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Before My, Justice Birdwood and Siv TW. Wedderburn, Justice,

1885, -DA'YA'BHA'T TRIBHOVANDA'S (ORIGINATL PLAINTIFF), APPLICANT, .
February 19, 7 REMICHAND PA'NA‘CHAND (oRIGINAL DerexpAst), OPPONENTH

Wagering contract—Suit to recover deposit paid on such contract—Coniract Act
(IX of1872), Secs. 22, 24-30, and 65—~Bombay Act III of 1865, Sec. 1—In
part delicto potior est conditio possidentis, applzcatwn qf the mawim—Plaint,
-~ emendment of— Deceit— Unilateral mistake,

On the 21st of January, 1883 the plaintiff contracted to purchase from the de-
fendant the right to receive dividend on 50 shares of the Empress Mill at Rs. 37
per share, the plaintiff being under an impression that the dividend was to be de<
clared on some subsequent day. The plaintiff deposited Rs. 100 with the defend-
ant as part payment of the purchase-money. Subsequently it was ascertained
that the dividend had been already declared on 17th January, 1883, (i.e. four days
before the contract,) at Rs. 25, The plaintiff thereupon sued the defendant to have
the contract declared cancelled, and songht to recover the deposit of Rs, 100, with
interest. The Judge of the Courtof Small Causes at Broach, being of opinion that

- the contract was in its nature a suttd or wagering contraet, rejected the plain-
tiffs claim. The plaintiff applied to the High Counrt, under its extraordinary
jurisdiction, to set aside the lower Court’s decision.

Held, that, in the first instance, the plaint, as fr amed not dlsclosmg any cause of

action, ought to have been returned for amendment. It should either have alleged
a mistake common to both parties to the contfract, or should have contained an
allegation of frand, on the defendant’s part, inducing the plaintiff to enter into the
agreement.  The mere circumstance, that the contract was ¢ causéd by one of the
parties to it being under a mistake as to a matter of fact”, would not, under
gection 22 of the Contract Act (IX of 1872), ha.ve made the contract voidable.

Held also, that, if the contract was really a wager, the deposit could not be
recovered under section 65 of the Contract Act, as its nature must, from the first, .
have been known to the parties. To anagreement, so known to be void, section
65 does nob apply. If the contract was, in the intention of buth parties, a wager,
the suit would he barred by section 1 of Bombay Act III of 1865, which, though
it formed a part of Act XXIof 1848, which is repealed by the Contract Act, isnot,

_ being a special Act, applicableto the Bombay Presidency, itself repealed It
must be.read with section 30 of the Contract Act.

Held, also, that to coustitute a wager, the transaction between the “parties
must ¢ wholly depend on the risk in contemplation”, and “neither party must
look to anything but the paymentof money on the determination of an uncertainty.”
But if one of the parties has “the event in his own hands”, the transaction is
nota wager. If the plaintiff's real contention was that defendant was aware of
a declaration of dividends, at Rs. 25 per share, and by keeping plaintiff in
ignorance of the fact indnced him to enter into a wagering agreement for

* Extraordinary Civil Application, No, 122 of 1884,
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payment of differences at a contract rate of Rs. 37 per shave, then to a suit for
the recovery of the deposit made to the defendant with reference to such an
agreement, Bombay Act III of 1865 has no application. Wagering contracts are
" notillegal. They are simply destitute of legal effect. If fraud was practised on
plaintiff, the maxim potior est conditio defendentis would not apply.

The High Court reversed the lower Court’s decision, in order that the plaintiff
might be given an opportunity to amend his plaint, so ag to show that his action
was one for deceit.

“Tais was an application under the extraordinary Jurlsdlctmn
of the High Court.

The plaintiff alleged that on the 21st January, 1882, he con-

tracted to purchase from the defendant the right of receiving the
dividlend on 50 shares of the Empress Spinning and Weaving

Company from 1st June, 1880, to 81st December, 1881, for '

the price of Rs. 87 per share; that he (the plaintiff) paid to the
defendant under this contract Rs. 100 in part payment of the
price ; that the understanding in respect of the said - transaction
was that the dividend would be declared on some day subsequenb
to the one on which the contract was entered into; that the
said dividend was found to-have been declared, four days before
the contract, at Rs. 25 per share ; that neither the plaintiff nor
‘his agent was aware of this fact, but that the defendant had
full knowledge of it. The plaintiff now sued the defendant to
recover the said sum of Rs. 100 advanced by him, together
_ with interest thereon, The Judge of the Small Causes Court at

Broach rejected the plaintiff’s claim, on- the ground that “the

_contract between the parties was in the nature of a wagering
‘contract”. ‘
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- Against this decision the plaintiff applied to the High Court -

under its extraordinary jurisdiction.
A rule nist was granted on 14th August, 1884,

The rule now came on for hearing.

Nagindds Tulsidds, for the defendant, showed cause.~This con--
tract was rightly considered by the lower Court as a wagering.

contract, This was such acontract as falls within the purview of
Bombay Act TIII of 1865, and the deposit by the plaintiff’ is not
recoverable. The issue was not objected to in the lower Court and
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cannot now be objected to here. Even if there-is an error of law
here, the Court will decline to interfere in its extraordinary juris-
diction : see Damodardds v. Shakndji®,

Gokuldds Kdhdndds, for the ‘plaintiff,‘ contra.~This was not
a wagering contract. The Contract Aet (IX of 1872) defines in
section 30 what are wagering contracts and looks upon them -
as not illegal, but simply void. Act XTI of 1865 does the same,
Section 65 of the Contract Act lays down that any con-
sideration received under a void contract shall be. restored

. to the person who paid it. These sections, construed together,

entitle the plaintiff to recover back the deposit. The sections
bar a suit based on such a contract, but do nob apply to a case of
recovering money from a person with whom it is deposited : see
Hampden v, Walsh®; Lacanssade v. White®, When the contract
was made, both the parties were ignorant of its nature, and under
section 20 of the Contract Act the confract was void. Money
paid even under an illegal contract as a deposit is recoverable
see Pollock on Contracts, p. 351,

BirowooDb, J.—The plaintiff sued to vecover a sum of Rs. 100
paid to defendant, as a deposit, on account of the value of the divi-
dends on 50 shar es in the original capital of the Empress Spin-
ning and Weaving Company, alleged to have been purchased
by plaintiff for the period from the 1st Ju une, 1880, to the 31st
December, 1881. The defendant was the owner of the shares,
and the alleged purchase was at the rate of Rs. 87 for each

- dividend. It is stated in the plaint that, when making the pur-

chase on the 21st January, 1882, the plaintiff was under the -
impression that a dividend would be declared after that date ;

whereas it had already beendeclared on the 17th January, 1882,

From the evidence, it appears that the dividend declared was
at the rate of Rs. 25 for each share. '

The plaintiff asked that the’deposit should be returned to. hlm
with da,mao'es amounting to Rs. 6, for the wronovful detention
of the money, on the ground that the contract-of purchase must

- () Printed Judgments for 1884, p. 294" . ) @1 Q. B, Div' 189
. &7 Term, Rep., 535, - U " .
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(on account of his ignorance of the fact, that when it was made
a dividend had been already declared) be held to be “ cancelled”
or “void”’. >

" The plaint does not set forth any ignorance on the part of the
defendant ; nor, on the other hand, does it impute knowledge to
the defendant of the fact that a dividend had been declared, and
charge him with a fraudulent concealment of the fact from the
plaintiff.

We think that the plaint should, in the first instance, have
been returned for amendment, on the ground that it did not dis-
" close a cause of action. It should either have alléged a mistake,
common to both the parties, as to an essential matter of fact, by
. which the agreement between them was rendered void, and on

the discovery of which the deposit was claimed, presumably’

under section 65 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872 ; or else, relief
should have. been claimed, (if that was really plaintiff’s case,) on
the ground that he had been induced to enter into the agreement
by the fraud of the defendant. The mere circumstance, that the
contract was “ caused by one of the parties toit being under a
mistake as to a matter of fact,” would not have made the con-
tract voidable. See section 22 of the Contract Act.

The plaint was not, however, returned for amendment ; but
the following issues were recorded by the Court of Small Causes,
apparently without ob]ectmn from either party.—

(1): Whether. the eontract between the parties was in the

* nature of a wagering contract ? .
(2). Whether the contract between the parties was entered

into on the 19th or 21st January, 1882 ?

'(8). When was the dividend of the Empress Mill declared ?

" {4). If it was declared on the 17th January, 1882, was the

same within the knowledge of the defendantat the time when
he entered into contract with the plaintiff?

(5). Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the refund of the
earnest money P

After taking evidence, the Judge of the Court of Small Causes
found on the first issue that the contract wasa wagering contract;
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1885. and, on that ground, and without trying the remaining issues, he

Davisuir  rejected the claim, and directed each party to bear his own costs.
TRIBHOVAN- :

DAs If the Judge’s finding on the first issuc be accepted as correct,

v. . © s '
Laxmmi-  for the purposes of this application, then the agreement between
Paa D e, Phe parties was ome merely “to pay differences”, and not one

directed to a commercial object. It was, therefore, void under
section 80 of the Contract Act. But it does not follow that, if the
plaint had been properly framed, the prayer contained in it must
necessarily have been refused. If the plaintiff really sought to
avoid the contract on the ground of a mistake as to a matter of
fact, common to himself and the defendant, but if, nevertheless, -
the agreement between them was really a wager, then, indeed,
section 65 of the Contract Act would, apparently, have had no
) application to the case; for if the agreement was one merely to
pay differences, its nature. must necessarily. have been known
to the plaintiff and defendant at the time when they entered .
into it, and they must be presumed to have known also that it
was void. To such an agreement, so known to be void, section 65
does not, in terms, apply. And, again, under the supposed eircum-
stances, sectiorr 1 of Bombay Act IIT of 1865 would have been a
bar to the suit, That Act was intended to apply to suits upon
contracts collateral to wagering transactions. It declares all con~
tracts made to further or assist the entering into, effecting, or
carrying out of agreements by way of gaming or wagering and all
contracts by way of security or guarantee for the performance of
such agreements or contracts to be null and void ; and it prohibits
suits for the recovery of sums paid or payable in respect of any
such contracts 5 but it also applies to suits between the principals
themselves to such contracts, and prohibits suits for the recovery -
of sums paid or payable in respect of any agreement by way
of gaming or wagering, as well as suits for sums paid in respect
of the contracts collateral to such agreements. Although Bom-
bay Act 1T of 1865 is to be read and taken as part of Act XXTI -
of 1848, which is expressly repealed by the Indian Contract
Act, 1872, it cannot be held to be thereby repealed, by implica~
tion. Its provisions, being of a special character, and applicable
on]y.t? the Bombay Presidency, are not affected by the general
provisions contained in sections 24 t0 80 of the Confract Act,
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regarding “ void agreements”. It is not itselfexpressly repealed,
‘and must now be read with section 80 of the Contract Act.

* But the provisions of the Bombay A.ct were primarily intended
to apply, and can, we think, be properly applied, in the ecase of
principals, only to agreements, which, in the contemplation of
both the parties, are strictly wagers. To constitute a wager,
the transaction between the parties must “wholly depend on
. the risk in contemplation,” “ and neither must look to anything
but the payment of money on the determination of “an uncer-
tainty ” (Anson, Law of Contract, 3rd ed., p. 172).. But if one of
the parties has “the event in his own haunds,” the transaction
lacks an essential ingredieﬁt of a wager. If the plaintiff’s real
- contention was that defendant was aware of a declaration of
dividends, at Rs. 25 per share, and, by keeping plaintiff in
ignorance of the fact, induced him to enter into a wagering
agreement for payment of differences at a contract rate of Rs. 87
per share, then we think that to a suit for the recovery of a
aeposit made to defendant, with reference to such an agreement,
Bombay Act III of 1865 has no application. Nor do we think
that such a suit would be barred by the maxim in part delicto
potior est conditio possidentis. In Thistlewood v, Cracroft and
Darley® the plaintiff sought to recover a sum of money lost
by him at play under the following circumstances. He was a
stranger to the defendants, and had gone to a gaming house in
St. James Street, at an early hour in the morming, and proposed
to play with Cracroft at hazard for a larger sum than he chose
to play for, « whereupon Darley, with whom C. had no previous
communication, and whom he only knew by name, proposed to
C. that each of them (C. and D.) should put down £350, and so
-form a bank to mect the losses that might ensue from playing
for such high stakes, and that the profits and losses should be
borne and divided equally between them. After playing for
some time, they desisted, when it was found, upon reckoning up
the money in the bank, which had never been removed from
the table, or out of sight during the time of playing, that the
defendants had jointly won from the plaintiff £841, which they

o 1M & 8S,, 500.
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divided between themselves according to the agreement, after

making a deduction of £126 for money lost by them to two

persons in bets relating to chances in the course of the play,

and another of £7 for the waltels The plaintiff threw the

dice himself during the whole time ; and the money was won

fairly in the course of play.” At the trial before Lord Ellen-
borough, the defendants relied on the rule potior est conditio
possidentis. His lordship inclined to this opinion, but directed
the jury to find for the plaintiff for £708, reserving liberty to
defendants to move on this point. - Accordingly, a rule nisi ‘was
oﬁtained for setting aside the verdict. It wasmade absolute
on the ground that there had been fair play between the partles,
and both were equally delinquent.

Lord Ellenborough, C.J., observed, however “If the Court
discovered any traces of foul play in this case, s0 as to form
a shade of delinquency between these parties, by making it a
case of oppression or fraud upon one, -they would eagerly have
interfered in order to administer relief” ; and Le Blane, J., said :
“The transaction, no doubt, was illegal, but there seems to be no
imputation of foul play, to entitle the plaintiff to ask for relief.”

- These remarks would apply with especial force in the present
case, inasmuch as neither by section 80 of the Contract Act, nor

" by any other law in force in India, are wagering agreements

rendered illegal, whether by express prohibition or by penalty.

. They are simply destitute of legal effect or void. That distinction -

was upheld in Pdrakh Govardhanbhdi v. Ransordds®). That
was a decision under Act XXI of 1848, and is apphcable to cases
under the present law,

From the way in Whlch the issues were framed in this case, it

~would appear that plaintiff really imputed to defendant a fraudu-

lent concealment of facts, by which he was induced to enter
into an agreement with him, and make the deposit in respect of
which this suit has been brought. “We are of opinion that the
decision of the lower Court must be reversed, in order that the
plaintiff may be given the opportunity of amending the plaint,
if so advised, so as to show that his action is reallyone for deceit.

()12 Bom, H, C, Rep.., 51
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And if he so amends the plamb the proper issues should be raised  1885.

and trled ‘ ; DivieHAL
) TRIBHOVAN-
The decision of the Court of Small Causes is, therefore, reversed,  DAs
v
and the case remandedforretrial with reference to the foregoing  Lagmmr. -

observations. Costs, including costs of this application, to follow pyyiomano.

- the final decision.

Decree reversed and case remanded.

APPELLATE CIVIL

Defore Sir Charles Swgent, Knight, Olicf Justice, and Mr. Justice
Nandbhdi Haridds.

NIRVA’NA'YA (OR;GI'NAL DereENDANT No. 4), APPELLANT, z 1885
NIRVA'NA'YA (oRIGINAL PLAINTIFF), REsroNDENT.® - . February 24.

Guardian— Minor— Lingdyat math—Compromise made by o father as guardian of
Lis natural son—~Suit by sonto set aside compromzse—ﬂlmor adopted by 7eh gious
celebate,

C., who was the head of a Lingdyat matf, died in 1862, The plaintiff, who was
then a minor, claimed throughhisnatural father R.tobe Csheir. . This claim was.
disputed by V. on behalf of his son, the defendant, whowasalsoa minor, In 1863,
pending legal proceedings between them, R. and V. compromised the dispute, and
agreed that the math and the property appertaining to it should be divided
between the plaintiff and the defendant in equal shares. Inthe present suit the
plaintiff sought to set aside the compromise made on his behalf by his natural
father R,, on the groundthat R, had no 1uthor1ty tomake it, and that there
Wag no pecessity for it.

Heltl, that the plaintiffs natural father was his proper guardian to assert his
rights, ns adopted beir, against rival claimants, and that the “compromise was
binding, .
THIS was a second appeal from the decision of C.F. H. Shaw,
Judge of the district of Dharwar, reversing the decree of Rdv

. 8sheb Raghavendra Rimehandra, SubordinateJudge of Saundatti.

The Lingdyat math situated at Ugargol and the'lands attached
to it originally belonged to one Chanmaldys, the recognized head
of the math. Chanmaliya died on the 23rd of January, 1862,
and soon afterwards disputes arose between Richdya, the natural
father of the presént plaintiff, and the fourth defendant’s father

» * Second Appeal, No. 640 of 1882,
B 468—5 :



	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 

