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Before'Mr. Justice Russell and Mr. Justz’ce Aston,
* - EMPEROR v BUDHQOBAL* \

ity o af Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act III of 1888), sections 410, 24
Sck. D. (£yt~Prokibition of sale of fish except in a market—Sale from a.

* Criminal Appeal Nos 75 of 1905, ;
-i-’l‘he provisions of the City of Bombay Mumclpal Act (Bom, Act III of 1888).

referred to run as under :—

410, (1) Except as hereinafter provided, no person chall, withouts hcense from .
the Commissioner, sell or expose for sale any four-footed animal or any meat or fish
intended for human food, in any place other than a municipal or private market, ]

2 Provided tht nothing in sub- section (1) shall apply to fiesh fish sold from, or
exposed for sale in a vesse]l in which it has been brought direct to the seashore after
being caught at sea.

Section 24 (3). Unless and until they are 80 altered or re-apportioned, the number

_ and respective boundaries of the wards and the number of councillors to be elected

for each ward shsll be as specified in Schedule B.
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’ basket placed on the Chowpatti fareshore—:S’ale Sfrom . vessel—Private
market—Onus of proof—City ~of Bombay, limits - of——Bombay General

- Clauses Act (Bom. Act I of 1904), section 3 (10).*
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"The accused, a fisherwoman, was charged under section 410 (1) of the Bombny » BUDHWB“' )

» Clty Municipal Act (Bom, Act III of 1888), with selling or exposing for sale,
- without a licenss from the Municipal Commissioner, fish intended for human
"' food, on the Chowpatti foreshore, in the City of Bombay. The sale was from a
basket, which the accused had placed on the sand, at some distance from the
water, between the high and low water mark.- The fish sold was fresh fish and
was brought from one of the boats then 'in Back Bay. The Presidency Magis.
trate acquitted the accused on the grounds that (1) the Bombay City Municipal
Act did not apply as the place of sale was outside the limits of the City of
Bombay as laid down in the City of Bombay Muuicipal Act; (2) section 410 of
the Aet had no application because the place was a private market established
from time immemorial ; and (3) the sale fell within section 410 (2) of the Act.
On appesl, against this order of acquittal, by the Government of Bombay :—

Held, reversing the order of aequittal and convicting the accused, that the
accused was not protected by section 410 (2) of the Bombay City Municipal
" Act (Bom. Act ITI of 1888), since it was impossible in the present case t say
that the fish had been sold from a vessel, when as a matter of fact it had been
‘sold from the basket on the shore, it baving been brought from the vessel
which was in the water.

Held, also, that the onus of proving that the place in questlon was a “ private
market ” lay upon the acoused.

‘Held, further, that the Bombay City Municipal Act (Bom. Act 11 of 1838)
applied to the spot in question, because it came within the expression ¢City of

Bombay ” as defined by the Bombay General Clauses Act (Bom. Act I of 1504).

APPEAL under section 417 of the Criminal Procedure Code
(Act V of 1898), froni an order of acquittal passed by Chunilal
H. Setalvad, Acting Fourth Presidency Magistrate of Bombay.

The accused  was charged under-section 410 of the City of
Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act III of 1888), with selling
or exposing for sale without license from the Municipal Commis-

sioner fish intended for human food, on the Chowpatti foreshow 4

on the 5th October 1904 at 8 a. M.
~ On the morning in questlon, two Mumcxpal officers accompamed
by a Sub-Inspector Ramchandra went to the Chowpatti foreshore

~and there the Sub-Inspector purchased one pamplet for one anna -

*3, (10) “ City of Bombay % shall mean the area wxfhnn the local limits for the

time being of the ordinary Ongmul Civil Jurisdiction of the Bombay ngh Court of

Judicature,
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~ from the accused. It was sold by the accused from a basket

which she had placed on the sand at some distance from the water.
At this time, there were at the place half a dozen persons similarly

selling fish and some customers buying them. The fich sold was -
fresh and was broucrht from a vessel which was lying in the

~ Back Bay.

It was stated on behali‘ of the prosecuhon that the place where

* the fish was sold not being either a Municipal or a private market

the accused could not sell it there without a license from the
Municipal Commissioner, and that, inasmuch as the fish in question
was sold from a basket and not from a vessel in which- it had

"been brought direct to the seashore after having been caught

at sen, the accused was not protected by clause 2 of section 410
of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act IIL of 1888).
The accuised, in defence, contended that the provisions of the .
City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, did not apply to the place
of sale, which was below the ordinary high water line of the sea ;.
that the place in question was a market, the rights of which had -
been acquired by prescription ; and that it was a private market.
(section 398 of the Act) to which the provisions of section 410
of the Act did not apply; and that the accused was protected
by clause 2 of section 410, since the fish sold was transferred into
the basket from the vessel which was lymcr in the Back Bay. .
The Magistrate held that the City of Bombay Municipal Act
(Bom. Act 11T of 1888) did not apply as the place of sale was out-
side the limits of the-City of Bombay as laid down in the Act ;
that section 410 of the Act did not apply as the place was a
private market established from time immemorial ; and that the
sale in question fell within -clause (2) of section 410 of the Act, .
In the result, he acquitted the accused under section 245 of bhe

~ Criminal Procedure Code (ActV of 1898).

Against this order of acquittal the Government - of Bombay -
appealed to the High Court, o
Raikes, acting Advocate General, (with him Z, F. Nickolson,
Pablic Prosecutor), for the Crown :—The prosecution was brought -
by the Bombay Municipality for breach of the provisions of

- seetion 410 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay

Act. TIT of 1888), The accused was found selling fish on the
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. Ohaupah béach between high and low water malk As to the

- exact -distance of the place of sale from the sea—water there is

_ some discrepancy in the evidence. -

" We submit that the provisions of the City of Bombay Municipal
‘Act (Bombay Act III of 1888), apply to the place in question.
The Act applies in so many words to the “ City of Bombay ”
(section 1), The expression ¢ City of Bombay’ as defined by
the Bombay General Clauses Act (Bombay Act I of 1904) means
“the area” within the local limits for the time being of the

_ordinary original civil jurisdiction of the Bombay High Court of

Judicature.” This signifies that « City of Bombay *’ bears this
meaning, whenever it is used in the City of Rombay Munlcxpal
Act, unless there be anything repugnant in the latter Act. -And
‘there is nothing repugnant to it in the City of Bombay Municipal
Act. Now, the place in question is indisputably within the
limits of the ordinary original civil _]urlsdlctlon of the Bombay
High Court. :

[ASTON J—Do you refer us to any authorlty by which the

" local limits of the ordinary original civil _]urlsdlctxon of the.'

' Bombay High Court are defined 7]

The loeal limits of the ordinary original civil jurisdiction of

‘the Bombay High Court are defined in the Amended Letters.

Patent, section 11 (High Court Rule Book, p.-122), . There is no
law .passed by the Governor General of India in Council as

indicated in-that section. So one has to go from that to the

original Letters Patent of the Bombay High Court, section 11
(High Court Rule Book, p.100). This again refers back to the

Supreme Court Charter (High Court Rule Book, p. 28); which

again refers to the Charter of the Mayor’s Court, which mentlons
“ Towns, Factories or places called Bombay.”

Section 24 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act

11T of 1888) enacts that for the purposes of election, the City

shall be divided into. wards: and the limits of these wards are
- defined in schedule B to the Act. This, however, cannot consti-

tute a. definition of «City of Bombay.” The wards simply

exist for the purposes of elections, and the Act does not say. that
- every part of the City is included in the Wards.

' B 1220—3
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" [RUSSELL, J.—The definition of # City of Bombay >’ enacted in

.the’Bombay General Clauses Act (Bombay Act I of 1904), applies

to all Acts passed by the Bombay Legislature, unless there be

‘anything repugnant in an Act.]

. The City of Bombay Municipal Act takes the Cxty as defined
‘by the General Clauses Act and divides it into wards temporarily
for purposes of election.. The fact that the wards and the city
" limits are not coincident appears from the fact that the corporation
-'has power to alter the boundaries of the wards with fhe sanction
of Government.

It' schedule B of -the Acb be referred to, the place in questlon
seems to lie within the boundaries of the City of Bombay, accord- .
ing to accepted principles of construction. The Magistrate says

“the beginning of Back Bay must be the high tide. The fallacy

in the reasoning of the Magistrate is that you must include in

.the Back Bay every part of land uncovered by tide. I am not

able to understand the reasons which led the Magistrate to that
conclusion. He simply postulates. Again, in the same schedule,
in No. 1 the whole of the harbour is included in Ward No. 1. If -
‘the reasoning of the Magistrate is carried further, the whole of
the Colaba reclamation would be outside the ordmary original
civil Junsdlctlon of the Bombay High Court. Refers also to
sections 386, 387, 888 and 389 of the City of Bombay Mumclpal
Act (Bombay Act II of 1888). :

The next point is whether the place in question is a private
market, Under the City of Bombay -Municipal Act (Bombay
Act I1I of 1888), a private market is a non-municipal market,

. But it remains to be seen whether it is a market at all ; and then

the question arises upon whom does the burden of proving it
rest., If the accused protects herself from this prosecution on

.. the ground that she sells fish in a market, then obviously she

‘must prove it.  Suppose the woman had been convicted of the
oftence, could the conviction be set aside by the fact that the
Municipality had not proved that the sale was not in a market ?

_ The land as a rule is not a market. And the evidence in the -
. case upon the point is all vague and is evidence .of repute.  The

evidence is technically inadmissible ; and apart -from that, such
evidence is absolutely worthless, See also, Ameer :Ali and
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~ Woodroffe’s Evidence Act, 8rd Edition, p. 352 ; Patel Vandravan

V. Patel Manilal®; and Musammat Sﬂaﬁq-un-sta v. Khan
Bakadur Raja Shaban Ali Khan®.

The last point turns upon the constructlon of section 410,
‘clause (2) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act
IIT of 1888). The term ¢ vessel’ ‘according’ to the Bombay

" General Clauses Act (Bombay Act I of 1904) means and includes

any ship or boat or'any other description of vessel used in navi~- -

gation, .The proviso, therefore, does not apply to this case. The
fish was sold and exposed for sale in a basket on the shore. The
sale in question was begun, continued and ended on the foreshore,
and the person who purchased the fish did not know that they
were brought from-the vessel. The proviso to the section was
only intended to protect the wholesale sale of a partlcular catch
to a dealer. c

Strangman (instructed by Smetham, Byrne and Noble) for the

‘accused :—Taking the last point urged by the learned Advocate

" General first, we submit that the proviso to section 410 of the
City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act III of 1888) affords
a complete protection to the accused. In this case the accused
brought the fish from the vessel in a basket on the shore and

 there sold them. The basket is merely a means of ca.rnage and
the sale is really from the ¢ vessel” : :

As to the second point, we contend that the area over which a
Municipal Corporation has ofdinary jurisdiction are the portions
which are described in schedule B to the City of Bombay Munici-
pal Act. There the Girgaon ward is described as bounded on

_ the west by the sea from Malabar point to the south end of
Hornby Vellard. The construction to be placed on ‘sea’ is the
sea which forms the Back Bay : and the sea includes the portion

of land covered by the high-water mark: see Hall on Sea-

shore (2nd Edn.), p. 17.

* Section 24 of the City of Bombay Munlclpal Act shows the
ordinary Municipallimits. And, therefore, we are not concerned
with the limits of the ¢ City of Bombay ” as defined in any
other Act.

) (1890) 15 Bom, 565, . . L. (91904 S1L A 217,
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P

Tuang, then, to the only remaining point w hether the plar‘d

“is a private market, we find, on’ referring to Stroud’s Judicial-

Dictionary, Wharton’s Law Lexicon and Webster’s Dictionary of
the English Language, that market ordinarily means a place of

‘sale. According to Webster, the market must be by grant or'by
" immemorial user ; and there is ample evidence in this cuse to
' show that the fish are sold at the place in question from time

immemorial,. It is for the prosecution to show that the. place. is
a private market. Market is either an appointed place of sale
or at an appointed time and place of sale. Time is not of the
essence in its meaning. - The ordinary dictionary meaning of the
t’erm is an appointed place for the purposes of sale. .

[ASTON J.~Ts the market owned by any body ?]

- The site belongs to the Collector of Bombay.
‘ ‘qulces‘ was heard in reply N ..

Uur adv. vult,

RUSSELL J -—The accused herem Budhoobai, widow ofa,ﬁsher-v ,
man Rama Kamla; was- charged before Mr. S_etalvad Acting

" Presidency Magistrate, with selling and exposing for sale, without.

license from the Municipal Commissioner, fish intended for human
food.on the Chaupati foreshore on the 5th October 1904, at .
8 o. M. contrary to the provisions of section 410 (1) of the Bombay
‘Municipal Act IIT of 1888, - It appears that on the morning in

* question two Municipal Officers, accompanied by a Sub-Inspector

named‘Ramchandra,-Lagu, went to the Chaupati foreshore and :

_ there the said ub-Inspeétor bought .one pomfreb for one anna -

from the accused. ; It was sold by the accused from a basket
which she had. placed on the sand at some distance from the
water.. The witnesses are not agreed as to the exact distance,
but ib may be taken that the fish was ‘sold between the high:
and low water mark, At the time this fish was sold éhere were "

" several other fisher people selling fish and other people were .

buying from them, It is proved, we think, that the fish sold
wag fresh fish and that it had been recently brought.from one of -

‘the boats then in the Back Bay. The deceased .husband of the .

accused was a fisherman owning two tonies, a large and -a small .’
one, and she is now the owner of them. It would appear, "
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a‘thouovh it is not qmte clear, that the fish’ that was* sold to the
Sub-Inspector was taken out of one of her tonies.

- The first question we shall discuss is, is the accused protected -
by the provisions of section 410 of the Mumclpal Act whlcu
~- runs as follows t— '

(1) Except as hereinafter. provided, no .person shall,

. without a license from the Commissioner, sell or expose for. sale

- any four-footed animal or any meat or fish intended for human
food, in any place other than a municipal or private market :

%(2) Provided that nothing in sub-section (1) shall apply

~ to fresh fish sold from, or exposed for sale in, & vessel in which

it has been brought dxrect to the sea-shore after bemg caught'

-ab sea.’ : :
The proviso is very ungmmmatxcal and by no means easy'to
- construe, The relative ® which " refers to ¢ vessel *’ whereas
the -words “caught at sea” refer to “fish”” and the whole
~sentence from “in which ” to “sea™ is intended to be what
~ in German grammar is 'known as a compound adjective, Treat-
ing ‘this whole sentence in that way the proviso is, we think,
worded so as not to interfere with the exposing or selling of
fish in and from vessels coming direct from the sea. The alloca-
tion of the prepositions “in?" and “from?’ seems to show this.
Three processes seem to bie aimed at and the proviso should then
run as follows :—Nothing in sub-section 1 shall apply to'fresh
Afish (1) caught at sea; and (2) brought direct to the sea-shore
and (3) sold from or exposed for sale ina vessel; The draftsman
of the proviso, however, thought fit to put the processes in their
reverse order and thereby has given occasion for this difficulty.

- Directly any fresh fish is brought on to the shore the prohibition-

of clause 1 attaches, but the prohibition is not intended to apply

to anything which has not been actually brought on to the shore,:
It would be impossible in the present case to say that this fresh

" fish had been-sold from & vessel, when as a matter of fact it had
been sold from the basket on the shore, it having been Jbrought

from the vessel which was in the water. We have been unable -

to find any direct authority on this point but the case of Play-
' ford v, Mercer(l) supports our conclusmn. .-In that case a cargo

m (‘8/0) 22L. T.N. 8, 41
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ofice was consigned to the plaintiﬁ, and before'the \ghip came into.
the harbour the defendants bought the cargo with a condition

- thab the ice was to be taken from the ship’s deck by them, It
‘was held that the contract ¢ from the deck” meant that the

vendor should pay all that was necessary to enable the purchaser
to remove the cargo from the deck, and that harbour dues.
charged to be paid before the goods could be removed, were_
payable by the vendor. Applying that case to the present—

suppose here Budhoobai had agreed to sell the pomfret *from

the tony,” and then had paid.a charge for pubting it info the,
basket and taking it to shore surely the purchaser would have
had to pay that charge. '

The next question to consider is whether it can be said that
the place where this fish was sold is a “private market” and
upon whom does the burden lie to prove it to be such. Now no
attempt has been made to show that there are any limits to be

_placed upon the foreshore in question so as to constitute a fixed

market. It was suggested that a space of some 100 yards in
width and length might be considered as the limit, bub thereis ..
really no evidence whatever to support that suggestion. There- E
fore the whole foreshore of Chaupati must, according to the .
argument of the accused, be taken to be  private market.”
“ Private market ” is defined by section 898 of the Act which
says:—* All markets which belong to or are maintained by the

- Corporation shall be called ¢Municipal markets.” All other

markets shall be deemed to be private.” Ttisdifficult toseehowa -
place like the whole of the foreshore of Chaupati could be held-to -

be a ¢ private market.” Even however if this were not so, we
must next consider upon whoru in this case lay the onus of proving
that the place in question was a * private market.” Now uvpon =
that point the Municipality started their case by showing that™
the place in question was the foreshore of Chaupati. . That there-

fore was sufficient to throw the onus upon the defendants to

prove that the foreshore of Chaupati was a  private market” -
within the meaning of the Act. Now upon this point a certain -
amount of evidence was given and a great deal. was made of the
admission by Mr. C. B. Shroff in cross- -examination that the - .
fishermen in general have been in the habit of using the -
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Chaupati: foreshore for fishing from time immemorial and also

* for selling fish there. .Afterwards he sald he could not. say that

~ the fishermen were selling fish there from time immemorial

e

and his_own knowledge had been only for 10 years. Certain
other evidence was given by the witnesses for the accused but

~ the conclusion we have. come to upon that point is that the

~accused has not discharged the burden which we find was laid

. upon her. by the evidence that she has called. To legally prove

immemorial castom for selling fish on the Chaupéti foreshore
would require very much better and - further evidence than has
been given in this case:-e.g., Mercer v. Denng® shows what

_ evidence was necessary to prove a valid and good custom for °
-fishermen to dry their nets upon the shore of the land of a

- private owner.. As we have. said the evidence in this case falls

far short of the evidence which was given in suppbrt of the
cugtom in that case. "Of course this judgment will not prevent
the fishermen who are interested in this alleged custom from
filing a civil suit to prove the custom and to §rotect their rights
if any, Whether it is worth their while to do so is for them to
consider, for in order to avoid any penalty hereafter all they
need do is to haul their tonies a little higher on to the sea-shore
and expose their fish in and sell them from them direct,

The last question is, whether the Municipal Act applies to the. ’

spot in question. We have no doubt whatever that it does.

- Primd facie the foreshore between high and low water marks

" belongs to the crown: see Attorney~General v. Rickards® and

Attorney- General . Emerson ©),  The same law applies in India.

‘Doe d. Rajak Seebkristo v. The East India Co. ®, The Municipal

Act, sections 387-—389, certainly contemplate parts of the sea-shore
being vested 4in and partsnot being vested in the Municipality.
But there is nothing to show that the Chaup4ti foreshore is so
vested, The Presidency Magistrate seems to have considered

that the City of Bombay is defined in .detail in the Munieipal -

Act, because the boundaries of the wards are set out in
schedule B into which the city is divided. But it is clear
from section 24 that these boundaries are given for electoral

(1) [1904] 2 Ch. 534. | (3 [1891] A. C. 649.
(2) (1795) 3 R, R. 632, # (1856) 6 Moo, L. A. 267,
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purposes only, and further “ Clty” in section 24 Inust be read .

- subject to the qualification in section 3, at the beomnmg “unless
. there is something repugnant in the subject or context,” where-

from it appears that in section 24 “City ” is not equivalent to the
City of Bombay or the whole area to” which the Municipal Act

~ applies. The word * City of Bombay " under the General Clauses

Act I of 1904 means the area within the local limits for the time
being of the Ordinary Original Civil Jurisdiction.of the Bombay -
High Court of Judicature : see clause 10 ; and by section 4 “the
word “City of Bombay ” as defined in section 3 of that Act

* applies also, unless there is anything repugnant in the subject or

context of Bombay Acts passed before the commencement of

- Act I of 1904, We do not find anything repugnant.in the sub-
_ject or context in the Bombay Municipal Act. There is no

doubt therefore the foreshore in question is within the Ordinary
Original Civil Jurisdiction of the Bombay High Courb of

~ Judicature, consequently this point also fails the accused.

The result is that in.our opinion the order of the Actmw
Presidency Magistrate was wrong, the: accused ought to have
been convicted of the offence with which she was charged. .

“We aceordingly reverse the order of acquittal and direct that
she do pay a fine of two annas, or, as section 26 of the Bombay

* General Clauses Act I of 1904 applies, by which section 67 infer -

aliz of the Indian Penal Code is rendered applicable in the case of
fines imposed under any Bombay Act, we order the accused do

. suffer simple imprisonment for one day in default.

- AstoN, J.—I concur in the order ‘proposed. The evidence
_establishes that the accused exposed for sale and sold the fish in
questmn after it had been removed, unsold, from a boat and had
been taken to the shore and had been placed on the shore in the
basket in which it was.exposed for sale on the shore,. Thigis
prohibited by section 410 of the City of Bombay Mumclpal Aeb
unless the place of sale or exposure is a-market. - ,

The spot where this exposure and sale took place is part of the
Chaupéti foreshore, between high and low water mark, which

~ primd, facie belongs to the Government ¢ and in whigh no proprietary
rights are claimed by the accused for herself or. any private
“individuals. = It is primd facie not a market place and the ev1dence '
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-to which we were referred to show that this foreshore or any
part of it is a market is too indefinite as to place, time and
" cirdumstance to show that the Chaupdti foreshore is in whole or’
in part a market place.

I also concur in the view that in applymo- the provisions of
section 410 of the City of Bombay Municipal' Act, the decision
- whether the Chaup4ti foreshore between high and low water-

mark is within the City of Bombay is governed by the definition of .

“City of Bombay ”’ confained in the Bombay General Clauses

Act and not by certain provisions of the City of Bombay Municipal

Act which- divide “ the City ” into wards for electoral purposes.
- On this view of the case the accused has. committed an offence

punishable under the section cited, but the prosecution being

avowedly instituted merely as a test case, a nommal fine is

sufficient, *
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1FF), APPELLANT, ». VAMANRAV NARAYAN CHIPLUNKAR. AND.

OTHEES (0B16INAL DEFENDANTS), RESPONDENTS.*

Oantonment property—Grant—DNotice of resumption—OOffer of compensatzon—
Condition precedent— Notice to one of three executors—Joint occuptmts

A cerfain plot known As No. 1, Queen’s Gardens, situate Within the Limits of
the Poona Cantonment, was in the year 1862 granted by the Commander-in-
Chief of the Bombay Army to one Edalji Nasarvanji Colabavala under the terms

of a Goneral Order, dated the 31st July 1856. The 14th clause of the said '

. General Order was in these terms :—
.% Permission to occupy such ground in a military cantonment confers no pro-
prietary right, it eontinues the property of the State.
% It is resumable at the pleasure of Government, but -+

" ¢ Tn all practicable cases one month’s notice of resumption will be given, and .

% The value of the buildings which may have been erected thereon, as esti-
matod by a commlttee, will be paid to the owner.’

SN e Appeal No, 27 of 1905,
B 12204 : :



	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 

