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T ‘hoid that I have no power to expunge the names of any of the 1888 -
“ereditors in this schedule, and I discharge the rule. Jan. 28,

Rule discharged. ’ INSOL-
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Attorneys for the applicant : Messrs. Payne, Gilbert, and Soyani.
Attorneys for the Official Assignee : Messrs. Craigie, Lynch and
Owen. 4
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Before Mr. Justice West and Mr. Justice Bzrdwood i
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VISHEND CHINTAMAN {(Original Defendomt), Applicant v. BALAJI
BIN RacuUJI (Original Plaintiff), Opponent.®
[8rd May, 1887.]

Mortgaze—olause of conditional sale in mortgage— Suit by mortgagee for declaration of .
title—Decree ordering delivery of property to morigagee in default of payment of
mortgage-debt by mortgagors within one month—Default of payment by mortgagors—

Effect of such de/ault-—Martgvgea, property taken by mortgagee in execution of such

decree not as mortgagee but absolutely—Subsequent suit for redemption barred—Res .
judicata—Limitation Act XV of 1877, sch. II, art. 134—Landlord and tenant S
~—Tenant denying landlord's title—Right of landlord to evict, N

In 1863 Balaji and Gyanv mortgaged certain land fo one Gop&l under a mort-
gage-deed. which provided that. if the mortgage-debt was not paid ai thestipula- -
ted time, the land should become the absolute property of -Gopal, the mortgagee. o

In 1871 Gopal filed an ejectment suit against Balaji and Gyanu and one Harir,
alleging that he had become owner of the land by operatlon of the above clause,
and that he had subsequently let it to Hari, whonowin collusion with the other
two defendants, (the mortgagors), -denied h1s title. The ejectment. suit was
subsequently converted into one for a declaration of Gopal’s title as owner as
against [353] the mortgagors, Balaji and Gyanu, who claimed a right to redeem.
A decree was passed in 1872 ordermg Balaji and Gyanu to pay Rs. 100 to Gopal
within one month, or, in detault, to deliver up to him possession of the tand. -
The money was not pa.ld and Vlshnu, as purchaser from Gopal, got possession {
in execution of the above decree in August, 1873,

In September, 1885, the plaintiff, as Balaji’s heir and legal representahve, e
filed a suit against Gopal and Vishnu to redeem the property. ~The Courtof ' g
first instance dismissed the suit, holdmg that the plaintiff’s claim ‘was res
Jjudicata by virtue of the decree passed in 1872, and that the right to redeem
was3 lost. In appeal, the Court reversed this decision and passed a decree for
redemption on payment .of Rs. 100 by the plaintiff within six months. - The .
defendant Vishnu then applied to the High Court under its extraordinary
jurisdiction.,

Held, that the plaintifi’s claim was 7es judicata. In the sui$ brought by
Gopal, {the mortgagee}, in 1871 he had claimed the land as owner through the
forfeiture clause in the mortgage-deed, and the mortgagors insisting in that suit
on a right still to redeem, the decree plainly meant to give them, by way of indul-
gence, one month within which to regain the land by payment of Rs. 100 to Gopal.

It renewed the mortgage, but with a condition, which was a material part of .
the decree, They having failed to pay, the mortgage was extinguished.. After
the lapse of the month Gopal could not have recovered the Rs. 100. Had he
sought to recover that money he would have been met by the terms of the decree.
He was. entitled to the land, and nothing else, So, too, was Vishnu as his
vendee. As, then, there was no debt that could be recovered there was, and -
could be, no submsbmg mortgage that could be redeemed.

Held, also, that the suit was barred under art. 134 of sch. I of the lextatmn
Act (XV of 1877)—Vishnu having purchased the land for va,]ue from Gopal the
ostensible owner, more than twelve years before suit.

e
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A tenant, repudlatmg the title under which he entered, becomes liable to ,
immediate evxctxon at the option of the landlord.

. - [R., 24 M. 246 (250)= 10 M.L.J. 415.]
APPEL- . '

THIS was an application under the extraordinary jurisdietion of the
High Court. .

In 1863 Balaji and Gyaou mortgaged the larnds in dispute to one
Gopal by a mortgage-deed, which provided that, if the mortgage-debt was
not paid off at the stipulated time, the mortgagee should become the
absolute owner of the property. »

In 1871 Gopal sued to eject one Hari from the lands, alleging that
having become owner of the property by operation of the gahan-lahan

. clause in the mortgage-deed, he had let the lands to Hari, and that Hauri,

acting in collusion with Balaji and Gyanu, denied his title. In this suit
Balaji and Gyanu were joined as co-defendants with Hari. This eject-
ment suit was subsequently [354] converted into one for a declaration of
Gopal’s proprietary title to the property, as against the mortgagors Bala.u
and Gyanu.

" In 1872 a decree was passed in the above suit, dxrecbmg Balajl and

- Gyanu to pay to Gopal Rs. 10¢ within one month, and, in default, to
deliver up to him possession of the mortgaged property. The money was
. not paid, and Vishnu as a purchaser from Gopal tcok possession of the

property in August, 1873. -
In September, 1885, the present suit was filed by Mahadu, the son

“and legal representative of Balaji, (now deceased), against Gopal and

Vishnu, to redeem the lands from the mortgage of 1863,

The defendants contended that the right to redeem had been foreclosed
by the decree passed in 1872; that the plaintiff’s claim was res judicata
under 's. 13 of the Code of Civil Procedure (Act XIV. of 1882} ; and that
it was also barred by the law of limitation.

The Subordinate Judge, on the authority of the ruling in Gan Savant
Bal Savant v. Narayan Dhond Savant (1) held that the plaintiff’s claim
was res judicata by virtue of the decree passed in 1872, and that his right
to redeem was lost. He, therefore, dismissed the suit with costs.

This decision was reversed, on revision, by the Acting Special Judge
appointed-under the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act (XVII of 1879),
who held, on the authority of the ruling in Ravji Shivram Joshi v.
Kaluram (2), that the plaintiff’s suit was not barred by the decree

of 1872, '.He aécordmglv paqsed a decree that the plaintiff should

recover. possession of the lands in dispute on payment of Rs. 100

-within six months, or, in default, his right to redeem should be for ever
vforeclosed

Against this declswn the defendant Vishnu applied to the High Court
under 1its exhraordlnary jurisdietion.

A rule nisi was granted, calling upon the plaintiff to show cause
why the decision of the Acting Special Judge should not be reversed.

Narayan Ganesh Crandavarkar, for the plaintiff, showed cause.— . ‘

This is not a case for the exercise of the extraordinary jurisdietion
[855] of this Court. - There is no complaint of exeess or declining of
jurisdiction. Even if the lower Court be wrong in its decision upon the
question .of res judicata, that error cannot be rectified by this Court,
under.s. 622 of the Code of Civil Procedure. But its decision is not
erroneous. The decree m the former suit is not a foreclosure decree.

- (1) 7 B-‘ 467, .o . (2) 12 B, H C.R. 160 (161).
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It is a decree which dlrecbs payment of the mortgage money thhln one
month, and, in default,- the property is to be pub in the possession
.of the mortgagee. It does not provide for foreclosure at all. It does
not, therefore, put an end to the relation of mortgagor and morbgagse.
Senhouse v. Earl (1) and Thompson v. Grant (2) show. that a mortgage
subsists until the final order for foreclosure is made. Until, thare-
fore, it is proved Shat the mortgage was distinctly foreclosed, Gopal
continuss to bs a mortgagee. The possession given under ths former
decree - to Vishnu, as Gopal’s assignee, was given to him not as
owner bub as mortigages. If the mortgage still subsists, we have a right
to redeem. Refers to Periandi v. Angappa (3) and Karuthasa,mz V.
Jaganatha (4).

Shantaram Narayan, for the defendant, contra.—The right to redeem
. has become absolutely foreclosed. When a decree spscifies a particular

time for payment, with a direction for possession, in default, to be given to-
the mortgagee, the mare lapse of time works as a foreclosure ; Gan Savant

Bal Savant v. Narayan Dhond Savant(5). Under the Faglish law the
final decree for foreclosure is giveu on an application ab the expiration of

the specified time.” Heré no such application need be made. The decree’

itself operates as a foreclosure. In ths former suit, Gopal did not sue as

a mortgagee. He suel as an owner. The decres in that suit was sub- -

stantially a decres for foreclosure. That decree is, therefore, a good
defence tio the present suit for rademption. The Special Judge has entirely
omitted to consider the question of limitation. Even assuming the
mortgage to be still subsisting, Vishnu as a bona fide vurchaser for value
from the mortigagee will be protected after more than [356] twelve vears’
possession. He purchased in 1872 apd the present suit was filed in 1885.
Article 134 of sch. IT of the Limitation Act XV of 1877 a,oplles to the
present case. The suit is, therefore, barred by limitation.

JUDGMENT,

" WEST, J.—The Special Judge in the present case raised the two
issues of res judicats, on which the first defendant Gopal relied, and;
furthar, an issue of limitation, on which, as well as res judicata, the second
defendant Vishnu relied. On this second issue wo judgment has been
recorded, and as a judgmsnt wag on the Special Judge’s decision on the first
issus absolutely necessary to the right adjudication of the case as regards
Vishnu, the present applicant and the pergon really interssted, we shall
have to reverse the decision of the Court below, and send she case back

. for a fresh disposal by the Special Judge. -As we have, then, to take this
.course, we may properly point out that the Subordlnate Judge was rldht
and the Spocial Judge wrong on the point of res judicaia.

In 1871 Gopal sued Balaji, Gyapu, and Hari, averring that he had
formerly taken cersain land in mortgage from the first two, which land
had become his property by the overation of a eclause of conditional sale
(iahan gehan). He had let the land to Hari, who now.with the support
of the other two- denied Gopal’s title. In such a suit, the only proper
guestion for the Court was whether, as he alleged, Gopal had given
possession to Hari as tenant. A tenant repudiating the title under which
he entered, becomss liable to immediate evietion ab the option of the
landlord; Nor can other persons by coming in behind the tenant put

9 Ves. Sen. 449, (2} 4 Madd. 438, S (8) T M. 423,
) 8. M. 478, , e By T B agT.
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themselves in-the posﬂuon of possessors, and force the landlord to prove
his title, This seems to have been allowed, however, in the instance in
question. - The suit was changed into one against Balaji and Gyanu on-
the conditional sale, and the decree given in January, 1872, ordered that
Balaji and Gyanu were to pay to Gopal Rs. 100 within a ‘month, or
olse all three defendants to give him the property soughs in the plaint..

" By what precise steps this complete transformation of the suit took
place we cannot now tell, as the judgment has perished ; but the plaint.
shows that Gopal sued as owner, and the decree directs [357] delivery
of possession to him according to the plaint, unless the Rs. 100 be paid
ina month In the case of Robinson v. Duleepsmgh (1), James, L.J.,
says: “The issues are only a proceeding in a cause for the purpose
of ascertaining a fact for the guidancee of the Court in dealmg with the
right ; and what determines the right between the parties is the decres,
and in order to determine what the decree reaily decides it is essential
to see what were the rights which were in dlspuhe between the parties.
and which were aileged hetween them.” The plaintiff Gopal having then
set up a right as owner through the forfeiture clause, and the defend-
ants insisting on a right still to recover, the decree plainly meant
only to give them, by way of indulgence, one month within which to:
regain the land by payment, It renewed the mortgage, but with a econdision
which was as material a part of the decree as the advantage to follow on
its fulfilment. .

The money was not paid, and the property was given to Vishnu who
bad purchased from Gopal. The Special Judge has held .that Vishnu -
thus taking in execution in default of payment took as mortgagee, and
that the right to redeem still subsisted in 1885, when this suit was brought.
But it is plain that had Gopal sought to recover the Rs. 100, or any part
of it, ha would have been met by the terms of the decres. After the lapse:
of » month  he was eutitled to the land and nothing else. So, too, was
Vishnu ag his vendee. As, fhen, there was no debt that could be recovered,
there wag, and could be, no subsisting mortgage that could be redeemed.
The presumption thab arises where possession only is sought by a mort-
gagee, and possession only is. .awarded, has on application where the
plaintiff sues as owner, and the possession is on such a claim awarded to
him subject only to a condition in favour of the defendant whick the
defendant fails to fulfil. No terms - were added sucb as *' to hold until
payment”’ or “* as security for the sum awarded.” The decres, at any
rate, when executed by the Court completelv transferred the mortgagor’s:
rights to Vishnu.

On this point, therefore, we think the Special Judge was wrong in
reversing the decree of the Subordinate Judge. But in the [358] exercise
of the revisional power of this Court we should not have interfered with
his judgment on this account, he "having acted within his jurisdiction ;
but that Vishnu has another ground on which to rely, and one that should

‘have been fully considered bejore judgment was given against him. He

purchased from Gopal more than twelve years before the institution of
the present suit. (Gopal was the ostensible owner, and if Vishnu bought
from him for value, he thus acquired a right, which under seh. IT of art.
134 of the Limitation Act (XV of 1877) would become unassailable by the-
mortgagor after twelve years—Baiwakhdn Daudkhan v. Bhiku Sazba (2)..

-We have not Gopal before us, nor have we the materials for determining.

() L. R. 11°Ch, Div. 798 (813), - . - (@) 9B. 475,
' 799,
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whether Vishnu really purchased from him or nof. We will send the case
back that the Special Judge may determine on the.fact whether Vishnu's
purchage is proved, and decide the case accordingly. The rule is made
absolute. Costs of this application to ba borne by the opponent:

- Bule made absolute.

12 B. 358,
 APPELLATE CIVIL. ,
Before Mr. Justice West-and Mr. Justice Birdwood.

Gorr MAHABLESVAR BHAT - ‘(Original Plasniiff), Appeliant v.
SEESO MANJU (Original Defendant), Respondent.*
: [4th July, 1887.]

Jurisdiction — Malicious presseution~Prosecution when official ~Bombay Civil - Courts
Act (X1V of 1869), s. 32 —Bombay Act X of 1876, s. 15 —Prosecution instituted
by order of superior officer. .

An officer of Government who prosecutes for an injury personal to himself is'
not generally acting in his official capacity as prosecutor, If any particular class
of interest is placed specifically under his tutelage, with a direction to guard them
by the appropriate legal proceedingy, suits instituted in the fulfilment of the duty
thus assigned to the functionary are of course instituted in his offisial capacity,
A similar remark apolies to criminal proceedings, A prosecution by a functionary

is official when in carryiog it on he is dischargirg a duty expressly or impliedly
assigned to him by law. If the duty of prosecuting in any particular case is not.
[359] assigned to an officer as such, the consent or the order of his superior will
not make the act an official one which in 1ts nature is not so, as lying outside his
official functiouns, . . :

The detendant was a forest officer in the service of Government. He prosecuted
a certain person for theft in the Magistrate’s Court at Sirsi. The accused. was
defended by the plaintiff, who was a pleader. During the hearing of the case the
defendant in open Cours made use of certain' expressions towards the plaintiff,
which it was alleged were defamato-y, and were calenlated to lower him in the
estimation of the pablic, to injure his reputation, and to mar his professional
prospects. The plaintiff sent him a notice claiming Rs. 4,500 as damages for the
injury done to him by the defendant. The defendant thereupon lodged a com-
plaint before the Divisional Magistrate at Sirsi charging the plaintiff, under s, 189
of the Indian Penal Code (Act XLV of 1860), with holding out a threat, &3, to a
public servant for the purpose of inducing bim to refrain from doing his duty
as such public servant. The Magistrate dismissed the charge, and the plaintiff

" then filed the present euit against the dsfendant for malicious prosesution.. The
defendant pleaded that in lodging the complaint against the defendant he had
acted in his official capacity and uoder the orders of his superior officer with
reasonable and probable cause, and pot maliciously ; that the suit was brought

. with reference to an act doue by him in‘his official capacity as forest officer, and
that, therefore, the Court of the Subordinate Judge has no jurisdiction. The
Subordinate Judge held that he had no jurisdiction, being of opinion that the
defendant had prosecuted the plaintiff in hiy character as a public servant, and
that, therefore, the present suit against the defendant was one in which an officer
of Government in his official capacity was a defendant, and as such was cogniz-
able by the District Judge only, under s. 32 of the Bombay Civil Courts Act (XIV
of 1869;. He, therefore, dismissed the sait. In appeal, the Acting Distriet Judge
was also of opinion that the Subordinate Judge had no jurisdiction ; but he held
that the Subordinate Judge was wrong in dismissing the suit, instead of return-
ing the plaint for presentation to tbe District Court. He, therefore, reversed the
_decree of the Bubordinate Judge, and referred the plaintiff to the District Judge.

On appeal by the plaintiff, 4 .

Held, by the High Court, that the defendant was sued as a private person for
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an alleged wrong to the plaintiff, and:that the suit was rightly brought in the

*. Appesal from Order No, 14 of 188‘7.



	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 

