
purchase by decree of Court, the original- owner of the property

consenting to that decred. Under these circumstances it would -

not be just or reasonable to hold, on the now weakened authority
of Ramyi v. Chinto (1) and subsequent decisions, that the plamhﬁ
as Kanayalal’s heir has any right to redeem.
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. % The respondents told the Court that since the appeal was
filed they had - received information leading them to quaestion

whether the plaintiff was Ka n'tyalals rlght heir, but it is not
necessary to enquire into this now.” :

The Judge accordingly confirmed the decree of the Subordl-
_ nate Judge rejecting the phmt ' elaim. The plamnﬂ' appealed
to'the High Court.

Shantaram Narayan for  the appellaut—The Judge below_

nisinterpreted section 63 of the Evidence Act and the Tllustra-
tion D thereto in holding that a written account given after
seeing a copy was secondary evidence of the contents of a doéu-:_
ment. Clause (5) of the section is clear. It says, secondary
evidence means and includes ¢ oral accounts of the confents of a
document given by some person who has himself seen it.” The
Judge was also wrong in saying that the éuthority‘of'-Ramji‘ v.
Chinto (2) had been weakened. 8o far as this Presidency is con-
cerned, it continues as strong as ever, and the case has always
been followed by this High Court.

.Pdndumng Balibhadra and  Ganesh Ramchandra Kirloskar
for the respondents.—The fire which consumed the Budhvar's
Palace of Poona in May, 1879, destroyed a great number of judi-
cial records, and the original of the foreclosure decree was one of
the documents so destroyed. The copy in- question is the best
‘available evidence of the contents of the decree. ‘The remarks
of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Counecil in. Thumbu-

sawmy Mooddelly v. Hossain Rowthen(3) show that they do not ,

(1)1 Bom, H. C. Rep. 199. - (2)1 Bom. IL C. Rep. 199,  (3) L L. k. 3 Mad,, 1..
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approve of the decision in Ramji v. Chinto, Tt would be

highly inequitable to -award the plaintiff’s claim and upset the -

varions sales effected in good faith by several parties.
Mervity, J.—The facts found proved by the Courts below:

“aro as follows :—

In 1840 the house in dispute: was: mortgaged by Kanayalal,
to Ramnarayan and his brother Ch_ltmmai. At a partition of
the family property the mortgaged house fell to the share of
Ramnarayan, whose widow, Pyarabai, sold it to the second
defendant, Ladha, in 1868. Ladha.re-sold it to the third defend-
ant, Thakur, in 1871. The present suit is brourht by Panalal,
as Kanayalal’s heir to redeem the mortgage..’

The authority of «Ramji v. Chinto has not, as the District
Judge supposes, been weskened, and any gahan. lahan clause;.
which there may have been in the. original mortgage, would- not
prevent the redemption. But the Courts below have found.
that the mortgage was foreclosed by a decree of Court in: 1852:

Unfortunately, this decree is not forthcoming : and the only

evidence that such a decree was ever passed consists of a: refer~
ence to a copy of the decree in a judgment passed by the Sadar
Amin in another suit, and a statement made hy Chitramal,. now-
dead, that the mortgage had been ‘forec]osedl._ The District:

Judge has held that the reference by the Sadar Amin to- the- -

copy of the foreclosure decree .is; under section 63°of the Indian:

Evidence Act, sufficient evidence of the contents of the original

decree. We should have been glad if we could have come to the-

same conclusion”; but it seems to us clear that a written state-

ment of the contents of a copy of a document, the original’ of!

which the person making the statement has not seen, cannot be:

accepted as an equivalent of that which section 63 of the Evidence.

Act renders admissible, namely, an oral account of the contents

of a document given by some person who has himself seen:it..
" As to Chitramal’s statement (exhibit No. 46), it was put in by~

the plaintiff, as containing an admission of the mortgage ; and'
there is no rule of evidence under which it can be made use of’
to establish the foreclosure. Under these cn'cumst'mces we are:

obliged to come to the conculsion that there isno leoal evidence :

' in the case that the mortgage has ever been foreclosed.

}

-
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But then it is said that "Thakur is entitled to be regarded as
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a purchaser for value without notice. Now, no doubt, his convey- KANAYALAL

ance gave him mno notlce that the title was orlgxmlly one of PYARABA;

mortgage ; but it gave him notice that his vendor, Ladha, had

purchased  from' Pyarabai ; and as Ladha could only show a title
in himself extending over three years, Thakur was ecertainly
bound to inquire into Eyarabai’s title. Had he done this, he
would have ascertained -without difficulty that her title originat-
ed in a mortgage; and in that case a mere mistaken belief that
ths mortgage was irredesmable. would. not- entitle him to be
treated as a purchaser for value without notice— Hansard v.
- Hardy(1). Had he taken up another line of defence, we might
perhaps have given him an opportunity of showing that at the
time of his purchase he did make inquiries, 'and was informed
and believed that the mortgage had been foreclosed by a decree
of Court. But the case made in his written statement is, not

that the mortgage had been forecloséd, but that there never was -

any mortgage at all. The same observations apply to Ladha, the
second -defendant : so that Thakur cannot shelter himself behind
Ladha’s purchase, as having been made without notice.

We regret, therefore,” to come to the conclusion that although
in all probability the mortgage of 1840 has been foreclosed, yet
owing to the neglect of the defendants to furnish themselves
with proper evidence of title, there is no’legal ground on which
redemption can be refased to Kanayalal’s heir.

A suggestion has been made that the present plaintiff is -

.. nob Kanayalal’s heir. But he has obtained a certificato of heir-
. ship under Regulation VIII of 1827, and for the purpose of the

- ‘present suit must be reuarded as Kanayalal’s legal repxesent- -

ative.
‘g.

A R

We are informed that one or more of the plaint’iﬁ"sj'witnesse&

state the amount of the mortgage to have been Rs. 300, and, in’

the absence of evidence to the contrary, we think that this may
be accepted as the prmclpal amount due. It must be assumed
that the rents and profits of the house were tc be taken as.
- - interest ; and looking to'the value of the house, as showa in the

(1) 18 Ves,, 462,
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1852 conveyance, there can be no doubt that the rents and profits
KANA:“L“" were equivalent to a high rate of interest. The plaintiff must
Pyaranar, therefore, be allowed to redeem on payment, within six months,

of Rs. 300.
The parties should bear their own costs throughout.

(28)
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Before Mr. Justice Kemball and Mr, Justice Pinkey.

1883 SANEKANA KALANA (ORIGINAL DEFENDANT NO. 2), APPELLANT, 7.
' January 99, VIRUPAKSHAPA GANESHAPA (ORIGINAL PLAINTIFF) AND
NINGANA (0RIGINAL DEFENDANT No, 1), RESPONDENTS.*

Mortyage—Redemption-—Prior mortgagea~P§zisne mortgagee— Foreclosure—
Dischm’ge of surety—Contract Aet IX of 1872, Sees. 134 and 137,

A surety liability to pay the debt is not removed by reason of the creditor's
“omission to sue the principal, -

A puisne mortgagee is entitled to redeem from the prior mortgagee who obtains -
a foreclosure decree in a suit to which the puisne mortgagee is not made a party
or from the purchaser in the foreclosure suit ; and it 5 immaterial whether the
puisne mortgage is or is not registered, or whether the prior mortgages at the date
of the suit had or had not notice of the puisne morfgaore . ’

The plaintiff chargm'r the defendants with collusion sued to eject them, but the
Court found he was only a puisne mortgagee, and one of the defendants a pnor -
mortgagee, The Court, however, allowed the plaintiff to change his case, and in
the same suit permitted him to redgem the defendant,

Quere—whether the account® amved at in the decree obtained by the pmor ’

mortgagee against the mortgagor only i3 binding on the pmsne mortgagee who had
no notice of the subsequent incumbrance.
Ta1s was a second appeal from the deelsxon of C. F. H. Shaw .

Judge of Dharwar varymg the decree of A, M. Cantem, Sub-
ordinate Judge of Dharwar. _

The facts of the case, 1n so far as they are materlal are as.
follows :—

The plaintiff V1rupakshwpw sued gmgana (defendant . No. 1)
and Sankana_(defendant No. 2)to recover possession of a piece -
of land He alleged that Ningana, the original owner, mortgaged
it with possession on 'the 12th of July, 1874, for Rs. 98 to him (the
plamtlff) for fourteen’ ‘years under an instrament which stxpulated
that Ningana 'was tq pay the Go_vernment assessment, and that

* Second Appeal, No. 102 of 1882,



	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 

