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HAssANBHOY VISRAM AND OTHERS (Plaintiffs) v. THE BRITISH INDIA 43 B g71: "
, STEAM NAVIGATION COMPANY, LIMITED (Defendants).* o
o ' . [29th.June, 19th and 26th July, 1889.]

 8hip and shipping—Bill of lading, exemptive clause in—=Stowage—Negligence of the -
crew or other servantsof the ship—Period of loading covered by the contract of carri-

age—Fitness or unfitness of the ship. - . .

The plaintiffs shipped certain bags of sugar on the 1lth and 12th November
1887 on board)the ,defendant’s ship the Byculla for conveyance to Bombay.
There being a dispute as to the number of bags shipped, no mate’s receipt
was given, and no bill of lading was signed until the 28th November,
The Byeculla started on her voyage on the 15th November, and duly deli-
vered the sugar in Bombay. The sugar, however, was found o be damaged’
by water which was due to [572] its having been stowed in immediate proximity
to a quantity of web timber. The plaintiffs sued the;defendants in the Small
Cause Court for the damage so caused. The defendants sheltered themselves

. under the terms of the exemptive clause in their bill of lading.of the 28th
November, which clause ran as follows :—* The act of God, the Queen’s enemies
- * * ¢ and all the perils, dangers, accidents of theses, * * * and acci-
dents, loss or damage from any act, neglecs, or default whatsoever of the pilot,
master, or mariners, ot other servants of the Company, or from any deviation,
excepted.” The plaintifis contended that a bill of lading did not relate to, or
cover, the period of loading, and that, even if it did, the exception relied upon
in this bill of lading referred only to negligence subsequent to the commence-
ment of the voyage. They also contended that the ship was not a ship
“reasonably fit for the voyage” within the meaning of the rule laid down in
Steel v. The State Line Steamship Company (1). -

In the Small Cause Court judgment was given in the plaintifis’ favour, On
appeal to the High Court on a case stated this judgment was reversed. |

Held, that this was not a case to which the rule laid down in Sieel v. The
State Line Steamship Company (1) applied, as there was no question here ot any
defeot inherent in the ship. It was .simply a case of negligent and improper
stowage. . ) N . . ! o :

. Held, further, (following Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corparation v,
Baker (2) ) that the reasonable mode of construing the contract evidenced by a
-bill of lading was to hold the exceptions té6 be ¢o-extensive with the liability ;
and that there was no evidence to be found in this bill of lading of any other )
intention, . S ’ o,

Held, further, that the goods were covered by the bill of lading from the time
‘they were put on board to be loaded; consequently the defendauts were pro-
tected from liability under the exemptive clause. . s

The Duero (3) and Hayn v. Culliford (4) commented on and followed,

[R., 19 B. 639 (646) ; 30 M. 79=16 M.L.,J; 53=1 M.L.T. 387 (391); 82 M. 95=18 ‘
. M.L.7, 497 (528)=4 M.L.T. 110.] . : S

REFERENCE from the Court of Small Causes. '

The facts fully appear from the case stated for the opinion of the
High Court by W. K. Hart, Chief Judge of the Court of Small Causes,
which was as follows :— L

*1., Thafollowing extracts .from.-myv judgmeant indicate sufficiently
the question of law on which the opinion of the High Court is desired, and
the grounds for my decision thereon :— . , o

% ..+ ™ Small Cause Court Suit No, 2 of 1888,
" 1) L'R. 3 Ap. Ca. 72. o (2} 7 B.H.C.R. O.
) L.R. 2 A, & E. 393, o el @ LR.4CE.D.
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*9, The plamtlffs a,ba.ndomng the excess above Rs 2 000 gue the
‘British India Steam Navigation Company. to. recover that sum as damages

occasioned to 1,046 bags oub of 4 consignment of 1308 bags of the plaint-

(iffs’ sugir by bhelr negligent stowage on board the- defendants’ steamer ’
'Byculla, in the same hold wmh a aua.nblty of wet tlmber, on a voyage from

Rangoon to Bombay. .. . - o
[573] “ 3. There is fo: doubt thab When bhe suga.r-—bhe sub]ech of

13 Bom. '573 ./ INDIAN DECISIONS, NEW SERIES« 7 [Vl

this suit—was landed in Bombay early in December 1887, it was all more

or less.damaged by wet. Bub the defendants deny. that the damage was,

caused as alleged by the pla,iabiﬁs, ani-say thaf the sugar was shipped in’
a wet and damaged condition. They also dispute the quanium of da,ma,ge.
Finally, they plead exempblon from hablllby under the exceptlons in the
bill of ladmg . v

* 4, The sugar, which had been lmporbed by the plaintiffs info

' Ra.ugoon about a year before, was shipped on the 11th and 12th November
1887 for Bombay on board the Byculla.. No mate’s receipt was given for
it to the shippers at the time of shipment, owing to a dispute as to the

exact number of bags put on hoard, the shippers declining to accept a
receipt for 1,302 bags, fhe number tallied by the ship's officers, while the
mate rafused t0 sign oune for 1306 bags, bhe number tallied bv the ship-
pers.

“ 5. Owing to thenon- pruductmn by tbe shipoers of the mates
recemt po bill of lading was granted for the plaintiffs’ sugar before the
steamer left Rangoori on the 15th November. Subsequently, however,
on the 28th November 1887, a bill of lading was srgned by the defendants”

branch at Caleutta, and it is on the. oxcoptions in this document that the

‘defendants rely. as relieving them from responsibility.

- “8B... This bill of lading purports-to be for 1,306 bags of sugar bear-
mg the plamtlffs marks and Welghmg 168 1bs. each (of which, it is stated
1n the margln four bags are in digpute and to be delivered if on board),

o shxpned in good order and well conditioned by Visram Eorahim & Co.
- in the 8. 8. Byculia now ab sea, proceeding from Rangoon, and bound for

Bomba.y and intermediate ports, to be carried and delivered subject. to the
conditions after mentioned, including those at the foot of this bill of lad-

- ing, in the like good order and well conditioned, at the port of Bombay.’

“%. Then follows an excepﬁoh of damage from various specified

.- causes, not material to co\nsxder now in detail, which, however, speaking

generally, must, I think, be taken as descnpmve of she perlls of the.

- voyage after pavigation has commenced.

[574] “8. Following this comes the excapiion rehed on by tha de-

. fendants, which is worded. as follows :— ‘ And accidents, loss or damage
" -from any act, neglect or default whatsoever of the pilot, master or

mariners, or other servants of the Comp&ny, or from a.ny deviation,
-excopted.’ : o

"9, At the foot of the bxll of ladmg are hhe condltlons referred ho

_init. Those material to the present  case, as relied on by the defenda.nts,,

are as follows: —Welghb contents, and value, when shipped, unknown. .

The Company is not o be responsible for damage resulﬁmg from * (a - ,
- number of specified causes not material to. be consxdered now.) or for tha
: condlﬁlou or. contents of re-exported goods.’ . e

'
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“10. . Just above the mgnahure are Wntten the words Bags old Not
, responsxble for condmon or contents.’

~*11." The case of Phillips v. Clark (1) declded in 1857, is a,uthorlty
for the proposition, which, however, bas now long besn sefitled law, that a

* ‘carrier by sea ean contract himself out of the consequences even of his-own

negligence.” But it also decides that such a construction ought not ‘to be
put on a confract unless it is unambiguous in its terms. Twelve years later,

in 1869, was decided the case of The Duero (2), which in some of its general'

v features sbronglv resembles the present. In that case an exceptlon in the
bill of lading of ‘ barratry, negligence, or default of master, pilot, or - mari-
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. ners, or others performing their duties; vermin, jettison and also accidents

of navigation of every kind,’ was held to exempt the ship-owner from the

consequences of damage to cargo occumng durmg the voyage, but oceasion-

ed by careless stowage.

.19 1t is to be noticed, however, that there ‘are also points of'

distinction between the two cases in ceriain significant particulars.
“138. Inthe first place, in the case of the goods on board the Duero,

» “the‘ bill of lading, though given after the goods had besn stowed, was in -

substitution for & mate’s receipt granted before the goods were stowed.

“[575) “14. Secondly, the wording of the exception in the bill of
lading of the Duero seems fo me more expressly than -do the words of.
the bill of lading of the Byculla to cover an act of negligence on the
part of the ship’s crew committed before the commencement of the voyage ;
for in the former the negligence’ of the master is excepted before that of
the pilot, and: the whole clause, excepting - the neghggmce of those
connected with the ship, precedes the separate clause excepting * accidents

of navigation of -every kind.” In the latter, however, the exception of the-

accidents of navigation precedes the separate clause excepting the neglect
of those connected whith the ship, and this last-mentioned clause, in

mentioning the pilot before the master, and including deviation, poxnts )

rather to the inference that the negllgence to be excepted is that occurrmg :

-during the voyage.

“15. Thirdly, the damage bo the goods on boa,rd the Duero, though
occasioned by ca.reless stowage before the. commencement. of the voyage,
seems to have wholly occurred in the course of the voyage, and after

- gignature of the bill of lading ;. whereas if the damage.to the plaintiffs’
goods was occasioned, as alleged, by their being stowed in a wet hold,
., and saturated with the drippings from wet timber, a portion at any rate of

the damage must have occurred before the commencement of the voyage,

during the thres-days that the steamer was lying at Rangoon after receipt =

“of the sugar ; and nearly all, if not the whole, of the damage must have
occurred before the signature of the bill of lading, seventeen days after
the shipment of the sugar, and thirteen days after the commencement of
the voyage, which was completed in three weeks. : :

“16. ‘Lastly, in considering the case. of .the - Duero Wiﬁh referencé
- to the two cases next to . be mentioned, it would appear, -though not

expressly stated, that she was reasonably fit to carry the cargo which she

received. Otherwise, such » point would sureiy have been noticed either

in-the argument or the judgment ; and there is notbing which can lead:

us to infer that she was not, in.the description either of the nature of

()26 L.I.C.P.168° - . . (LB, 2A &Ei893,"
R ' ' 8811
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neghgence, or-of the nature of the da.mage, nelt;her of whxch is exactly E
specified in the report.

[576]"17. Eigbt x,ears after the Duero. in 1877 1(; was decided by o

the House of Lords, in the case of Steel v, The State Line Steamship
Company (1), on the construction of a bill of lading containing a special
clause which exonerated the shipowner from perils of fhe seas howsoever
caused, including negligence of the crew, that the perils excepted wera.
those subsequent to the loading of the cargo on board, and that there was
an implied contract on the part of the shipowner to supply a ship reasona.bly
fis for accomplishing the service which he engaged to perform.

“18. In applyi ing this case yet soven years later, in 1884, the Court of
Queen’s Bench held, in Tattersall v. The National Steamship Company (2),
that a clause in a bill of lading, that ‘the shipowners or their agents or

‘servants are, as respects these animals, (which formed the cargo the subject

of the bill of lading), in no way responsible for either their escape from-
the steamer, or for accidents, disease, or mortality, and that under no
circumstances sbhall they be held liable for more than £ 5 for each of the
animals,’ related only to the carriage of the goods on the voyage, and did
not restriet or affect the prlmaxv obligation of the shipowner to have the
ship rea.sona.biy fit 5o receive the goods. ‘

*19. - In the present case the bill of lading, which is not In substitu- .
tion for any previous mate’s receipt, on the face of it represents the goods
not only ag already shipped and stowed, but as actually on the voyage.
The exception in the body of the instrument does not in unambiguous
terms include negligence of the defendants’ servants before the commence-
ment of the vovage. Nor igthere any term of the contract declaring the
defendants exonerated from the prima.rv obligation of shipowners to.
provide & sth rea.sonablv fit to ‘receive the goods which they agree fo
carry.

“90. Therefore, applying the principles enunciated in the cases I

" have cited, I must hold, on the construction of the terms  of the bill of

lading as qualified by the exception. in the body of it relied on by the
defendants, that the exception relates only to negligence committed subse-
quent to the loading of the sugar [877T) on board, and does not exonerate
the defendants from the duty to provide a ship reasonably fit to receive
the sugar they undertake to carry.

- “21. RFurther, having regard to the collocation of this exception after

: “those already mentioned as for the most part referring generally to perils

encountered subsequent to the commencement of the navigation, and

" having regard also to those points already noticed in contrasting the
.- - differences between this exception and that in the bill of lading of the

Duero, us well in their context as ip their express terms, T think that the
negligence intended to be excepted by the defendants, bill of lading is
neghgence commisted after the actual commencement of the navigation,

“22. Whether in this particular case the operation of the exception
is not even still further postponed to the date of making of the bill of
lading seems to me to depend on the answer to the question, "“Whose
fanlt was it that the bill of lading was not -given in the usual way and
at the usual time?'—ie., in substitution for the mate’s receipt,

_ after the stowing of the sugar on board, bub before the steamer starbed

on her voyage.

¢« {1),L.R., 3 Ap; Ca. 72 "~ (2) L.R., 12 Q.B.D.v297'(298).
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: * 93. TFinding on the evxdenee that the fault Was the pla.mtlffs, I
thmk the present bill of lading should be held to speak as from the date

" when it would have been granted in ordinary course. The. exception

would then relate to any act of negligence during the whole course of the

voyage from the commencement of the navigation, but would not relieve

_the defendants from their liability to provide a ship reasonably fit to
_receive the plaintiffs’ sugar at the time it was shipped.

‘24, But, besndes the exceptions in the body of the bill of ladmg,
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there are the printed ' conditions ’ following it and mcorporabed in it by ’

reference, and the written remark above the signature. =

* 95, The first of these condltlons and the written remark, I think,
amount to.nothing more than such a qualification of the word * in good
-order and well conditioned,” occurring at the heginning of the bill of lading,
as was held in the case of [578] Nicol and Company v. Castle (1) to relieve
the defendant therefrom, the consequences of an ungualified admission as’
to the quantity shipped, and would simply operate here in like manner to

- velieve the maker of the bill of lading from the conseguences of an
unqualified admission that the goods had been received on board in good
order and well conditioued, and of an absolute underhakmg to dehver them
in llke good order and condition.

- '"“926. The effect of such wcrds would be merely to throw on the
plaintiffs the burden of proving that they did ship their sugar in good
condition, and to.prevent their using the terms of the defenda.uts own bllI
of lading as an estoppel of the denial of thab fact.

“97. Last comes the condition that ‘ the compan& is not fobe

respounsible for the eondition or contents of re-exported goods.” It is to be
noticed that these words do nobt go so far as those of the exception in the
‘body of the bill of ‘lading, and declare that the defendants are not to be
responsible for loss or damage occurring to re-exported goods after ship-
ment, and while in their charge. They merely say that the defendants
do not admit any responsibility in regard to the condition or contents of
goods received by them for re-exportation. There must be some meaning
to be .attached to such a difference in expression. 1 think, therefore, that
‘the last-mentioned eondition amounts to nothing more than such a guali-
fication as that already noticed of the admission as to condition and
contents, expressed in the earlier part of the bill of lading, and is intended

in like mauner tic throw on the plaintiffs the burden of proving the condi- .

tion, nature, and guality of the goods shipped for re-exportation.

“ 98, But, however that may be, it is clear that that condition, no
more than the others, restricts or affects the primary obllgablon on the
defendants of providing a ship reasonably fit for -the. carrlage of the
plalntlffs sugar.

, “99. One other case was cited in argument——tha.t; of Jellzcoe v. The
Brmsh India Steam Navigation Company (2)—as showing that tha
defendants had prevlous1y relied on the same exception [579]) in their bill
of lading as is pleaded in this case, and that it had received a judicial
interpretation giving it the protective- effacb for which the defendants now
conbend

. ''80. I need only refer to that case now to show that it is no
‘authority on the point with which T am at present concerned, as fo the

M9BHCR. 8. - . . . (2100 0.
' 3883, ) -
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1889 defenda.nts pnmary obligation fo- supply a Shlp reasonably fit ‘for the
‘JULY 26, carriage of the plaintiffs’ goods, as in that case the damage was occasioned
GORI—(;—INAli ‘and occurred a$ the very end of the voyage, in the act of unloading the

goods, and there was no question as to nhe fitness of fhe ship to receive
CiviL. .them. B

43B.s711. 8l The questions, therefore, with which T have first to deal are
o those formulated by Lord Blackburp in his judgment in Steel v. The State
Line Steamship Company (1) :—1, Was the ship reasonably fit for the
receipt of the plaintiffs’ goods ? 2 If not, was the damade to tbe:n ca.used

by ber being unfit ? :

. ‘32, 1In counsidering these questions I found that the floor of the hold

-on which the tlaintiffs’ sugar .(which had been put on board in good’

condition) was stowed had been wetted, before receipt of the sugar,

with water brought on board by logs of timber floated alongside in rafls -
_and shipped before the sagar, and thatb such water could and did geh am

and damage the sugar.

*33. I also found that the bags of sugar, after shipment, had been
further wetted by water brought on board by other logs of timber, shlpved
in the same way, after receipt of the sugar.
"84, T alsofound that the logs of timber wers stowed in a beap
-only two feet from the heap of the ba.ds of ‘sugar, and that the wet from i
the former could and dxd got at and damage the latter.

o

“35. E[a.vmg alrea.dv founa, as appears in, the extracts from my
judgment, that the sugar was lying in the hold under such condition for
three days before the commencement of ‘the voyage, and having held that
‘the exceptions in the bill of lading did not appertain ill after the com-
mencement of the voyage, I answered the first of the two questions for- - :
mulated in the last extraet above given from\my judgment in paragraph
-31, in the negative, and [580] the second in the affirmative, and beld that-
the defondants were not protected by the terms of their b111 of ladiang, and-
na.ssed judgmant for the plaintiffs with costs.

o “36. Af the request of the defendants’ attorneys bhls judgment wasg -
‘contingent on the opinion of the High Court on the question whether
the defendants were protected from liability by the tetms of their b111 of
lading. -

) * 37». That question I accordmdly respectfully submlt for the eonsi-
vdemtlon of their Lordshms :

Inverarity and Jardine, for the defendants. L o
" Badrudin Tyabyi, for the plaintiffs. .. S S o

~ .+ Inverarity —The material facts, as found by the case,; ars that the
+ . +plaintiffs’ sugar was put on board in good condition; that the hold of the
* -ship bad been wetted previously to the taking the sugar on board by water
‘from some other cargo ; that this water got to the sugar when it was loaded,
a8 also water from some subsequently loaded cargo ; and that the damage

: done oceurred pa,rﬁly béfore and partly after the commencement of the
“voyage, though in whas proportlons is not stated. In any case the learn:
“od Judge was wrong in not holding that defendants were protected
from liability for such damage as oceurred during the voyaga; but my

- -contention goes further than this—1I claim total immunity ,fromliability,.

(1) L.R. 8 Ap. Ca. 72. -
;384 '
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. Ishall contend, firstly, thatthe bill of lading covers the goods from the - 1889
" time they are put on board ; secondly, that the: exceptions in the bill of JutLy 26, -
lading are not confined to the period of the actual voyage, but cover the —_
whole obligation of. the carrier; and thiedly, that the. learned Judge of ORIGINAL
the Small Cause Court hag erred in holding that this ship was a ship CIVIL.
* not reasonably fit for the voyage ™ within the legal acceptation of those .=
“words. On the first point, as to the point of time from which. the hill - 18 B. 571.°
of lading speaks:—The bill of lading is merely evidence of a pre-existing -
.contract ; thera is only oné contract all along; not two—one before,
another afser, the bill of lading is 'signed—The Duero (1).. The hill"
of lading is always signed. after the goods: are shipped, [581] and:
usually after the ship has sailed. But it speaks from the. time:
the goods are placed alongside—QCarver on Carriage by Sea, 8. 88. Then,
‘seeondly, as 0 the exceptxons in the bill of lading. ' The learned Judge
_ holds the exceptions in questlon not o operate till after the commencement
of the voyage. This argument is founded on their colloeation with respect to -
the other exceptions. But the same argument, if well founded, would have
applied in the case of The Duero (1), and even more in the case of Hayn v.
Culliford (2). This latter case is strongly in my favour, for there the
shipper only failed for want of the particular words * or other servants
of the shipowner, which are present in this bill of lading. In the case of
Steel v. The State Line Steamship Company (3) the bill of lading was pecu-
liar, and altogether in a different form to this. The presumption must be that; -
exceptions are intended to be co-extensive with the liability. I submit that
there is nothing in the bill of lading to override that presumption. Then, as
to the third. point, the learned Judge has taken an altogether wrong view of
the cagse. There is no question here of the. fitness or unfitness of the
shlp There is no defect inherent in the ship itself—such as a Jeak mak-
. ing it either unfit to take the sea, or an ‘improper receptacle for these
goods. It is merely a question of want of dunnage and improper 3uxta.p051-
tion of cargo—that is, of negligent and improper stowage. The ‘Duero is
again in point here. The two cases the learned Judge has relied on—=Sicel
v, The State Line Steamship Company(3) and Tattersall v. The National. -
* Steamship Company (4)—arenot in point... In the formeér case the ship was.
actually unseaworthy in the latter the shlp was an infected ship, and, as.
+ such, an improper ship for the caruage of ammals

Badrudin Tyabji, for the plamtlﬂs —PFitness or unﬁﬁness of the sh1p<
is purely a question of fact, and the Judge has found, as a fact, ‘that the

: shlp was not fit to receive this cargo; that finding of fact cannot be d1sturbed
in a case stated, as this is.

[582] [SARGENT, C. J. — That is a conclusion of. the learned Judge

from the facts. He glves the facts on which he bases that concluswn,
his conclusion, therefore, is open to examlnablon 1

It is not enough to say that the unfitness was due to the negligence of
the crew, or of some servants of the company. The same might have
been said in the case of Tattersall v. The National Steamship Company 4,
for in that case the ship might have been disinfected, and 1t was, therefore.
‘mere negligence not to have disinfected it. s

" (SArGENT, C. J. —Thera the whole Shlp was affeeted The shlp. a8
a Shlp, was consequently unﬁb at least for thaﬁ cergo 1

) L. R.2A &E. 398 . {9 Iu R4 C. P. D 182,
13) L.R. 3 Ap. Ca. 72, (4) L.R. 12 Q.B.D; 297,
: - 385 ‘ ’
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"And'sc in ﬁhls cage ; for it is noh found that there was other $pace in
the ship in which the sugar might have been safely sbowed ; it musb be
taken, therefore, that there was not. N

[SARGENT, C. J,—The hold ecould bave been dned The case does
rot find or suggest any difficulty in doing that., What Mr. Hart really
wont upon was his-finding that this negligence was not covered by the bill”
of lading.]- . -

I submit the learned Judge was rlght in that " ﬁndlng Rea.d the
exception clause as a whole, and I submit it is clear that those excepfions
were not interded to apply except to acts occurring in the course of
navigation—Dennistoun Wood on the Interpretation of Mercantile Agree- -
ments, 8. 243. Tbe bill of lading only refers to acts done subseguent to
the loading—Steel v. The State Line Steumship Company (1). .

[BAYLRY, J.—That bill of lading was in a different form to this.]

A bill of lading ean only speak from the time when it should or might
have been given, which would be subsequent to the loading. A bill of
lading is onlv concerned with carrlage and delivery. -The confract prior
to the signing of the bill of lading is a contract of bailment, nof of car-
rlage-—Macla.chlan on shlppmg, (3rd edn.) p. 389. The bill of lading is
a contract of carriage; and it is not incorrect to say there are two con-
tracts—one before, and one after the bill of lading is signed. - _

[583] [SaRGENT, C.J—The question is, ai what point of time the
contract evidenced by the bill of lading is ¢reated ? Thers is bailment
when the goods are on the deck; il not earlier : so, even if there are two

3 contra.cts, it may still be that the contract of carriage dates antecedently

o the loading. It is elear from The Duero (2) that the bill of lading

operates before the commencement of the voyage.]

|BaYLEY, J.—Do you say that the b111 of lading only operabes after
the commencement of the voyage ?]
 No it is sufficiend for me to say it onIy begins to operaﬁe after the
goods are loaded, unless the contrary is clearly expressed in the bill of
lading itself. .Isubmit on the whole case that the judgment of the learn-
ed Judge was right, and should be affirmed.

Inverarity in reply :—The Duero is an answer . to my learned fnend s
argument. That case and this only differ in that the damage in that case
was done wholly during the voyage ; in this it oceurred partly before and
partly - affer the voyage commenced. Bills of lading are drawn with
reference.to decided cases. This form of bill of lading is evidently the
outeome of the decision in Hayn v. Culliford (3). As to the argument that
a bill of lading deals with -carriage, not with- loading—take the “word

- {* shipped; ” that must have to do witk loading, if not to things antecedent

to loading.. The bill of la.dmg not only may attach o goods before they
are shlpped but even to goods which never are shipped : Pyman v. Buri(4).
There is no reason or authority ‘whatever for saying that the bill of
lading speaks from the completion of the loading; the only alternative to
iy contention is to hold that it speaks from the.commencement of  the

. .voyage. Numerous cases show that that is not the case; and many of the

perils generally excepted, viz., fire, restraint of princes, colhsxon, &e., &e. o
are dangers whlch may desbroy the goods as well in ha.rbour a8 afi sea.

Cur, adv. vult

(1) L Ap Ca 72 (84) . {2) L. R. 2 A. & B, 393, -
B)L:R.4C. P D _ i _ (1 Cab. & BI.207, . -
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- JUDGMENT. -
- The ]udgmenh wasg delivered by’ B
: [584] BaYLEY J. (after stating the reference and nature of the
cla.lm) :—The Chief Judge found that the sugar had bsen imported by the

plaintiffs into Rangoon aboub a year before, was shipped on the 11th and
126h November, 1887, for Bombay on board the Byculla : that no mate’s

1889
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receipt was given for it to the shippers at the time of skipment, owing to a

dispute as to the exact number of bags put on board—the shippers
declining to accept a recelpb for 1,302 bags, the number tallied by the
ship’s officers; while the mate rofused to sign one for 1,306 bags, the

number tallied by the shippers :—that owing to the non.production by the = -

shippers of the mate’s- receipt, no bill of lading was granted for the
plaintiffs’ sugar before the steamer leff Rangoon on'the 15th November :
that on the 28th November, 1887, a bill of lading was signed by the

defendants’ branch office at Caleutta : that the floor of the hold on which~

the plaintiffs’ sugar (which had been put on board in good condition), was

stowed had been waetted, before the receipt of the sugar, with water-

* brought on board by logs of timber floated alongside in rafts and shipped
before the sugar, and that such waber ecould and did get at and damage the

~ sugar: that the bags of sugar after shipment had been further wetted by

water brought on board by other logs of timber shipped in the same way
after receipt of the sugar: and that the logs of timber were stowed in a

heap only two feet from the heap of the bags of sugar, and that the wet -

from the former could and did get at and damage the latter. The Chief
Judge held, on the a.u‘bhorlby of The Duero (1) that the defendants were
bound to provide a ship reasonably fit to receive the plaintiffs’ goods ; that
under the circumstances as found by him thev had failed to do so; and
that on a proper construction of the excephions i in the bill of lading, whxch
he considered only referred to what might occur after the. commencement
of the voyage, they ware not protected from their liability for the damage
sustained by the plaintiffs’ sugar. The Chief:Judge gave:judgment for

the plaintiffs, contingent on the -opinion of this Court on the gquestion:

whether the defendants were proﬁected by the exceptnons in the bill of .

lading. -

The Chief Judgs has held—and we think, correctlv—that the [585] '

bill of lading, although given to the plaintiffs after the vessel sailed, must,
under the circumstances which occasioned the delay, be taken to express the
contract between the parties at the time when the goods were received on
board. In the case of The Duero(1}, a eargo, through the careless stowage
of the masber and crew, was damaged in the course of the voyage. The
bill of lading was not signed till after the cargo was stowed. The damage
came within one of the exceptions in the bill of lading, and Sir R. Philli-
more sayve (at p 395) :- It has also been urged, that this bill of lading
being subsequent to the stowing, it could not relieve the -shipowners from
the obligations they were under, as carriers, to repair the mischief done
by improrer stowage of the goods. It was nob exactly contended thab
there were two confracts in this case ; but it was insisted that the bill of

lading did not cover the injury arising from the stowage, which act of -

stowage took place before tha bill of lading was granted. The conclusion at
which T have arrived at is that I have only to look at the bill of lading as
the expression of the true contract existing between the parties, and to

. @WLR2A&E, 508, |
’ 387 .
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consider whether the delivery of these goods in a different condition from
that in which they were originally placed on board does or does not fa.ll :
within the excepted perils mentioned in that bill of lading.”

 Considering, then, the bill of lading to be the contract of ca.rrm.ge ‘
between the parties, the Chief Judge held that the exceptions contained in
it referred excluswely fio occurrences after the commencement of the voy- -
age, and did not protect the shipowners from the obhgatlon of seeing that
the ship was reasonably fit for accomnhshmg the service which the ship-
owner engages to perform, as laid down in Steel v. The State Line
Steamship Company (1). "It is plain, in the present case, that if the
defendants’ ship can be said to be unfit to receive and carry the plaintiffs’

~ goodg, it was entirely by reason of the negligence of the defendants’ servants

(see Sandeman v. Scurr (2)) in not drying the floor of the ship, or dam-
mering it, before placing the sugar on 'b_oard; and also in stowing the
sugar so near to the wet timber previously shipped that the dripping water
fell upon it; for it is not suggested that [586] the wet state of the floor.
was due to any. inherent defect in the ship itself, as was the ease in Tatter-
sall v. The National Steamship Company(3). In Hayn v. Culliford(4) sugar

- was damaged by being stowed under oxide of zine, and Lord Bramwell

delivering the ]udgmenttof the Court, assumed that, if the exceptions in
the bill of lading had included acts of negligence of agents and servants,
the defendants would have been protected ; and the same principle must
apply to what has been found to be the causes of damage to the sugar in
the present case. The gquestion, therefore, for decision is, whether the
defendants are protected by the excepmons in the bill of lading against the
consequences of acts and defaults of their servants ; for, otherwise, whether’
by reason of the implied undertaking that the Shlp was fit to receive and

" ecarry the plaintiffs’ goods, or the obligation of the defendants on the

ordinary contract of a carrier, as pub by the Court in Hayn v. Culliford(4)
the defenda,nus would be liable, ,

. The proper rule of consﬁructlon of a bill of lading was much consxdere&
by the Court in Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation v. Baker (5).
In that case the bills of lading exempted the master from liability
from loss occasioned by ‘' The act of God, the Queen’s enemies, fire, and

“all and every other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, and naviga-

tion, of whatever nature or kind so ever.” The goods were lawfully landed
on the Custom House Bandar at Bombay, where they were accidentally
burned before they were delivered to the consignee. The Court of Appeal,
affirming the judgment of Sir Richard Couch, held that the master was
protected by the above excepfion in the bill of lading. . 8ir Michael
Wastropp, in delivering the judgment of the Court said: * It has been

} " contended for the plaintiffs that the scope-of that. exception must be

contro)led:by the word ‘other ’ preceding the words, * dangers and aceidents
of the seas, rivers, and navigation ; ’ but we cannot accede to that. argu-

ment. Tire. no doubt, may oceur at sea, as well as on shorse, but it never
-[587] has been regarded as a peril, danger, or accident of the sea -within
the meaning of those terms as known t;o mercantile usage or thelaw (6).”
At p. 206 the Court of Appeal says: “The case of De Rothschild v. The
Royal Mail Steam Packet Oompany (7) has been referred to as authority

L,R. 8 Ap. Ca. 72 L (2) L.R. 2 Q.B. 86.
(3) L.R. 12 Q.B.D, 297, (4) L.R. 4 C.P.D. 182.
(5) 6 B. H. C.R.0. C. J. 71=7 B, H. ‘c R.0.C. J. 166,
(6) 7 B. H. 0. B. O. C. J. 186 (209). - {7) 7 Exoh, 78421 L. 3. Exoh 278,
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for the proposmon that exceptions .in & bill of . lading should be construed
-gtrictly, but in the judgment (attributed in - the Exchequer, Reports to
Parke, B, and by the Law Journal to Pollock. C.B.) the Court lays it down
that the ordinary meaning of the words used must be followed, and: the
eircumstances under which.the contract is made must be regarded ; and it
refused to adopt a meaning which it considered unreasonable or unlikely to
be within the intention of the parties. .The same doctrine has been appli-
ed to charter parties—Barker v. M Andrew (1) Bruce v. Nicolopulo 0)
Brough v. Whitmore (3) ‘The use of the word ‘other ' before ' dangers and
" aceidents of the seas,” &e. in the present bills of lading, cannot, we think,

render ‘fire’ a peril of the sea, or limit it to the fire on board the ship. The

. reasonable mode of construing the contract contained in the bill of lading is
to treat the exceptlons as co-extensive with the liabilitv. Were we to apply
the word ‘other’ so as to cut down the. sblpowner s and magter’s protection
against fire to fire occurring on board the ship, weshould be equally bound
to apply it in the same manner to limit the excoption of the acts of God
and the Queen’s enemies, so that'if the goods, even though landed after the
expiration of the fifteen days contended for by the appellants, were, whils}
yet undelivered, to be destroyed by lightning, or by a hostile force at war

1889
JuLy 26,
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with the Queen, the shipowners and master would be unprotected. This

wo do not think could have been the intention of the parties.” - At the

conclusion of thelr judgment, the Court say (p. 208) : “The language of the ..

five bills of lading in this case leads 5o the conclusion that the exception
of fire is. co-extensive with the confract to deliver, and does not limit the
protecbion to the time during which the_goods are in the ship. The land-
ing of the goods appears to us to have been in conformity with the custom
of the [588] port, and without default on the, part. of the master. For
these reasons, we affirm the decree with costs.”

The exzceptions in the bill of lading in the present‘. cage are: the ach
of God, the Queen’s enemies, restraint. of princes or rulers, pirates or
robbers by sea or land, accidents, loss and damage from vermin, barratry,
Jettison, eollision, fire, accidents to, or defects latent or otherwise in, hull,
tackle boilers, or machinery or their appurtenances, steam, and all the
yerils;, dangers, and accidents of the sea, rivers, land earriage and steam
navigation of whatsoever nature and kind ; and accidents, loss or damage
from any ach, neglect, or default whatsoever of the pilot, master, or
mariners, or other servants of the company, or from any deviation
excopted.” Ttis said that as the exception as to “‘acts of servants * of the
company comes in the bill of lading after the exception of* perils of the
gea” , it must have been intended to apply only to acts after the voyage had
commenced. The Chief Judge relies on the conclusion come to in Steely.
The State Line Steamship Company(4) bhaﬁ the acts contemplabed by thebill
.of lading were subject to the sailing of the ship; but the language of tha,i;
Jbill of lading was very exceptlonal and pointed clearly to all the excepblons

being so restricted. The exceptions in the present case are, on the cont.ra.ry,of :

~ the most comprehensive kind, and clearly comprehend occurrences which
‘might happen immediately after the sugar had been delivered over to the
shipowners. There seems, therefore, to be no sufficient reason for holding
that the exception, in genera,l terms, against the neOhgence and default of
the pilot, master, mariners, or other serva.nts ‘of the company, should be
restricted to.thevoyage, simply- beca,use' 11; ;s found ab tha close of the bill

(1) 11 Jur. N. 8, 637, (2 11 Bxch,, 199; 1 T, J. Bxch, 321,
84T, R.206:;. - @WLER 3Ap.CaT2 . !
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v,_(31‘889 - of la.dmg '1t i8 entirely independent of the provision against the perils
JULY 26. of the seas, and indeed separated from it by a semicolon. And we may
e, here observa that the exception as to acts of pilots and mariners in Hayn
"OBIGINAL v, Qullifora (1), which the Court said would have applied to negligent
CIVIL. stowage had agents and servants been included 1n it, is found at the end
-'13‘.3_'7;7 " ‘of the bill of lading after * perils of the seag”. If after the plaintiffs’
) [589] goods had been shipped at Rangoon; and’ durmg the three days that
the steamer lay there before she left for Bombay, she had been run down
on a dark night by another 'vessel, as a steamer has before now been run
down and sunk when at ancbor in the harbour of Bombay {on the 15th
November 1887, the day the Byculla left Rangoon, aceording o the
Bombay almanac there was a new moon), it would, we think, be most .
unreasona.b]e to hold that the defendants were no$ enhtled to rely on the
word “collision’” in the exemption elause. So if the steamer had during
thcge three days been burnt, or been attacked and sunk by the Queen’s
enemies, or if the pla.mtnffs goods had suffered from " pirates or robbers
by sea or land,” why is the company not entitled to rely on the exceptions
applicable to such a state of things? The case of Hongkong and Shanghai
Banking Corporation v. Baker (2) is, we think, one of high authority. I
wag argued in the Court of Appeal in December 1869 by the then Advo-
cate-General, Mr. Scoble and Mr. M’Culloch for the plaintiffs, and by Mk,
~ Green and the present Advocate-General for the respondent the arguments
extending over five days. Sir M. R. Westropp, C.J., delivered the decision
of the Court in OQstober 1870, and at p. 207 of 'the ‘reporh, towards fthe
-close of a very careful and elaborate ]udgment said: * The reasonable
mode of construing the contract contained in the bill of lading is fo treas
the exceptions as co-extensive with the liability.”

Woe adepb a similar congtruction in regard to the bill of ladlng in the
present case. Any other view would, in our opinion, be unreasonable,
“and contrary to the intention of the parties, as evidenced by the terms of -

«the bill of lading itself. It was, no doubt, the duty of the defendants fo
.supply a seaworthy steamer. In the present - case the Byculla was,
-according to the facts stated by the Chief Judge, reasonably fit for the
“carriage of the plaintiffs’ 1,306 bags of sugar from Rangoon to Bombay,

“but the master, mariners, or other :servants of the defendants negligentiy
vpub them in a part of the hold which was not dry, and 1,046 of the
bags, from such lmn'oper ‘stowage, and also by the subsequent improper
[590] stowage of other wet logs of timber, became wetted and damaged.

. For the above reasons we reply, in answer to the question referred
“for the opinion of the High Court, that the defendants were protectad
from liability by the terms of their bill of lading, the damage complained
" of being, in our opinion, covered by the words * and accidents, loss, or
damage from any act, neglect, or default whatsosver of the pilot, master
_or mariners, or other servants of the company....... ‘..excepted ”

Inverarity applied for the costs of the reference.

SARGENT, O. J.—Section 620 of the Civil Procedure Code, we ﬁhmk
a.pphes, and by that sectlon the costs consequent on a reference are
_made “costs in the case”. That being so _they must be left to the J udge
of the Small Cause Court for him to deal with,

Attorneys for the pla.mblffs —Moessrs, H re, Conroy and Brown,

Attornevs for the defendants: —Messrs. Craigie, Lynch, and Owen

Y " N s " T - N T

(1)1.;3.4\:.1).1).132.' e '(2)7B.H.o.3.oi.c.3».186.
390 ‘




	Page 1 
	Page 2 
	Page 3 
	Page 4 
	Page 5 
	Page 6 
	Page 7 
	Page 8 
	Page 9 
	Page 10 
	Page 11 
	Page 12 
	Page 13 
	Page 14 
	Page 15 
	Page 16 
	Page 17 
	Page 18 
	Page 19 
	Page 20 
	Page 21 
	Page 22 
	Page 23 
	Page 24 
	Page 25 
	Page 26 
	Page 27 
	Page 28 
	Page 29 
	Page 30 
	Page 31 
	Page 32 
	Page 33 
	Page 34 
	Page 35 
	Page 36 
	Page 37 
	Page 38 
	Page 39 
	Page 40 
	Page 41 
	Page 42 
	Page 43 
	Page 44 
	Page 45 
	Page 46 
	Page 47 
	Page 48 
	Page 49 
	Page 50 
	Page 51 
	Page 52 
	Page 53 
	Page 54 
	Page 55 
	Page 56 
	Page 57 
	Page 58 
	Page 59 
	Page 60 
	Page 61 
	Page 62 
	Page 63 
	Page 64 
	Page 65 
	Page 66 
	Page 67 
	Page 68 
	Page 69 
	Page 70 
	Page 71 
	Page 72 
	Page 73 
	Page 74 
	Page 75 
	Page 76 
	Page 77 
	Page 78 
	Page 79 
	Page 80 
	Page 81 
	Page 82 
	Page 83 
	Page 84 
	Page 85 
	Page 86 
	Page 87 
	Page 88 
	Page 89 
	Page 90 
	Page 91 
	Page 92 
	Page 93 
	Page 94 
	Page 95 
	Page 96 
	Page 97 
	Page 98 
	Page 99 
	Page 100 
	Page 101 
	Page 102 
	Page 103 
	Page 104 
	Page 105 
	Page 106 
	Page 107 
	Page 108 
	Page 109 
	Page 110 
	Page 111 
	Page 112 
	Page 113 
	Page 114 
	Page 115 
	Page 116 
	Page 117 
	Page 118 
	Page 119 
	Page 120 
	Page 121 
	Page 122 
	Page 123 
	Page 124 
	Page 125 
	Page 126 
	Page 127 
	Page 128 
	Page 129 
	Page 130 
	Page 131 
	Page 132 
	Page 133 
	Page 134 
	Page 135 
	Page 136 
	Page 137 
	Page 138 
	Page 139 
	Page 140 
	Page 141 
	Page 142 
	Page 143 
	Page 144 
	Page 145 
	Page 146 
	Page 147 
	Page 148 
	Page 149 
	Page 150 
	Page 151 
	Page 152 
	Page 153 
	Page 154 
	Page 155 
	Page 156 
	Page 157 
	Page 158 
	Page 159 
	Page 160 
	Page 161 
	Page 162 
	Page 163 
	Page 164 
	Page 165 
	Page 166 
	Page 167 
	Page 168 
	Page 169 
	Page 170 
	Page 171 
	Page 172 
	Page 173 
	Page 174 
	Page 175 
	Page 176 
	Page 177 
	Page 178 
	Page 179 
	Page 180 
	Page 181 
	Page 182 
	Page 183 
	Page 184 
	Page 185 
	Page 186 
	Page 187 
	Page 188 
	Page 189 
	Page 190 
	Page 191 
	Page 192 
	Page 193 
	Page 194 
	Page 195 
	Page 196 
	Page 197 
	Page 198 
	Page 199 
	Page 200 
	Page 201 
	Page 202 
	Page 203 
	Page 204 
	Page 205 
	Page 206 
	Page 207 
	Page 208 
	Page 209 
	Page 210 
	Page 211 
	Page 212 
	Page 213 
	Page 214 
	Page 215 
	Page 216 
	Page 217 
	Page 218 
	Page 219 
	Page 220 
	Page 221 
	Page 222 
	Page 223 
	Page 224 
	Page 225 
	Page 226 
	Page 227 
	Page 228 
	Page 229 
	Page 230 
	Page 231 
	Page 232 
	Page 233 
	Page 234 
	Page 235 
	Page 236 
	Page 237 
	Page 238 
	Page 239 
	Page 240 
	Page 241 
	Page 242 
	Page 243 
	Page 244 
	Page 245 
	Page 246 
	Page 247 
	Page 248 
	Page 249 
	Page 250 
	Page 251 
	Page 252 
	Page 253 
	Page 254 
	Page 255 
	Page 256 
	Page 257 
	Page 258 
	Page 259 
	Page 260 
	Page 261 
	Page 262 
	Page 263 
	Page 264 
	Page 265 
	Page 266 
	Page 267 
	Page 268 
	Page 269 
	Page 270 
	Page 271 
	Page 272 
	Page 273 
	Page 274 
	Page 275 
	Page 276 
	Page 277 
	Page 278 
	Page 279 
	Page 280 
	Page 281 
	Page 282 
	Page 283 
	Page 284 
	Page 285 
	Page 286 
	Page 287 
	Page 288 
	Page 289 
	Page 290 
	Page 291 
	Page 292 
	Page 293 
	Page 294 
	Page 295 
	Page 296 
	Page 297 
	Page 298 
	Page 299 
	Page 300 
	Page 301 
	Page 302 
	Page 303 
	Page 304 
	Page 305 
	Page 306 
	Page 307 
	Page 308 
	Page 309 
	Page 310 
	Page 311 
	Page 312 
	Page 313 
	Page 314 
	Page 315 
	Page 316 
	Page 317 
	Page 318 
	Page 319 
	Page 320 
	Page 321 
	Page 322 
	Page 323 
	Page 324 
	Page 325 
	Page 326 
	Page 327 
	Page 328 
	Page 329 
	Page 330 
	Page 331 
	Page 332 
	Page 333 
	Page 334 
	Page 335 
	Page 336 
	Page 337 
	Page 338 
	Page 339 
	Page 340 
	Page 341 
	Page 342 
	Page 343 
	Page 344 
	Page 345 
	Page 346 
	Page 347 
	Page 348 
	Page 349 
	Page 350 
	Page 351 
	Page 352 
	Page 353 
	Page 354 
	Page 355 
	Page 356 
	Page 357 
	Page 358 
	Page 359 
	Page 360 
	Page 361 
	Page 362 
	Page 363 
	Page 364 
	Page 365 
	Page 366 
	Page 367 
	Page 368 
	Page 369 
	Page 370 
	Page 371 
	Page 372 
	Page 373 
	Page 374 
	Page 375 
	Page 376 
	Page 377 
	Page 378 
	Page 379 
	Page 380 
	Page 381 
	Page 382 
	Page 383 
	Page 384 
	Page 385 
	Page 386 
	Page 387 
	Page 388 
	Page 389 
	Page 390 
	Page 391 
	Page 392 
	Page 393 
	Page 394 
	Page 395 
	Page 396 
	Page 397 
	Page 398 
	Page 399 
	Page 400 
	Page 401 
	Page 402 
	Page 403 
	Page 404 
	Page 405 
	Page 406 
	Page 407 
	Page 408 
	Page 409 
	Page 410 
	Page 411 
	Page 412 
	Page 413 
	Page 414 
	Page 415 
	Page 416 
	Page 417 
	Page 418 
	Page 419 
	Page 420 
	Page 421 
	Page 422 
	Page 423 
	Page 424 
	Page 425 
	Page 426 
	Page 427 
	Page 428 
	Page 429 
	Page 430 
	Page 431 
	Page 432 
	Page 433 
	Page 434 
	Page 435 
	Page 436 
	Page 437 
	Page 438 
	Page 439 
	Page 440 
	Page 441 
	Page 442 
	Page 443 
	Page 444 
	Page 445 
	Page 446 
	Page 447 
	Page 448 
	Page 449 
	Page 450 
	Page 451 
	Page 452 
	Page 453 
	Page 454 
	Page 455 
	Page 456 
	Page 457 
	Page 458 
	Page 459 
	Page 460 
	Page 461 
	Page 462 
	Page 463 
	Page 464 
	Page 465 
	Page 466 
	Page 467 
	Page 468 
	Page 469 
	Page 470 
	Page 471 
	Page 472 
	Page 473 
	Page 474 
	Page 475 
	Page 476 
	Page 477 
	Page 478 
	Page 479 
	Page 480 
	Page 481 
	Page 482 
	Page 483 
	Page 484 
	Page 485 
	Page 486 
	Page 487 
	Page 488 
	Page 489 
	Page 490 
	Page 491 
	Page 492 
	Page 493 
	Page 494 
	Page 495 
	Page 496 
	Page 497 
	Page 498 
	Page 499 
	Page 500 
	Page 501 
	Page 502 
	Page 503 
	Page 504 
	Page 505 
	Page 506 
	Page 507 
	Page 508 
	Page 509 
	Page 510 
	Page 511 
	Page 512 
	Page 513 
	Page 514 
	Page 515 
	Page 516 
	Page 517 
	Page 518 
	Page 519 
	Page 520 
	Page 521 
	Page 522 
	Page 523 
	Page 524 
	Page 525 
	Page 526 
	Page 527 
	Page 528 
	Page 529 
	Page 530 
	Page 531 
	Page 532 
	Page 533 
	Page 534 
	Page 535 
	Page 536 
	Page 537 
	Page 538 
	Page 539 
	Page 540 
	Page 541 
	Page 542 
	Page 543 
	Page 544 
	Page 545 
	Page 546 
	Page 547 
	Page 548 
	Page 549 
	Page 550 
	Page 551 
	Page 552 
	Page 553 
	Page 554 
	Page 555 
	Page 556 
	Page 557 
	Page 558 
	Page 559 
	Page 560 
	Page 561 
	Page 562 
	Page 563 
	Page 564 
	Page 565 
	Page 566 
	Page 567 
	Page 568 
	Page 569 
	Page 570 
	Page 571 
	Page 572 
	Page 573 
	Page 574 
	Page 575 
	Page 576 
	Page 577 
	Page 578 
	Page 579 
	Page 580 
	Page 581 
	Page 582 
	Page 583 
	Page 584 
	Page 585 
	Page 586 
	Page 587 
	Page 588 
	Page 589 
	Page 590 
	Page 591 
	Page 592 
	Page 593 
	Page 594 
	Page 595 
	Page 596 
	Page 597 
	Page 598 
	Page 599 
	Page 600 
	Page 601 
	Page 602 
	Page 603 
	Page 604 
	Page 605 
	Page 606 
	Page 607 
	Page 608 
	Page 609 
	Page 610 
	Page 611 
	Page 612 
	Page 613 
	Page 614 
	Page 615 
	Page 616 
	Page 617 
	Page 618 
	Page 619 
	Page 620 
	Page 621 
	Page 622 
	Page 623 
	Page 624 
	Page 625 
	Page 626 
	Page 627 
	Page 628 
	Page 629 
	Page 630 
	Page 631 
	Page 632 
	Page 633 
	Page 634 
	Page 635 
	Page 636 
	Page 637 
	Page 638 
	Page 639 
	Page 640 
	Page 641 
	Page 642 
	Page 643 
	Page 644 
	Page 645 
	Page 646 
	Page 647 
	Page 648 
	Page 649 
	Page 650 
	Page 651 
	Page 652 
	Page 653 
	Page 654 
	Page 655 
	Page 656 
	Page 657 
	Page 658 
	Page 659 
	Page 660 
	Page 661 
	Page 662 
	Page 663 
	Page 664 
	Page 665 
	Page 666 
	Page 667 
	Page 668 
	Page 669 
	Page 670 
	Page 671 
	Page 672 
	Page 673 
	Page 674 
	Page 675 
	Page 676 
	Page 677 
	Page 678 
	Page 679 
	Page 680 
	Page 681 
	Page 682 
	Page 683 
	Page 684 
	Page 685 
	Page 686 
	Page 687 
	Page 688 
	Page 689 
	Page 690 
	Page 691 
	Page 692 
	Page 693 
	Page 694 
	Page 695 
	Page 696 
	Page 697 
	Page 698 
	Page 699 
	Page 700 
	Page 701 
	Page 702 
	Page 703 
	Page 704 
	Page 705 
	Page 706 
	Page 707 
	Page 708 
	Page 709 
	Page 710 
	Page 711 
	Page 712 
	Page 713 
	Page 714 
	Page 715 
	Page 716 
	Page 717 
	Page 718 
	Page 719 
	Page 720 
	Page 721 
	Page 722 
	Page 723 
	Page 724 
	Page 725 
	Page 726 
	Page 727 
	Page 728 
	Page 729 
	Page 730 
	Page 731 
	Page 732 
	Page 733 
	Page 734 
	Page 735 
	Page 736 
	Page 737 
	Page 738 
	Page 739 
	Page 740 
	Page 741 
	Page 742 
	Page 743 
	Page 744 
	Page 745 
	Page 746 
	Page 747 
	Page 748 
	Page 749 
	Page 750 
	Page 751 
	Page 752 
	Page 753 
	Page 754 
	Page 755 
	Page 756 
	Page 757 
	Page 758 
	Page 759 
	Page 760 
	Page 761 
	Page 762 
	Page 763 
	Page 764 
	Page 765 
	Page 766 
	Page 767 
	Page 768 
	Page 769 
	Page 770 
	Page 771 
	Page 772 
	Page 773 
	Page 774 
	Page 775 
	Page 776 
	Page 777 
	Page 778 
	Page 779 
	Page 780 
	Page 781 
	Page 782 
	Page 783 
	Page 784 
	Page 785 
	Page 786 
	Page 787 
	Page 788 
	Page 789 
	Page 790 
	Page 791 
	Page 792 
	Page 793 
	Page 794 
	Page 795 
	Page 796 
	Page 797 
	Page 798 
	Page 799 
	Page 800 
	Page 801 
	Page 802 
	Page 803 
	Page 804 
	Page 805 
	Page 806 
	Page 807 
	Page 808 
	Page 809 
	Page 810 
	Page 811 
	Page 812 
	Page 813 
	Page 814 
	Page 815 
	Page 816 
	Page 817 
	Page 818 
	Page 819 
	Page 820 
	Page 821 
	Page 822 
	Page 823 
	Page 824 
	Page 825 
	Page 826 
	Page 827 
	Page 828 
	Page 829 
	Page 830 
	Page 831 
	Page 832 
	Page 833 
	Page 834 
	Page 835 
	Page 836 
	Page 837 
	Page 838 
	Page 839 
	Page 840 
	Page 841 
	Page 842 
	Page 843 
	Page 844 
	Page 845 
	Page 846 
	Page 847 
	Page 848 
	Page 849 
	Page 850 
	Page 851 
	Page 852 
	Page 853 
	Page 854 
	Page 855 
	Page 856 
	Page 857 
	Page 858 
	Page 859 
	Page 860 
	Page 861 
	Page 862 
	Page 863 
	Page 864 
	Page 865 
	Page 866 
	Page 867 
	Page 868 
	Page 869 
	Page 870 
	Page 871 
	Page 872 
	Page 873 
	Page 874 
	Page 875 
	Page 876 
	Page 877 
	Page 878 
	Page 879 
	Page 880 
	Page 881 
	Page 882 
	Page 883 
	Page 884 
	Page 885 
	Page 886 
	Page 887 
	Page 888 
	Page 889 
	Page 890 
	Page 891 
	Page 892 
	Page 893 
	Page 894 
	Page 895 
	Page 896 
	Page 897 
	Page 898 
	Page 899 
	Page 900 
	Page 901 
	Page 902 
	Page 903 
	Page 904 
	Page 905 
	Page 906 
	Page 907 
	Page 908 
	Page 909 
	Page 910 
	Page 911 
	Page 912 
	Page 913 
	Page 914 
	Page 915 
	Page 916 
	Page 917 
	Page 918 
	Page 919 
	Page 920 
	Page 921 
	Page 922 
	Page 923 
	Page 924 
	Page 925 
	Page 926 
	Page 927 
	Page 928 
	Page 929 
	Page 930 
	Page 931 
	Page 932 
	Page 933 
	Page 934 
	Page 935 
	Page 936 
	Page 937 
	Page 938 
	Page 939 
	Page 940 
	Page 941 
	Page 942 
	Page 943 
	Page 944 
	Page 945 
	Page 946 
	Page 947 
	Page 948 
	Page 949 
	Page 950 
	Page 951 
	Page 952 
	Page 953 
	Page 954 
	Page 955 
	Page 956 
	Page 957 
	Page 958 
	Page 959 
	Page 960 
	Page 961 
	Page 962 
	Page 963 
	Page 964 
	Page 965 
	Page 966 
	Page 967 
	Page 968 
	Page 969 
	Page 970 
	Page 971 
	Page 972 
	Page 973 
	Page 974 
	Page 975 
	Page 976 
	Page 977 
	Page 978 
	Page 979 
	Page 980 
	Page 981 
	Page 982 
	Page 983 
	Page 984 
	Page 985 
	Page 986 
	Page 987 
	Page 988 
	Page 989 
	Page 990 
	Page 991 
	Page 992 
	Page 993 
	Page 994 
	Page 995 
	Page 996 
	Page 997 
	Page 998 
	Page 999 
	Page 1000 
	Page 1001 
	Page 1002 
	Page 1003 
	Page 1004 
	Page 1005 
	Page 1006 
	Page 1007 
	Page 1008 
	Page 1009 
	Page 1010 
	Page 1011 
	Page 1012 
	Page 1013 
	Page 1014 
	Page 1015 
	Page 1016 
	Page 1017 
	Page 1018 

