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“would be probably obtained if "the land were leb for building purposes.
Such portion of it as is required for the annual fair, which is one of the
‘objects of the trust, shouldbe reserved. The lease should be:for the
[646] usual period of nineby-nine years, and should contain the usual
covenants to build, repair, &e. ; due provision should be made for the
surrender or removal of the building at the close of the period on such
terms as are customary in. Bombay., Thae rental should be such as would
make the arrangement beneficial to the trust, considering the market

value of the land. I am of opinicn that aleasze fulfilling these condltlons
would be within the powers of the trustes. -
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Asregards the money which is required to mest the expense of ’

repairs and maintenancs, it will evidently have to be raised in some way
as a charge, either temporary or permanent, on the trust property. I am
of opinion that such a charge, limited to the purposes of necessary ropairs
and maintenance of all the ohjects of the trust, would not be beyond the
intention of the testator. Bub. [ cannot discuss any details as to amount
orparticular work to be done, as uader this section of the Act I have no

confrolling power. * I consequently think the sanction of the Court should -

be obtained o any charge.
As regards guestion (), I have alrea,dy ghtated that I caunob advise
as bto the particular lease, and I have,no power under the section to
.sanction it. Qusstion (¢) I have answered already. S
As regards costs, I think the petitioner and the Advocate-General are
entitled fo their costs out of the fund, to be taxed as between attorney and
client. As regards Mr. Lang's client, he appeared on nofies, and he is
entitled to his cost of appearance in'chambers, but exclusive of his
affidavits, which ought not to have been filed. T think Mr, Iuverarity’s
client, who appeared without notfice, and at his own risk, had no locus
" standi in such an application as the present one. . He must pay his own
costs. I certify for counsel. , - ’ '
- Attorneys for petitioner : Messrs. Craigie, Lynch and Owen.
Attorneys for other parties : Messrs. Orawford and’ Buckland;

Messrs. Ardksir, Hormasji amd Dmshaw and \Ies:rs thtle, Smath, Fmre!.'

and Nicholson,

12B.eaT. -
- [647] ORTIGINAL CIVIL,
Before Mr. Justice Scott.

THE IMPERIAL FLOUR MILLs CoMPANY, LiMITED (Plaintiffs) v.
W. T. LAMB . (Defendant).* {1st and 2nd May, 1888.]

Company—~Indian Companies Act VI of 1882, s. 45—Member —~Signing. unregistered
. copy of memorandum of association— Agreement o become a member—Proposal—
Acceptance—Repudzatwn before registration of company. .

On the 13th April, 1886, Lamb swued a printed copy of the ptoposed memoran-
dum of association of a projected conpany for tea shares which on the 3rd August

was registered as a Imperial Flour Mills Company, Oa that day, viz., the “8rd .

- August, 1886, Lamb received a notice from the secretary of the sompany, inform-
iog him that the company had been duly registered, and requesting him to pay

. * Small Cause Court Suit No. 511 4890 of 1888,
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Rs. 100 as the deposit on the sharss subseribed by him. On the 5th August, o

Lamb replied, stating that he had decided not to take up the shares. On the
6th August the secretary wrote to Lamb, stating that he had already become a
shareholder, and could not withdraw.  On the 25th September the directors held
their first meeting, aud resolved that the *shares applied for be allotted, and '
application and allotment monies be called in.” On the 1st October the secre~ |
tary notified to Lamb the allotment of ten shares, and requested him to pay the
overdue deposit call of Rs. 10 per share and the allotment callof Rs. 15 per
share. Lamb refused to pay, and repudiated his liability in respect of the shares.
He contended that he had never become a member of the company.,

Held, that the defendant was not a member of the company, and was not liable
to the plainsiff's claim. The fact that ha had signed the proposed memorandum
of agsociation did not make him a member, inasmuch as the document which he
had signed was not the document which was registered, nor even a true copy of it.
Nor could the defendant be held bound as having agreed to become a member
within the meaning of .45 of the Indian Companies Act VI of 1882. The
agreement which binds a party under this section must be an agreement with -
the company itself.  The company not being in existence at the date of the
defendant’s signing the memorandum of association (viz.. the 16th April 1888),
that signature could amount, at the most, to.an application for shares to the
promoters which by reason of its non-withdrawal before the registration of the
company on the 3rd August became on that day an application to the company.
There could be no acceptance of that application until the company was regis-
tered; and the defendant withdrew his application by his letter of the 5th
August. The letter written by the company’s agents on the 3rd August was not
an acceptance. It was ouly a request for the payment of the deposit on the
shares for which the defendant had applied, and which was required as a guaran-
tee for the bona fides of the application. TFurther, the terms of the resolukion
of the board of directors of the 25th Ssptember made it clear that up to that
date of the defendant’s application [628] had not been mads abinding agreement
by acceptance. His repudiation, therefors, of the 5th August was in time, and

* he could not be held liable as a shareholder of the company .

Held, also, that in no case couid the defendant have been bound by the letter
of the 8rd August written by the agentis of the company. That letter was written,
no$ by order of the directors’at a meeting duly convened and composed of the .
proper quorum of four. If was written by the secretary after consulting sepa-
rately three ouly of the directors. This was an irregular proceeding, which

would not bind the company or the sabscribers with regard to the application- *

for and acceptance of shares. The directors did not act as a board, nor was the
consent of a quorum obtained. :

[R., 13 B. 415 (422).)

RE-HEARING undet 8. 38 of the Presidency Small Cause Courts °

Act XV of 1882.

The suit was filed in the Small Cause Court, and was heard by the
Chief Judge of that Court, who, on the 22nd March, 1888, passed a decree
for the plaintiffs for Rs. 1,086-11-0 and costs. : The defendant then obtained
an order from the High Courtb for a re-hearing uunder the abova section of
Act XV of 1882, The suit now came on before Scott, J.

The plaintiffs claimed to recover Rs. 1,086-11-0 from the dsfendant,
being- the amount of four calls' of Rs. 25 per shavre, on ten ghares held by
him in the plainbiff’s company, together with Rs. 86-11-0-interest.

The defendant contended that he was nob a shareholder in the °
company, and thas his name had been improperly placed on the register:
that there never had been any complete contract by him to take shares,
and that his application for shares had been withdrawn before any shares

" wera allotted to him; that the memorandum of association which he had

signed was not the memorandum which was registered ; and that, therafore,
he had not become a member of the company by reason of his having
signed the memorandum ; that his signature to the sald memorandum was
not atbested, as required by 'ss. 11 and 39 of the Indian Companies Act
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%'(VI of 1882) ; that he had never signed any application for shares exceph
‘the said memorandum ; and that the company had acquiesced in his
refusal to take up the sha.res, a.nd wers now precluded from makmg any
“claim against him.

‘ [649] It appeared that on the 13th April, 1886, the defendant had
‘singed a copy of the company’s memorandum of association. The company
was registered on the 3rd August, 1886. The memorandum of association,
which was registered, was not the document which had been signed by
the defendant, and it differsd in some respects from that document. On tha
same day. (3rd August, 1886) the defendant received the following notice
from the agents of the company :— , A

: * Bombay, 3rd August, 1886.

* Dear Sir,—Wa have the pleasure to acquaint you that the company
has this day beer duly regisfered, ersuanb to the provisions of the Indian
Compa.mes Act of 1882.

‘We will, therefore, thank vyou to pay into the Hongkong and

" 1888
+ MAY 2.

ORIGINAL
. CIVIL,

‘1% B. 647.

Shanghai Banking Corporation the sum of Rs. 100, being deposﬂ; of Rs. 10 -

wer share on shares subseribed by you in the above company.’
To this notice the defendant replied on the 5th August as follows —

** 5th August, 1886.

* Gentlema,n,—Yours to hand this morning. As my( terms of agree-

ment expxre in the course of a few months, and not knowing whether I
shall stay in this country, I have decided mnot to take up the shares for
“the present.”
‘ On the next day nhe egents wrote the following letter to the
defendant —
- “ 6th Auqust 1886.

" Dear Sir,—We have recelved your note dated 5thinstant, and have
‘noted its econtents. You have legally become a sharehclder of the company
“when you have signe& the articles and memorandum of association, and
since the company is registered, you cannot now withdraw your shares.
Hoping, therefore, that you will be good enough to pay your deposit in the
bank.

We remain, &e.”

On the 4th September the agenﬁé wrote again to the defe"ndanh aé

follows :—
“ 4th September 1886.".

[650] Dear Sir,—We have to draw your attention to our letber dated
-8rd August last, asking you to pay into the Hongkong and Shanghai
Banking Corporation the sum of Rs. 100, being the deposit of Rs. 10 per
share on ten shares subseribed by you in the above company which stiil
‘remains unpaid. Please pay the same on or bsfore the 10th instant.”

To this letter apparently the defendant did nof reply.

On the 25th Septembel, 1886, the directors held their first meeting,
and resolved that “ the shares applied for be allotted, and application and
allobment moneys be called in,” and on the 1lst Octobet the agents senb
the following notice to ﬁhe defendant —

“ Letter of Alloﬁmenh

** Bombay, 1st October, 1886

* Dear Slr,——We beg to inform you that the directors of the above
company, at a meeting held on the 25th day of September. 1886, have, in
compliance with your request, allobﬁed you ten shares in the company
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" You are, therefore, requested to pay the allotment call of Rs. 15‘
per share to the Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Gorpora.tlon on or
before the 15th instant, who will grant receipt for the same; in default
whereof, interest at the rate of Rs. 9 per cent. per annum will be charged. ”

To this notice the defendant did not reply until the 11th November,
when he wrote as follows :—

* 11¢h November, 1886.
Sn's,—Your note to hand. I told you in my letter, some months

"back long before any allotment was maue, that I should not take up the

shares in my name, as my time is up in March. So you may take what
steps you like, I am prepared to meeb them, as I shall not pay them up
after informing you in my first letter, unless you glve me a guarantee as
per your prospectus stake as to dividend.”

Notices of the subsequent calls made by the directors were duly served
on the defendant, who took no notice of them, and the dlrectors in

. consequence filed this suif.

[651] Latham (Advoca.te-,General) and B. Tyabjs, for the plaintiffs.—
The defendant is bound under s. 45 in one or both of two ways: first, ag
subseriber of the memorandum of association ; or second, as a person who
has agreed to become a member of the company. As to the first point,

“there is no doubt that if the copy which the defendant signed had been

registered he would have been bound—s. 11 of the Indian Companies Act
VI of 1882. The defendant’s. signature is attested by one Thomas Sugden,
who is dead. He has attested merely by writing his initials. We submit

that is a sufficient attestation. The Act does not say how attestation is = '

to be made. The writing of initials is a sufficient attestation to wills—-
Williams on Executors (8th ed.), p. 95, note ; In the goods of Christian (1).
As to signing a copy of the memorandum, see Lindley on Companies
(4th ed.), Vol. I, p. 170 ; Buckley on Companies (5th ed.), p. 45; New
Brunswick and Canada Cowpr,my v. Boore (2) ; Smyth’s Case (3) Ancmuln
Visram’s Case (4).

Secondly, we say that if the defendaut is not bound by his signature
of a copy of the memorandum of associaticn, he is, at all events, bound as
having agreed to become a member of the company. His signature to the
copy of the memorandum amounted to a proposal to take shares—Anandss

“Visram v. The Nariad S. & W. Company {4). Inthat view the document

did not need registration. That proposal was nobt withdrawn until after
the company had been registered, i.e., until after the proposal had been
accepted, and it was then oo late to withdraw it. It may be objected
that there could be no proposal to a company not yet in existence. We
contend, however, that the defendant’s . proposal was, until withdrawn, a
continuing proposal ; and it had not been withdrawn on the 3rd August,
on which day the company was duly registered. Having oa that day
come into existence, the company accepted the defendant’s proposal and
allotted him shares. The remarks of Westropp, C.J., in Anandji Visram's
Case (4) must be taken in connection with the facts of [652] that case.
There the signature had been withdrawn before the company was regis-
tered. The notice of the 3rd August was a formal acceptance of the
defendant’s proposal. Counsel cited Spiller v. Paris Skaiing Rink
Company (5); Lowrence's Casé ; Kincaid's Case (6)

(1) 2 Robert 110==7 Notes of Cas. 265. - T (2) 8 H.o& N. 249.
(8) Irish Rep. 2 Eq. 573. : : © {4) 1 B, 320. :
_(5) L.R. 7 Ch. Div, 368, o (6) L.R. 2 Ch. Ap. 412 - |,
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, Inverarity, for the defendant. — ~.On the evidence here it is clear the
defendant never became a member of the company. The question arises
ons. 45 (1) of the Indian Companiss Act. As to the first point, it has been
decided that the signed memorandum in order to be binding must bo
registered—The Guzerat S. & W. Company v. Girdharlal Dalpatram (2).
That ease is binding. In that case (see p. 427) the differences between the
signed memorandum and the registersd memorandum were trifling ; in the
present case they are numerous and important. The Christian names of
the signatories are differant, and the number of shares for which they sigu
is not the same. Also the dates on which the subseribers are said fo have
gubseribed differ. We contend that. signing a copy does not create
membership, but here the document signed is not even a true copy.’

'Secondly, we say there was no agreemeént by the defendant with the
company to become a member: There could not have been any such
agreement, for by cl. 80 of .the Articles of Association four directors were
to manage the affairs of the company unless and until, under el. 99, aless
number should be appointed ‘a quorum. In spite of this provision only
three directors carried on the business. Anvhhing they did was, ﬁherefore,
invalid—Lindley on Partnership (4th ed.) p. 244. Even if the letter of
the 3rd August, 1886, to the defendant was an allotment [653] (which it
‘wag not) and an aceeptance of a proposal made by the defendant, it was not
.an allotment or aceceptance which could bind the defendant. There was,
in fact, at that time no board of direetors which could accept,the defendant’s
proposal if he'bad made one. Assuming that he did so, he withdrew it
on the 5th Aungust, when there was no one who could accept it on beha.lf
of the company—Howard’s Case (3).

Next we say that the defendant’s subseribing a memorandum of'

. 'agsociation which was not registered ]S not a proposal to become a

member of a company afterwards formed and .registered. There was
then no persona to whom bthe proposal could be made. = The signed docu-
ment could only amount to an agreement between- the signatories to
take shares in the company if the company should be formed, but the
company cannot take advantage of that agreement. A contract with A
‘before its registration cannot become a :contract - w1bh,,B after and
by reason of its reglstra.tlon Any of the signalories might perhaps
sue for damages in case of a breach .of that agreement by  any other

signatory. Bach signatory in effsct agrees to take the number of shares:

he subscribes for, if all the others take the shares for which they subscribe.
He agrees to become a member of a2 company of which the others are
members. If any of them fail, none of the others are bound. In this
cage the defendant subscribed the memorandum on the 13th April, 1886.
He withdrew his signature on the 5th August, but at that time several of
the other signatories had already withdrawn. He, therefore, was no
longer bound and hagd a right to withdraw. - He cannot be said to have
acquiesced in their withdrawal, for he had no notice or knowledge of it.
The memorandum which the defendant signed differs in several respects

(1) Act VI of 1882, ** Section 45.—The subscribers of the memorandum of associa-
tion of any company ander this Act shall be deemed to hava agreed to become members
of the company whose memorandum they have subscribed, and upon the registration
‘of the company shall be entered as members on the register of members hereinafter
mentioned ; and every other person who has agreed with a company under this Act to
become a member of such company, and whose name is entered on the register of
‘members, shall be deemed to be a member of the company.”

(2) 5B.425. - 8) L.R. 1Chy 561,
| ’ 919 ‘
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from the memorandum registered, e.g., in the dates of subscrlptlon and ’
even in the names of the subscribers.

Tt is contended that the letter of the 3rd August was nn acceptance

-of a proposal made by the defendant. It was nothing of thekind. It was

merely a demand for Rs. 10 payable [65%4] on application for shares under
cl. 31 of the articles of association. That letter treats the defendant ag
not yet qualified to get the shares, as he had not paid the sum required.
He was then evidently regarded as only an applicant and, as yef, an
unqualified a.pphcant The letter is, therefore not a final acceptance of a
proposal.

JUDGMENT.

SCOTT J.—This case turns upon the construction of s. 45 of the
Indian Compaines Act VI of 1882. Mr. Lamb, on the 13th April, 1886,
signed a printed copy of the proposed memorandum of association of a
prOJected company, which on the 3rd August, 1886, was registered as the

‘ Tmperial Flour Mills Company.”. On'the same date, viz., the 3rd August,
‘Mr. Lamb received a notice from the secretary of the company notifying
that the company had been duly registerad, and requestmg him to pay the
sum of Rs. 100, “ being deposit of Rs. 10 per share on shiares subscrlbed by
you.” On the 5th August Mr. Lamb replied to the secretary—'* Yours to
hand this morning. As my terms of agreement expire in’ the course of a
few months, and npot knowing whether I shall stay in the counfry,
I bave decided not to take up the shares’ for the present.” To this the
secretary rejoined mnext day—'' You have legally become & shareholder of
the company when you have signed the articles and memorandum of asso-
ciation, and since the company is registered, vou cannot now withdraw
your shares. On the 4th September the secretary again wrote pressing for
the payment of the Rs. 100. To this Mr. Lamb does not seem to have
replied. On the 25th September the directors held their first meeting, and
resolved that the *‘shares applied for be allotted, and application and
allotment moneys be ealled in.”” On the 1st October the secretary notified
to Mr. Lamb the allotment of ten shares, and requested him to pay the
overdue deposif call of Rs. 10 per share and the allotment call of Rs. 15
per share. To this Mr. Lamb replied somewhat tardily on the 11lth
‘November :—Liong befora any allotment was made, 1 told you I should not
take up the shares in my name; you may take what steps you like.”
Mr. Lamb evidently thought tbat his repudiation of the shares on the
5th August freed him from all Hability to the company.

[655] The question turns entirely upon the interpretation of the
gection I have already mentioned, viz., 5. 45 of Companies Act VI of 1882,
‘which defines the persons who are to be considered to be members of a
company. There are two msthods by which a person can become a
member : {a) by signing the memorandum of association, (b} by agreeing
‘to take shares. As regards the first poinf, I -am relieved of the labour of
investigation by a decision of this Court. In The Guzerat S.& W. Company
v. Girdharlal Dalpatram (1) Westropp, C.J., and Melvill, J., decided that
‘the memorandum to be signed under the corresponding secblon of the earlier
Companies Act must be the registered memorandum of association. This
decision was a confirmation of an earlier decision on thig point in Anandss
Visram v. The Nariad S.& W. Company, Limited (2). The question was

(1)} 5.B. 425. ‘ : (2) 1 B. 320 (328),
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"“raised before the late Chief Justice, whether the signing of a true copy of the
-registered memorandum was not equivalent to signing the registered memor-
andum itself. The Court did not favour the contention, but gave no express

decision on the point, as the document signed by the defendant in that case
. materiaily differed from. the registered memorandum. Similarly, in the
present case, what was set up yesterday as a duplicate or exash copy
+was proved to differ materially. The signatories were not the same in
_one instance ; the shares subseribed for were not the same in another
instance ; one signatory was omitted altogether:; the dates of subsecription
. were nob the same in many instances, and, in short, in my opinion the
.document was not a copy ab all.

Now I come to the second point.. The exact words of the sestion are
important: ‘' Every other person, who has agreed with a Company
under this Act to become a member of such Company, and whose name
. is entered on the ragister of members, shall be deemed to be a member of
‘the Company.” In the case I have already referred to, the late Chief
Justice lays it down that “ the agreement which is to bind a party must
‘be an agreement with the company ifseli.” Mr. Lamb's signature on
-the 13th April, 18886, therefore, can, at the most, only be an” application
for shares fo the promoters, which became by the [656] facs of there
Dbeing no withdrawal before the registration, ar application to the company

-on the 3rd August. There could be no acceptance of this application

until the company was registered on the 3rd August. Was this applica-
tion accepted bafore or  after the 5th August, when Mr. Lamb wrote
that he did not want the shares atall? Now it is clear on the
decisions that in ordinary cases of an .appplication for shares there is
‘no agreement in the absence of allotment and nofice of it to the
.applicant : ses Lindley on Partnership (4th ed.), p. 100 and p. 1372;

Buckley on Companies (5th ed.), . 54; Pollatt’s Case (1). In the

“present case, withdrawal undoubbedly preceded allotment. *‘ Bub,” says
Mr. Lindley, p. 104 (4th ed.) ' acceptance may be evidenced otherwise
that by an actual allotment.” Although the withdrawal in this case,
preceded the allotment, I have, therefore, still ‘the question of acceptance
to examine. It was argued that the notification for tegistration on
the 8rd August, coupled with the demand for the payment of /the
usual deposit, was eqmvalenf; o acceptance The definition of what
amounts to an ** acceptance of shares” is to be found in art. 8.of the
. .company’s own articles. It is as follows—* An application signed by or
on behalf of the applicant for shares in the company followed by an- allot-
ment of any shares therein shall be an acceptance of shares within the

meaning of these articles; and every person who thus otherwige accept any |

-shares and whose nams is on the register shall for the purpcse of these
‘articles be a shareholder. ”” Has Mr.- Lamb otherwise accepted the
:shares? Are thers such special circumstances in this case as to prove a
_binding agreement before allotment? = The only special circumstance
is the letter of the Srd August. That letter was written not by order
of the directors at a meeting duly convened' and composed of the proper
quorum of four. It was wriften by fthe secretary after consultlng
:separately three only ‘of the directors, a.nd what passed was given in
evidence here by the secretary hlmself ‘In the case of each of three
-directors, ’ the secretary says, I told him the company was now
.registered with the consent of all the directors, and I agked if I should send

“(1) L.R. 2 Oh. 527.
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a letter to all who had signed the memorandum of association for [687]
the Rs. 10 deposit call, and he agreed.” This was clearly an irregular
proceeding which would not bind the company or its subseribers in such
an important matter as .the application for and accevntance of shares—
Howard's Case (1). The directors did not act as a - board, nor was the
consent of a quorum obtained. -

But it is not necessary to rest my decision on the irregularity and
want of authority., The consent was not cbtained to any application
for shares, nor was there any acceptance of any particular offer to
take shares. The letter itself does not amount to more than a request for
the deposit on the shares applied for. That deposit is usually made before
or at the time when the application is sent to the directors. But in this
.case there was no actual application—only a signature which became
an application when the company was registered. So that the deposit
had to be called in by the company. But it was only the ordinary .
.deposit money required as a guarantee of the bona fides of an application

“for shares. The resolution of the Board, which is contained in the minutes

of the meeting of the 25th September, puts the real meaning of the letter
of the 8rd August beyond all doubt. The resolution is as follows:—Re-
golved that the shares applied for be allotted and application and allot~
ment moneys be called in.” It is quite clear that up to that date Mr.
Lamb’s application had not been made a binding agresment by acceptance. -
This repudiation, therefore, of the 5th August was in time, and he cannof:
be held liable as a shareholder of the company. The company niust pay
the costs, including the costs of the application for a re-hearing.

Attorneys for the plaintiffs :—Messrs. Bomanje: and Hormasji.
Attorneys for the defendant :-—Messrs. Macfarlane, Edgelow, and:
Hemming. ) ‘ ‘

12 B, 658.
[668] ORIGINAL CIVIL.

Before Mr. Justice Farran.

HAJI FARIR MAHOMED (Plaintiff) v. SHAIK ABDULLA
’ . (Defendant).* [24th June, 1887.]

Specific performance— Suit by vendee against vendor—Delay of verdee in-completing~—
Rescission of contract by vendee—Time of the essence of the contract—Extension of
the time stipulated for—Effect of such extension—Conditional waiver of perform-
ance within stipulated time—Notice to complete—Unreasonable notice.

On the 26th February, 1886, the defendant purchased a house from C. for
Rs. 4,500 and paid C. a considerable portion of the purchase-money, Befors the
transaction was completed, and the conveyance executed, the defendant, on the
98rd June, 1886, by an agreoment in - writing, of that date, agreed to sell the- °
house to the plaintiff at an advanced price of Rs. 4,800. The defendant was

" anxious that she sale should he completed in a short time, as the draft of the
conveyance by C. to himself had been prepared, though not finally approved, and
the house was in bad repair and in a somewhat dangerous condition,  He bad
applied to the Muniocipality for leave to repair the house, and the monscon season
had begun. Ultimately it wag agreed between him and the plaintiff that the plain$iff*
should complete the purchase within twelve days from the date of the agreement.

- L © * Suit No. 9 of 1887.
(1) L. R, 1 Ch. 561.

922



	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 

