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\'been d1scussed by . this and other Courts For we ha.ve

v’:here ta consider the particular words of section 14 of - -

the L1m1tat10n ‘Act. - Those ‘words refer - ‘expressly to

-or in a Court. of appeal and appear to me to point
partlcularly o regular civil pr,oceedmgs in the ordi:
~nary Civil Courts .under the _Civil Procedure Code.
There is moreover. a ruling upon this.gery . section in

- the cage of Mukammad Subhan-ullah: v, The Secretary -

of Sta,te Sfor India in Council® which appears to me

_very similar to this: casein which 1t was held that

~ proceedings for mutation of namesin the Record of
" Rights were not civil proceedlngs ina Court within the

-meamng of sectlon 14 of the L1m1tat10n Act. .

LI concur therefore for these reasons that this a.ppeal
’ ought to be allowed and the su1t dlsmwsed Wlth costs
throughout N el

" - ' Appeal aZlowcd.-
Lo . " R.Ra-
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'i«:-i-1918. o Su1t to recover possessmn of property
"'M'A,;LAPPA The ploperty in’ smt ormmally belonwed to one
P AR;*P:A Bhlmappa who died i m 1903 leavmg him survwmg hle

:GANGA\A . widow Dundava.

o Dundava rema111ed 1910 but bef01e her re;narnage
she had adopted Gangappa (defendant No. 4) as son to
- her husband.. g_‘he ‘adopted son was the firsb cousin of +
.- Bhimappa’s father as shown in the ‘followmg genealo-»

. gical tree :—
o ‘-,‘ Tipp,vanna.'. o
Lo I T - N o |
e Bluniappa'.‘,‘. R S Glre‘ppa ‘

- vRamappa , PO . Gangappa, v
B R o (DofendantNo 4)
. Bhimappa PP Gangappa SR S
"~ =Dundava, v =Ganvava (thmff) B SR

. After hleadoptlon Gangappa (defendant No 4) §old“_(.
y the lands in dispute to Mallappa and. othels (defend-’ :
ants Nos. 1 to 3) - , - . -

~In 1913, the plalntllf Gangava Who wasg Bh1mappa ] .,

blothers widow, sued to recover possessmn of the .
- lands. L . o .y

o The Subordmate Judge found the factum of adop- ;
- tion proved but held that the adoption was.illegal and

invalig under Hindu law. He, thelefore, decleed the\'-
pla1nt1ff’s claim. ; SRR e

On appeal the Fust Class Subordmate Judge, A P
, conﬁrmed the declee : .

_The defendants appealed to the I—I1gh Court. :

Ja Jakar with 4. G Desm and S, G. Abhyanlca,r,
for the appellant ——We submit that the adoptlon of |
father’s - first cousin is mnot invalid under Hmdu
law though 1t inay be oppoeed to * the - sentnnent
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of Hlndu commumty There is 1o text whlch "’proh1—~ .

blts such. an adoption- and in view of the demsmns of

-~ our Court, all detailed rules evolved flom the doctune :
- of putmchchhayavaham (reﬂectlon of a son) are oW

: confined to three cases. only, viz., (1) -daughter’s son,-
(2) mstel g son and (3) mother 8 s1ster sson : see Ram- .
, chandra: V. Gopal“) Yamnava v. Laxmcm Bimn‘mom“f

and Mayne s'Hindu LaW 8th edmon para. 135,

The-Datthka Mlmansa sectmg? deals with pelsons_
to be- -adopted and in pl 107 of the section, . the author.
““enumerates persons ‘among-whom “one b01n in the"
same general family ” is mentloned T]ns we submit, -

Would include even agnates and. pgrsonb in the ascend-
-~ ing line: The text is recommendatmy only. and the

“effect of it is that any one can- be adopted except the

pelsons mentloned in the three specmed cases., ’

The Dattaka Mlmansa deals with the. mode ‘of adop- :
t1on in section 5. .The latter- section - is controlled by -

sectmn 9 for 1eason's grven by Batchelol J. in Ram-

chandra v. ‘Gopal®. In pll. . 16-20 of the section,
. _certain prohibited  cases are mentmned and in pl. 17
ﬁ?fﬂ—-—meamng paternal-or maternal uncle—is expressly
stated as a person exclided from adoption. -We sub- -
mlt howevel the Whole of that placitum is treated

-as recommendatm:y see Sriramulu v. RamaJya(” '

“The obsérvations in Gajanom Balkrishna v. ’I&as’bz-.;
» nath Narayan® go to- show that. any one in the’
~family can be adopted plowded he ]s not one. of the

--three specified persons,

‘ - Secondly, therules of prohibition bemﬂr of Blahmanl-.
7/ cal origin, they have no bmdmg force in the case of .
ngayats who are held to be Sudras: see Gopal . Nar-.

her bafmy v. Hanmant Gan(»?h Safray‘5) Tven
'- M (1908) 32 Bom. 619." - -+ -~ - 6)(1881) 3 Mad. 15. .
(2) (1912) 36 Bom. 533. .. ®(1915) 39'Bom, 410 « atp 419,
N (6) (1879)3Bom 273,

1918, -
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. in the three spemﬁed cases, the prohlbltlon does not
apply in the case of Lingayats, a fortior:, there W\ould_ '
be no prohibition in the case of an uncle. . The cases of .
Asharfi Kunwar- v. - Rup. Chand® and Bhagwan .

: Smgh v. Bhagwan Singh® were referred to. R

" Coyajee with P. B. Shingne, for the resPondent—-— It
is material to note in what velationship Bh1mappa
(the adoptive father) and Gangappa (the adopted son)

_stood to. one anothery before the . adoption. = If ‘we
“consider the deglee of descent from thelr common
-"'ancestor, the adopted son is in the same rank as- the -
“adoptive father’s father. - Mo adopt such. a pelson isa
: position repugnant to-all Hindu notions on the sub]ect

see Mandlik’s Hindu Law, pp. 474 and 485. It Would‘
have been quite natural and congruous for Gangappa to
have adopted, Bhlmappa ‘We do not base  our - conten-'

. tion so much on the applicability of the doctune of

viruddha sambandha——marnage ‘theory—as on incon-"

~.'grmty of relationship as explamed* in Sarkar 8 LaW of
Adoptlon 2nd Edition, p. 317

Tt is true that ,the Smriti Wmters do not expressly‘

~_prohibit the adop_tlon of a paternal uncle but they do

not also expressly prohibit adoption -of any other
| person, e.g., there is no express prohibition  against a.
man adopting his own “father. It does not, therefore,

follow* that ‘what is not expressly prohibited is implied-

ly allo'wed Nanda Pandita, who is a high’ au’ehonty.

" on the sub]ect of adoption, does mention some cases as .
. expressly excluded :. see Dattaka M1mansa section 2, -

pll. 20-30. Tn -this there.is a clear prohibition re.

- adopting in the same family. Phcltums 107-108 mention

prohibition of certain other persons outs1de the famﬂy .
see also section 5, plamtums 15, 16 and. 17. Placitum 17
is. important. There the Word used is ﬁ?fﬂ whlch

@ (1908) 30 AL 197, - - . @ (1899)L R 261 A. 153
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accordmo to Monier Wﬂhams means an elderly male -

- 1918,

;member of the family, that'is, - we must not confine the ¥———

~_‘prohlb1t1on to the paternal uncle alone but 1o -every
’obher agnatic ancestor, and not ‘to curtail it or confine -
"Todo otherwise isto dlswgfu-d the test that the.
adopted boy must be the reflection of a son. . Up to now -
“'there has been no “instance of an- adoptlon of a boy
Who belongs to ‘the higher rank in.the family,” All
persons in the higher line should be regarded as in the

“position of the father : - see Steeld on Law and Customs -

“of Hindu Gastes page 44, ‘para. 38 h% p'ub West and
Buhler pages 38- 39 . R

" The cwses of R:zmchanlra V. Gopalm and Yamnava
g Laxman Bhimrao® relate to the prohibition on®
the ground of viruddha sambandha’: and there the
pomt was one of incestuous intercourse. The point of’
-incongr ulty of relamonsmp which I am advancing did
"not arise in thoseé cases Therefore those cases do nob

apply here s L e
The case of Ga;anan Ballcmshna v Kashmath
Narayan(’) was not thac of an uncle.

%econdly, on the point’ of the partleq benng Sudras
 we submit that the point has no 1mportance If there

is a. proh1bmon it applies to all the four classes. Nanda

“Pandita specifically states that the prohibition-as re-
ga1ds mstel s son’and daughtex s son does not apply to
- Sudras.: That suggests that the law is applicable to
all the four classesand if there is any provision not
~ applying to Sudras it is so stated, vide Stokes Hindu
- Law Books, Datlaka Mimansa, sectlon 2 pl. 14,

S Y Abhyankar m reply -—The authoutles in
tlns Pres1dency smge Baz Nam v. Ohumlal(‘) have.

™ (1908) 32 Bom. 619. . @ (1915) 39 Bom, 410 at p. 419, .
® (1912) 36 Bom. 533. . .. . @ (1897) 22 Bom. 973 at p. 975,
- ILRS—§ . R . o
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1918 conmstently held that the 1est1lct10ns hld down by
—# Nanda Pandita are recommendatory, and it is now" too

MairappA
Pamires 3 late to go back upon the theory of sentiment.

V...

GANGAVA, Tt 1s tlue that Sarkar says that the boy to be adopted
S - 'should ‘be in ‘the. degree - next below the adoptlve
“father, that is, he should be in the same degree ‘as a
~ gon and that neither a paternal uncle nor a grand-
nephew can be adopted.. But the adoption of a grand-

~ nephew was uphéld in Haran Chunder Banerji v.

- Hurro Mohun Chuckerbutty® and there isno reason

: ,Why the same -principle should not be applied to the -
adopmon of a, boy standing one degree higher: see

" Gajanan Balkrishna v. Kashinath Narayan®, o

.The argument based on the word 353" does not help
: the cage of the respondent. That word cannot be.
- "given the wider meaning—an elderly m ale membex—-—f

as defined by Monier Williams but is to be limited
. in meaning to a full uncle: see Dattaka Mxmansa

- section 11, pl. 31.» . ‘J..‘ - : '

The obselvatlons in West and Buhler and Steele are
- vague and it is not possible to say if in that pal tlcular
- case the uncle Was a full one or not :

T

P

B AV
SHAH, J. :—The plaihtiff in this case sued to recbirel

ipossessmn of eertain land’ as the next Levelsmner of the

;deceased Bhlmappa : :

The defence was that Bhlmappa s.widow had adopt-,
ed Gangappa, and that Gangappa had ahenated the
- property to the other defendants..

* The plaintiff’s claim must fail’ it the adoptlon is
-valid. Both the lower Courts have held the fact of the

adoptlon proved, but they have found it to be 1nvahd
- accmdmg to Hlndu laW : .

-~ (18806 Cal. 41,_ - (1915) 39 Bom. 410 at.- o 415 416
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Gangappm the person a,dopted -wWas befo1e adopmon

_the first cousin ( father’s brother’s son ) ,of Bhlmappa S &
_ father. . The lower Courts have held.the adoptmn to
Dbe mvahd on the ground that Gangappa was in the

. position Qf an uncle to the -deceased Bhimappa ?.nd .
. that his adoption is opposed to the theory, upon which
~ thelaw of adoption is ‘based. The lower appellate .

-'00111(3 has relied upon a passage in Steele’s Law and
_Gustom of Hindu (hsbes at p. 44 and certain - obselva-"
: tions in Mandhk’s Hlndu LaW at p 474

In the appeal befme us it lns ‘heen COntended thati

‘ Vthough the adoption may be'opposed to the sentiment

“of the Hindu community and to the theory of adop-
:tion, in the absence of any prohibition based upon any
- Swriti, such an adoption ought not to be treated as
- invalid. ‘Mr. Co¥aji for the respondent has relied not -
" only upon the passages referred to in the judgment of
- the lower appellate Court, but alsoupon the remarksin |
- West and Buhler’s Hindu Law at p..1038, the opinions -
of Nanda Pandita in Dattaka *Mimansa, section V,
clause 17-and section 11, clauses 29-31, the observations,
‘of Golap Chandra Sarkar Sastri relating to incongruity
~ of relationship in Tagore Lectures on"the Hindu Law -
- of Adoption in Chapter- VIII (2nd Edition), and the "
‘necessity of the adopted son bearing the resemblance
of a son according to the expression putrachchha,/a- ,
waham “TFeeEEey ) in Saunaka’s text- referred to in
k the Vyavahara Mayukha and the Dattaka Mimansa.

The parties are ngayats but Ido not thmk that
" that circumstance makes any difference on the present -
question. The ground of invalidity, such as it is,is ,
general and applicable to all those who are governed
by ‘the Hindu law. It is not confined to-the three
regenerate classes. There is no gpecial custom alleged
- in the pwsent case, and - the vahdlhy of the adoption

“1918. ‘, '
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X
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musb be determmed Wlth 1efe1ence to the 01d1na1y
‘Hindulaw. .-~~~ L e

,The quesmon that we have to consider is whether
the adoption to A (by his widow) of his father’s cousin
(father’s brother’s son) is invalid. We are not con--

cerned with the adoption of any nearer senior agnatio .
relatlon and I do not wish to be understood as ex-.
pressing any opinion as to the vahdlty of such an
ddoption. That must be cons1dered if and When such . .
~an adoption takes place, and the questlon as to the :
.- validity thereof is rdlsed -

o

There 1is apparently no 1eported case on the pomf,

Whlch we have to decide and none has been cited to us
-In the course-of the arguments ' C

. Thele is nothmg in the Mltakshara ot the Vyavahalw
Mayukha expressly ‘bearing on this pomt I ‘mean
there is no ‘express. prohibition to adopt the father’s
* first or distant cousin. As to the opinion e\:pressed by ’
' Nanda Pandita in the Dattaka Mimansa, section V,”

" clause 17 relating to the paternal uncle, I am by no

means clear that the word used there for paternal urncle,

 viz., pitrivya (R@=) means anything more than father’s

brother (figafar) ; but assuming *that it includes an-

. elderly relation in the position of the first cousin of the.
. father, it is clear that the opinions expressed by Nanda

Pandiia'in ¢lauses 16 to 20 have been held in -a series -
of decisions of this Court. ending with Gajanen. Bal--

- krishna v. Kashinath Narayan® to be recommend--:
_atc;ry and not mandatory except as to the three- specific

cases of daughters son, -sister’s son, and mother’s

‘sister’s son as 1eg¢uds the' three regenerate classes.

The opinions are based on the ground of- vzrud(lha‘
sambandha or the rules  relating to Nz Joga Havmg

(1) (1915)"‘}9 Bom 410 at p 419
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ard. to the current of declsmns of thls Courh Mr oo

Goya]l has not pressed th1s pars of the a1gument

As regards clause 60 in sectlon IT of the same book, it

' is clear that it can apply only to the father s brothers

Cand not ‘to the father's cousins. ~The text .of Manu,

_upon which the opinions expressed in’ clauses 30 to 33
are based, makes’ it clear that Nanda Pandita in clause .

30 referred to the 1ncapa(:1ty* of ‘an- uncle (father’s

. brother) and not of aperson treated. as belng in the

posu;lon of an unéle to be-the ob]ect of adoptlon He -

- could not even mean father’s half-brother - accordmg to

‘I

- his mterpretatlon of the word ekajaia . (qmra) used in’
‘Manuw’s verse (IX, 182) Thus Nanda Pandita’s opinion
expressed in that clause . cannot help ‘the respondent..

Further with reference to one of Nanda Pandita’ 8

-opinions based on. his reading of the text of Manu, viz;,
- “that relating to the wife’s brother’s son in clause 33, it

. has been held . that it is merely: recommendatmy and
“not obligatory : see Bai Nam v. Chunilal® ; and Puttu
‘ Lalv. Pm'batz Kunwar(” R -

M1 Coya]1 has, however, eohtended ‘that 1n the ex-

pression putrachchhayavaham *the prohibition to-
- adopt the father’s ﬁ_rst;or any distant cousin who would
- be in the position of an’elderly relation to the adoptive

father, is necessarily involved quite mdependently of

- the considerations based on wviruddha sambandha or
- Niyoga. Ttisa significant fact, however, that no. such
- prohibition is inferred in terms by the author of the

. Vyavahara Mayukha or even by Nanda Pandita any-

where apart - from- his inferences in paras. 16 to 20,
section V, of the Dattaka . Mlmansa Having reg.nd to..

: the tendency of the decisions in this Presidency, it is

not safe in my opinion to infer any. such prohibition as

-8 rule of law.. Even in the case of the adopmon ofan

(1897) ?2 Bom, 973 S (2_) (1915)L R. 42 1. A, 155,

- MALLAPFA
PARAPPA -
. -

;';GANGAVA.
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only son; upon Wluch oplmons are clearly expressed by
the authors of the Mlta.kshara ,*Vyavahara Mayukha and

- Dattaka Mimansa, these opinions are held to be merely

‘recommendatory and not ‘mandatory : see Sri Balusu

 Gurulingaswami v. Sri Balusu. Ramalalsshmammam

and VJas Chimanlal v. Vyas Ramchandr a(’) .

There is no Smutu text laymg down such a pr Shibi-

_tion expressly, and T am. unwﬂhng to infer such a-
prohibition from the expression putmchchha Javaham

firstly, becauée in the specific cases of danghter’s son,
sister’s son and mothers sister’s son, as regards the

“three regenerate, classes the prohibition is accepted as.
Litbis refemb]e to the Smriti writers Saunaka and Sakala, .

and not melely because -it ‘can be inferred from thé
explessmn according to the opinion of the comment- -

. ators; and, secondly, because the prohibition, if generally

inferred, would apply so extensively and would be so -

“important that Nilkantha and Nanda Pandita would -

have referred to it. From their omission to refer to this -
prohibition as inferable from the expression, I think
that the expression suggests rather a rule of propriety -
at least as regards. the first cousins and more distant”
senior relations than a positive prohibition.. The

- adoption of such senior 1elat10ns would be opposed tow

- the sentlment of the Hindu commumty, and it may not
be'easy to dissociate the mandate from the recommen-

~-dation. But on the whole I do not think that thele is

' any legdl proh1b1t1on to adopt the f‘lthel $ cousin..

*] attach some nnportance to the CODSldelathll that

* the proh1b1t10n, if it is extended to a senior relation
~more distant than the father’s . brother, could not be

properly restifcted to the father’s cousm, but would -
apply- to any. distant cousin of the father of the adopmve

fathel_‘ Mr. Goyap contended—-m fact he" had

® (1899 LE26LAS - - @ (1899) 24 Bom. 367,
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;;contend—-—that not only a first cousin. but any. dlstant

~cousin of the adoptive father’s father or any ‘elderly

’ agnatic relation of “the adoptlve father -would be ineli-
. gible for adoption as a matter .of law. Hé conceded -

that'the relations.in the same degree a8 the - -adoptive
- father from the-common-ancestor. would not. be within

‘the rule of ineligibility, though Mr. Mandhk would ™

. considér them 1nel1g1ble for adoption as mot being
junior in rank to the’ adoptlve father. . The adop-
“tion of a cousin has been held not to be invalid
by the Madras High Court-: see Virayya v. Hanu-
~manta®™T - I think that if the prohibition really

. exists and is so e\:tenswe, it would be supported by far

'"clearel texts than we have, and that it would- bé - in
consonance with the general trend of the decisions on
~ this.branch. of she law of adoption to hold that the
expression putrachchhayavaham implies a recommend-

. atmn and not. a mandate not to adopt the father’ s.

' cousm and mme dutant semor relations.

As reﬂmds the observatlons of Steele Mdndhk

,Sarkar, and West and Bubler, I think they are -

‘valuable, so far as they are applicable as indicating
the sentiment - but arve insufficient for .the purpose

of estabhshmg -any” rule of positive prohibition..

In the passage in Steele’s book, the reference' to the

paternal uncle may-not' be- necessa,uly to the father's

cousin ; and apart from .that it ‘occufs in a passage

containing rules  of preference which are clefuly re-

commendations and not positive rules of law. As to

Mandlik’s valuable criticism, it is noteworthy that the

test of age has not been accepted "in this Presidency as
a definite rule of law : see Gopal v: sthnu @, and the
simple rule enunciated by him would apply to so many
. dlstant relatlons that it rather suggests a -counsel "of

ﬂm@wQuMMAw,”ﬂmow@%pmﬂwmmp%&%z

1918,
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proprlety than a rule of law proh1b1t1ng all such adop~

tions. West and Buhler refer in a foot-note at p. 1038 -
. of their book to a passage in Steele’s Law and Custoni,

of Hindu Castes at p. 184, which shows that it is re- .
~"commendatory . and. not .obhrratory A,s to Sarkar’ 8
* observations based on the incongruity ot relatlonshlp

they stand on no better footing than Mr Mandhk’
cmtxclsm with refelence to'this point. - o

- Assuming, Wmhout deciding, that the 1ncongru1ty of

- 1 'think that there is consxdera,ble force in- the arga-
ment, which has found favour with the 1ower Courts,

220 INDIAN LAW REPORTS. [VOL. XLIII‘A

’ relablonshlp apart from any consideration of viruddha .
. sambandha or of the rules relating to Niyoga, may-
afford a basis for invalidating an adoption, I do mot
~ think that it could be properly extended to the first |
~eousin” of the father of - the adoptive father or to the ’
~.more distant. elderly relatlons ;

. that the adoption of a cousin of the adoptive father’s.
- father is opposed to the theory of adoption ; but on the.
“best consideration that T can give to the point, I have

.come td the conclusion; not without reluctance, that-

though such an adoption is opposed to the Hindu sen-

treated ag invalid. S

E ]

~ timent itis not prohlblted by law, Vand cannot: be ~

The rasult,” therefore is that this appeal must be'

»

thloughout on ler,

" ScorT, C. J. i—I concur.

ﬂ_"

-allowed. and the plammﬂf’s suit dxsmlssed W1th costs:

Decree reversed. .

- lLem



	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 

