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ARGUMENT.

(STATEMENT OF THE CASE.)
May it please your Honors :

This was an action of assumpsit, brought in the Rock
Island Circuit Court, by the appellee against the
appellants.  The declaration below contains two
counts :

First. On a promissory note for $500.

~SecoNp, The common counts.

With the declaration was filed a promissory note,
corresponding in all particulars with that described in
the Tirst Count, save as to the amount due, which was
$560, and save that it was, by its terms, joint and sev-
eral ; also there was filed with the declaration, an ac-
.count containing several items of indebtedness for
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goods and money received, by defendants, from the
plaintiff, or for his use, all bearing date on the same
day, and all for the same amount. (See Abstract p. 3.)
At the return term the defendants appeared, and
moved the court below to continue the cause to the
next ensuing term, assigning for causes of said motion,
1st. That no copy of the promissory note counted up-
on in the first count of plaintiff’s declaration, had been
filed therewith ten days before the first day of the
term; 2d. That the account of goods and money filed
with, and sought to be recovered for under the second
count of said declaration, was so general and indefiinite
that defendants could not therefrom ascertain for what
goods or money the plaintiff sought to recover. This
motion was overruled, and the defendants were there-
upon defaulted. . '

The cause was immediately referred to the Court
for the assessment of damages, and the joint and several

promissory note above mentioned, in these words :
“$5060. Rozk Island, February 11, 1858.
“For value received of Elijnh Carter, we, jointly aund severally,
“promise to pay him or order, Five Hundred and Sixty Dollars,
““six months after dato.” “D. BARNES,
“Jaues BoyLe.”
was offered in evidence under the first count of the
declaration,and objection being made to it was excluded;,
the same joint and feveral note was then again offered

in evidence under the common counts, and objected to:
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this objection was overruled, and the note admitted,
defendants excepting, (See Abstract page 4.), and final
judgement given for the appellee.

Upon this record the appellants assign for error:

1st. That the court erred in overruling their motion
for a continuance.

ond. That the Court erred in assessing the dama-
ges.

3d. That the Court erred in admitting the prom-
issory note offered and admitted in evidence under the
common counts.

(POINTS.)
I

The appellants motion for a continuance should have
been sustained.

The Practice Act, Sec. viIL, is as follows : “ If the
plaintiff shall not file his declaration together with a
copy of the instrument of writing or account on which
the action is brought, in case the same be brought on a
written instrument or account, ten days before the
court at which the summons or capias is made return-
.able, the court, on motion of the defendant, shall con-
stinue the cause, at the cost of the plaintiff—"

This was a case within this statute ; it was an action
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indicate that this was the cause of action. There
should have heen, as is the usual practice, soie meimn-
orandum or writing upon or attached to the note, to
show that upon this the plaintiff sought to recover.
The mere fact that the note was found in the same
sack of papers with the declaration could not, we sub-
mit, give rise to any such presumption. The plaintiff
counted upon the defendants joint note for $500.
The proof upen the hearing of the motion clearly
shows that no such note had been filed with the delar-
ation ;- he never abandoned that count; and until the-
assessment of damages was made, there was nothing,
either in the record, or in the plaintiff’s conduct, to indi-
ate that he did not seck to recover under it; if _he
did not seek so to recover, he should have abandoned
that count, on the hearing of the motion ; it was too.
kate after voine to trial,

L

The Court erred in ussessing lhe dumayes.

At common law it was the right of every defendant
to have all questions of fact, whether as to the plain--
ill’s right of recovery, or the amount of such recovery,
tried by a jury.  The Practice Act, See. X'V., provides.
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that in all actions upon an instrument of writing, for
the payment of money when interlocutory judgement
shall be given, and the damages rest in computation,
‘the court may refer it to the Clerk to assess and re
port the damages, and may thereupon enter fina
Jjudgement therefor; but this act does not authorize
the court to assess the.damages, or to enterfinal judge-
ment without reference to the Clerk,

“ An act to fix the time of holding courts in the
sixth cireuit, and to regulalc the pratice therein,” ap-
proved Feb, 19, 1859, (Laws. 1859, p. 54,) enacted
that sections four, five and six of “an act to fix the
times of holding the Circuit Courts in the Sixteenth

Judicial Circuit, and to regulate the practice therein,’,
~approved Feb. 9th, 1855; should be applicable to the
Sixth Judicial Circuit, and the Courls thereof. It was
under section four of the last mentioned statute (Laws
1855, p. 126G) that the Circuit Court assumed the
power to assess the damages in this case; but that
section only authorizes the court to assess the damages
~where “the damages are unliquiduled, and do not rest
~an computalion.”  This was not such a case. Bul ad-
mitting the right of the court to assume the powers of
.a jury and pass upon the question ol dumages, yet
: nevertheless the court erred in this, that the damages
: are excessive ; the court assessed the damages at the
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amount ol the principal in the note, $560, wilh inlerest
al six per cenl. per anmun from dufe ; whereas no spe-
cific contract was made for interest, and the money did
not, by the terms of the note, become due wunlil sir
months after the date of the note, and we submit, that
in such case, inferest cannot be recovered until after the
principal becomes due. The appellants excepted to the
assessment, the bill of exceptions shows the evidence
upon which the assessment was made ; in such case
this court will revise the judgement and give the party
relief.

Motsinger va. Wols. 16 Ills,
ol 11RO Cove, Ward, 16 s,

IIL.

The promissory note, offered in ~evidence under (he
common counts, of the plaintiff’s decluration, should have
been excluded.

The common counts upon which alone the plaintifl’
was permitted to recover in the Circuit Court were in
the ordinary form, averring that—whereas the said
“defendants on cte. at etc., were indebted to the plain--
tifl' in ete., for ete., and whereas, the defendants after--
wards, to-wit, on the day and year, and at the place-
aforesaid, in cousideration of the premises respectively
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promised the plaintiff to pay him the said last men-
tioned several moneys in request. Yet etc.”

This count of the declaration then avers a jomé i
debtedness of the defendants to the plaintiff, and =«
Joint promise of the defendants, in consideration of
such indebtedness.

The promise being one implied in law was not nec-
essary to be proven; the consideration of it, that is the
indebtedness, was ; and for this purpose the promisso-
ry nete was produced in evidence.

Do the allegations and the proofs correspond ? We
respectfully submit they do not. True, a joint action
would lie against both these defendants upon this in-
debtedness; the action was properly brought; but this
is not the question.

The allegation is of a joint promise, in consideration
of a joint indebtedness ; the proof is of a jomé and
several indebtedness, from which the law implies a
joint and several promise; upon the indebtedness al-
leged an action would le against hoth the defendants.
Jointly, but not against either separatcly, upon the
indebtedness which was proven, an action would lic
against both jointly, or against cither or both seperatc-
ly 1 a very material variance as it would seem to us.

As a general rule it is true, a redundancy of prool
-does not constitute a variance, unless the redundant
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maller be contradictory fo that alleged.  As, il it be
alleged that, in consideration of $100, defendant under-
took to deliver the plaintiff'a horse, and the proof he
of an undertaking to deliver a horse, and also to go to
Rome, in consideration of $100, here is no variance.

But this general rule has this qualification that #e
consideration of a promise must be proven preeisely as
wlleged, without addition, diminution or varianee ; as if it
be alleged that in consideration that plaintiff’ would de-
liver to defendant a horse, defendant undertook to pay
plaintiff $100, and the proof be of an undertaking to
pay $100, in consideration that plaintiff would deliver
« horse and would also go to RRome, it is a fatal vari-
ance 3 for the plaintifl’ has alleged one thing, and pro-
ven that and another; and the consideration of a
Fromise is always a single, entire, and indivisible thing.
1 Greenl. Ev. Sece. 48.

Nwrallvwe v, Reawmont, 2B, & A, T65.
White vs. Wilkon, 2 . & P, 1106.

Stone va, Knowlton, 3 Wend., 374,

Lanxing vs. McKillip, 3 Caines, 256,

In this case, the alleged consideration for the prom-

ise was an indebtedness upon which the defendants.

were liable only jointly ; the consideration proven, was

an indebtedness upon which they, were liable Jjointly
and severally.

It was insisted on the argnment in the court below.
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that under Sec. TT1. of the chapter of the statute enti-
tled Joint Rights and Obligations, there is no difference
in this State between joint and joint and several promis-
sory noles,  The language of this section is this, “ all
Joint obligations and corenants shall be taken and held
to be joint and several—" Now the words “obligations
and covenants” import in law, only coatracts under seal,
and the statute being in derrogation of the common
law, should be strictly construed. The statute does not,
in the ordinary sense of the words used include prom-
issory notes, much less in that strict sense which the
law requires should be attached to them. That the
common law distinction between covenants and simple
contracts, and joint, and joint and several contracts,
still exists in this State seems to be indicated by Ca-
ton, J. in Pelrie vs. Newell, 13 1lls., 647.

We respectfully submit, therefore, that judgement
should have been given for the defendants.

¥ HAWLEY & WELLS,
Counsel for Appellants.
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ARGUMENT.

(STATEMENT OF THE CASE.)
*May it please your Honors :

This was an action of assumpsit, brought in the Rock
Island Circuit Court, by the appellee against the
appellants. The dgclaration below contains two
counts :

First. On a promissory note for $500.

ASeconp, The common counts.

With the declaration was filed a promissory note,
corresponding in all particulars with that described in
the First Count, save as to the amount due, which was
$560, and save that it was, by its terms, joint and sev-
eral; also there was filed with the declaration, an ac-
;count containing several items of indebtedness for
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gouds and money received, by defendants, from the
plaintiff, or for his use, all bearing datc on the same
day, and all for the same amount.  (See Abstract p. 3.)
At the return term the defendants appeared, and
moved the court below to continue the cause to the
next ensuing term, assigning for causes of said motion,
Ist. That no copy of the promissory note counted up-
on in the first count of plaintiff’s declaration, had been
filed therewith ten days before the first day of the
term; 2d. That the account of goods and money filed
with, and sought t2 be recovered for under the second
count of said declaration, was so general and indefiinite
that defendants could not therefrom ascertain for what
goods or money the plaintiff’ sought to recover. This
motion was overruled, and the defendants were there-
upon defaulted.

The cause was immediately referred to the Court
for the assessment of damages, and the joint and several

promissory note above mentioned, in these words :

“ 3569, Rousk Island, February 11, 1858.
““For value received of Elijuh Carter, we, jeintly and severally,
“promise to pay him or order, Five Iundred and Sixty Dollars,
*¥ix months after date.” “D. BARNES,
“Jases Bovue.”

was offered in evidence under the first count of the
declaration,and objection being made to it was excluded;
the same joint and several note was then again offered
in evidence under the common counts, and objected tos;
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this objection was overruled, and the note admitted,
defendants excepting, (See Abstract page 4.), and final
judgement given for the appellee.

Upon this record the appellants assign for error :

1st. That the court erred in overruling their motion
for a continuance.

9nd. That the Court erred in assessing the dama-
ges.

3d. That the Court erred in admitting the prom-
issory note offered and admitted in evidence under the
common counts.

(POINTS.)
Al

The appellants motion for a continuance should have
Deen sustained. _

The Practice Act.Sec. viirL, is as follows : “ If the
plaintiff shall not file his declaration together with a
copy of the instrument of writing or account on which
the action is brought, in case the same be brought on a
written instrument or account, ten days before the
court at which the summons or capias is made return-
.able, the court, on motion of the defendant, shall con-
tinue the cause, at the cost of the plaintiff—"

This was a case within this statute ; it was an action
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both upon an instrument of writing and an account.—
The first count of the declaration counted upon the
appellant’s joint promissory note, to the appellee, for
Jive hundred dollars. No such instrument of writing
‘was,.at any time, filed with the appellee’s declaration;
there was filed with the appellee’s declaration the
appellants oint and several promissory note, for Jive hun-
tlred and sizty dollars; and this was the only one; no
such note was described in the declaration, and there
was nothing to indicate that this last note was the one
intended to be recovered on. It was insisted upon ar-
gument in the court below that the promissory note in
question being found on file with the declaration, was
to be presumed to be that on which the action was
brought; and that of this the defendants were bound to,
fake nptice.

But we respectfully submit that to the declaration
alone cay either the defendant or the court look, to as-
certain the cause of action. The object of the statute.
was to give the defendant opportunity to inspect the
writing or account sued on, in order, in an action upon
@ written instrument, {o ascertain whether the same be.
his writing or a forgery ; in an action upon an account,
whether the particular items of charges are correct o
otherwise : anl in general fo plead to the declaration,
advisedly.
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The writing filed, then, must corvespond with that
described in the declaration, for to the declaration alone
will the court look, to ascertain what is the writing
upon which the action is brought. The writing is no
part of the declaration, or of ‘the record. Pearsons
vs. Lee, 1 Scam., 193. Bogardus vs. Trial, 1 Scam.,
63,

Now in this case the plaintiff, in-his first count, de-
clared upon a joint note of the defendants for five kun-
dred dollars; he was to be presumed to have correctly
described his cause of action; no such note as this was
-ever filed, or pretended to have been filed, Whatever
might be the defences which the defendants might have
to the note filed could not be interposed in this action,
for the reason that this was not an action upon that
note ; and whatever defences the defendants may have
had io the note deseribed in the declaration, they were
‘not, at the return term, bound to interpose them.

It may be argued here, as it was Dhelow, that the
promissory note, filed with the declaration, was admis-
sable under, and well counted upon in, the common
counts. This position will be noticed, and replied to
hereafter; but admitting its correctness, for the pres-
ent, we submit that a continuance should nevertheless
+have heen granted, for the reason that there was noth-
.ing, cither in the common counts or upon the note, te
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The writing filed, then, must corvespond with that
described in the declaration, for to the declaration alone
will the court look, to ascertain what is the writing
upon which the action is brought. The writing is no
part of the declaration, or of ‘the record. Pearsons
vs. Lee, 1 Scam., 193. Bogardus vs. Trial, 1 Scam.,
63,

Now in this case the plaintiff, in-his first count, de-
clared upon a joint note of the defendants for five kun-
dred dollars; he was to be presumed to have correctly
described his cause of action; no such note as this was
-ever filed, or pretended to have been filed, Whatever
might be the defences which the defendants might have
to the note filed could not be interposed in this action,
for the reason that this was not an action upon that
note ; and whatever defences the defendants may have
had io the note deseribed in the declaration, they were
‘not, at the return term, bound to interpose them.

It may be argued here, as it was Dhelow, that the
promissory note, filed with the declaration, was admis-
sable under, and well counted upon in, the common
counts. This position will be noticed, and replied to
hereafter; but admitting its correctness, for the pres-
ent, we submit that a continuance should nevertheless
+have heen granted, for the reason that there was noth-
.ing, cither in the common counts or upon the note, te
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mdicate that this was the cause of action. Thore
should have been, as is the usual practice, soine men-
orandum or writing upon or attached to the note, to
show that upon this the plaintift sought to recover.
The mere fact that the note was found in the same
sack of papers with the declaration could not, we sub-
mit, give rise to any such presumption. The plaintifl”
counted upon the defendants joint note for $500.
The proof upen the hearing of the motion clearly
shows that no such note had been filed with the delar-
atien ; he never abandoned that count; and until the
assessment of’ damages was made, there was nothing,
cither in the record, orin the plaintiff's conduct, to indi-
cate that he did not seck to recover under it; if he
did not seek so to recover, he should have abandoned
that count, on the hearing of the motion ; it was too.
late alter going to trial.

IT,

The Cowrt erred in assessing lhe damages.

At common law it was the right of every defendant
to have all questions of fact, whether as to {he plain-
Lifl’s right of recovery, or the amount of such recovery,
teied by a jury.  The Practice Act, Sec. NXV.. provides.
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‘that in all actions upon an instrument of writing, for
the payment of money when interlocutory judgement
shall be given, and the damages rest in computation,

the court may refer it to the Clerk ‘to assess and re

port the damages, and may thereupon enier fina

_judgement therefor; but this act does not authorize

the court to assess the damages, or to enter final judge-
ment without reference to the Clerk.

¢ An act to fix the time of holding courts in the
sixth cireuit, and to regulatce the pratice therein,” ap-
proved Feb, 19, 1859, (Laws. 1859, p. 54,) enacted
that sections four, five and six of “an act to fix the
times of holding the Circuit Courts in the Sixteenth

Judicial Circuit, and to regulate the practice therein,’,
.approved Feb. Oth, 1855; should be applicable to the

Sixth Judicial Circuit, and the Courts thereof. It.was
under section four of the last mentioned statute (Layws
1855, p. 126) that the Circuit Court assumed the
power {o assess the damages in this cas¢; but that

-section only authorizes the court to assess the damages

where “the damages ave unliquidated, and do not rest

-in computalion.” 'This was not such a case. But ad-
-mitting the right of the court to assume the powers of
a jury and pass upon the question of damages, yet
‘nevertheless the court erred in this, that the damages
;arve excessive ; the court assessed the damages at the
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amount of" the principal in the note, $560, with (ntercst
at st per cent. per annum from date ; whereas no spe-
cific contract was made for interest, and the moncy did
not, by the terms of the note, become due wntil siv
months after tke dale of the nole, and we submit, that,
in such case, interest cannot be recovered until after the
principal becomes due. The appellants excepted to the
assessment, the bill of exceptions shows the evidence
upon which the assessment was made ; in such’ case
this court will revise the judgement and give the party
relief.

Motsinger vs. Wols. 106 1lls,
Codr R RR Co. v, Ward, 16 11z,

III.

The promissory nole, offered in cvidence under {the
common counts, of" the pluinliffs decluration,”should 'hare
been cxeluded.

The common counts upon which alone the plaintifl’
was permitted to recover in the Circuit Court were in
the ordinary form, averring that—whereas the said
“defendants on ete. at ete., were indebted to the plain- -
tifl' in ete., for ete., and whereas, the defendants after-
wards, to-wit, on the day and year, and at the place
aloresaid, in consideration of {he premises respectively
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promised the plaintiff to pay him the said last men-
tioned several moneys in request. Yet etec.”

This count of the declaration then avers a jomnt in-
debtedness of the defendants to the plaintiff, and a
Joint promise of the defendants, in consideration of
such indebiedness.

The promise being one implied in law was not nec-
essary lo be proven; the consideration of it, that is the
indebtedness, was ; and for this purpose the promisso-
ry nete was produced in evidence.

Do the allegations and the proofs correspond ? We
respectfully submit they do not. True, a joint action
would lie against both these defendants upon this in-
debtedness; the action was properly brought; but this
ix not the question.

The allegation is of a joint promise, in consideration
of a joinl indebtedness ; the proof is of a joint wnd
screral indebtedness, from which the law implies a
Joint and several promise ; upon the indehtedness al-
leged an action would he against both the defendants,

_Jjointly, but not against either separately, upon the
indebtedness which was proven, an action would he
against both jointly, or against either or both seperate-
Iy ; a very material variance as it would seem to us.

As a general rule it is true, a redundaney of prool
does not constitute a variance, unless the redundant
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nutler be contradictory {o that alleged.  As, if it be
alleged that, in consideration of $100, defendant under-
took to deliver the plaintiff a horse, and the proof he
of an undertaking to deliver a horse, and also to go to
Rome, in consideration of $100, here is no variance.

But this general rule has this qualification that 7ke
consideration of a promise must be proven precisely as
wlleged, without addition, diminution or variunce; as if it
be alleged that in consideration that plaintiff weuld dc-
liver to defendant a herse, defendant undertook to pay
plaintiff $100, and the proof be of an undertaking to.
pay $100, in consideration that plaintiff would deliver
a horse and would also go to Rome, it is a fatal vari-
ance ; for the plaintiff has alleged one thing, and pro-
ven that and another; and the consideration of a
promise is always a single, entire, and indivisible thing..
L Greeul. Ev. Sec. 48.

Swatle va. Devwonont, 213, & AL, 765.
White vs, Wilson, 2 B. & ., 116,
Stone va, Knowlton, 3 Wend,, 374,
Lanaing vy, NeKillip, 3 Cnines, 286,

In this case, the alleged consideration for the prom-.
ise was an indebtedness upon which the defendants.
were liable ouly jointly ; the consideration proven, was
an indebtedness upon which they were liable Jointly
and severally.

It was insisted on the argument in the court below:
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‘that under See. T11. of the chapter of the statute enti-
tled Joint Rights and Obligations, there is no difference
in this State between joint and jont and several promis-
sory notes. The language of this section is this, “all
“joint obligations and covenants shall be taken and held
to be joint and several—" Now the words “obligations
and covenants” import in law, only confracts under seal,
and the statute being in derrogation of the common
law, should be strictly construed. The statute does not,
in the ordinary sense of the words used include prom-
issory notes, much less in that strict sense which the
law requires should be attached to them. That the
common law distinction between covenants and simple
contracts, and joint, and joint and several contracts,
still exists in this State seems to be indicated by Ca-
ton, J. in Petrie vs. Newell, 13 Tlls., 647.

We respectfully submit, therefore, that judgement
sh)juld have been given for the defendants.

HAWLEY & WELLS,
Counsel for Appellants.
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ABSTRACT OF THE RECORD.

1 On the Tth of August, A. D., 1859, Appellee sued
out of the office of the Clerk of Rock Island Circuit
Court his writ of summons in assumpsit against the

2 Appellants, returnable to the September term, 1859,
of said Court; damages one thousand dollars.

"y August 6th, 1859, the Sheriff of Rock Island county
returned the summons into the Clerk’s Office, served
on both defendants.

August 11th, A. D., 1859, the Appellee by his At-
torneys, filed his declarationin the Office of the Clerk
of said Court, containing two counts. The first on a
promissory note as follows, to-wit: “For that the De-

i
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“fendants on the 11th day of February, in the year of
“our Lord one thousand eight hundred and fifty eight,
“at Rock Island, to-wit : at the county and State afore-
“said, by their promissory note of that date, for value
“received, promised to pay Elijah Carter, or order, six
“months from the date of said note, Five Hundred
“Dollars, which said time hath long since elapsed.”
By reason whereof, &ec.

The second, the ordinary common counts for goods
sold ; work done and materials provided ; money re-
ceived by defendants for use of plaintiff; money due
on account stated; damages one thousand dollars.

September 12, 1859, at the return term defendants
fi‘ed their motion for a continuance, in writing, speci-
fying causes, &c. (See Bill of Ezceptions post.)

September 18, A. D., 1859, defendants called and
lefaulted, judgment for the plaintiff and against the *
defendants for want of a plea, cause submitted to

the Court for assessment ; Judgment for plaintiff in
$613 20-100 and costs.

October 6th, A. D., 1859, defendants pray an ap-
peal which is granted, defendants required to file bond
m $1,300 within thirty days, with Samuel Bowles or
William Frizzell as security, thirty days granted to
prepare bill of exceptions.

October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their

bill of exceptions, duly entitled of the cause, &c., in
these words:

“Be it remembered that on the 11th day of August,
A.D., 1859, the said plaintiff filed with his declara-

tion herein * * * 3 certain promissory note in these
words and figures, to-wit :

“$560,00. Rock Isnanp, Feb. 11, 1858,

“For value received of Elijah Carter we Jointly and
severally promise to pay him or order in six months
from date five hundred and sixty dollars.

D. BARNES,
JAMES BOYLE,
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€ # % % and caused same to be endorsed and

filed by the Clerk.

“Also together with his declaration plaintiff caused
to be filed with the Clerk aforesaid his account in
these words and figures to-wit:

“18569,
“Aug. 1. David Barnes and James Boyle,
To Elijah Carter, " Dr.
To price of goods sold you, $1000
To work and labor done for you and materials
furnished, 1000
To money had by you to my use 1000
To money due on account stated, 1000
“ * F % and caused said account to be marked

“filed” by the Clerk.

“And be it further remembered that on the 12th of
September, A. D., 1859, the said defendants filed
their motion for a continuance in writing duly entitled
i & i for the reasons :

“lst. That the said plaintiff hath not as yet filed
with his said declaration any copy of the promissory
note in said declaration counted upon.

“2d. That the account of goods sold and work done
and materials for the same provided, and money due,
filed with the said plaintiff’s declaration, and sought
to be recovered upon under the common counts thereof
1s so general and indefinite that the defendants cannot
therefrom ascertain for what goods, work and material
and money, or any of them, the plaintiff seeks to re-
cover, * ¥ that on the 13th day of September,
A. D., 1859, this motion for continuance coming on to
be heard, plaintift’s Attorneys produced and showed
to the Court, together with his declaration, the afore-
mentioned promissory note and account attached to
said declaration it was admitted that the said note
and account were the only note and account filed with
said declaration, and this was the only evidence pro-
duced or offered upon the hearing of said motion, *
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and the Court * * * overruled the said
defendants motion. To which ruling of the Court the
said defendants, by their counsel, then and there at
the time thereof excepted. * * =

J. W. DRURY, Judyge, [Seal.]

October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed the
second bill of exceptions duly entitled of the cause and
term, in these words :

“Be it remembered that on the 13th day of Sep-
tember, A. D., 1859. - - - - the above enti-
tled cause, was called for the assessment of the plain-
tiff’s damages herein by the Court.

Thereupon the plaintiff, by his Attorneys, produced
and offered to read in evidence under first count of
declaration the following promissory note, (same set out
i first bill of exceptions,) to the reading of which -

- - - defendants, by their counsel, objected, and

the Court having heard the arguments of counsel -

- - refused to permit said promissory note to be
read in evidence under the said first count of said de-
clavation. Thereupon said plaintiff offered to read in
evidence the same promissory note under the common
count of said declaration, to which also the said defen-
dant, by couusel, then and there objected. But the
Court having heard the arguments of counsel - - -
overruled the said objection and permitted the said
note'to be read in evidence under the common counts
of said declaration. This was all the evidence produ-
ced - - - and the Court having heard same com-
puted plaintiff’s damages at $613 20-100. To all of
which said several rulings permitting, &c., - - and

5 assessing the said plaintiff’s damages at, &ec., - - - the
o te] ) 2

said defendants, by their counsel then and there at
the time thereof, severally excepted.

And because, &c., - -
J. W. DRURY, Judge, [Seal.]
October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their
Appeal Bond in $1,300 with Wm. Frizzell as security,
conditioned according to law.
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STATE OF ILLINOIS.

I[N SUPREME COURT—April Term, A. D., 1860.

-

" APPEAL FROM ROCK ISLAND.

JAMES BOYLE & DAVID BARNES, Appellants.
VERSUS

ELIJAHI CARTER, Appellee.

- :

ABSTRACT OF THE RECORD.

1 On the Tth of August, A. D., 1859, Appellee sued
out of the office of the Clerk of Rock Island Circuit
Court his writ of summons in asswnpsit against the

2 Appellants, returnable to the September term, 1859,
of said Court; damages one thousand dollars.

2 August 6th, 185Y. the Sherifl'of Rock Island county
returned the summons into the Clerk’s Office, served
on both defendants.

August 11th, A. D.. 1859, the Appellee by his At-
torneys, filed his declarationin the Office of the Clerk
of said Court, containing two counts. The first on a
promissory note as follows. to-wit: “For that the De-

o
o
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“fendants on the 11th day of February, in the year of
“our Lord one thousand eight hundred and fifty eight,
“at Rock Island, to-wit : at the county and State afore-
“said, by their promissory note of that date, for value
“received, promised to pay Elijah Carter, or order, six
“months from the date of said note, Five Hundred
“Dollars, which said time hath long since elapsed.”
By reason whereof, &ec.

The second, the ordinary common, counts for goods
sold ; work done and materials provided ; money re-
ceived by defendants for use of plaintiff; money due
on account stated; damages one thousand dollars.

September 12, 1859, at the return term defendants
filed their motion for a continuance, in writing, speci-
fying causes, &c. (See Bill of Ewceptions post.)

September 13, A. D., 1859, defendants called and
defaulted, judgment for the plaintiff and against the
defendants for want of a plea, cause submitted to

the Court for assessment; judgment for plaintiff in
$613 20-100 and costs.

October 6th, A. D., 1859, defendants pray an ap-
peal which is granted, defendants required to file bond
in $1,300 within thirty days, with Samuel Bowles or
William Frizzell as security, thirty days granted to
prepare bill of exceptions.

October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their
bill of exceptions, duly entitled of the cause, &c., in
these words:

“Be it remembered that on the 11th day of August,
A.D., 1859, the said plaintiff filed with his declara-
tion herein * * * a certain promissory note in these
words and figures, to-wit :

“$560,00. Rock Isuano, Feb. 11, 1858,
“For value received of Elijah Carter we Jointly and
severally promise to pay him or order in six months

from date five hundred and sixty dollars.
D. BARNES,
JAMES BOYLE.
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“fendants on the 11th day of February, in the year of
“our Lord one thousand eight hundred and fifty eight,
“at Rock Island, to-wit : at the county and State afore-
“said, by their promissory note of that date, for value
“received, promised to pay Elijah Carter, or order, six
“months from the date of said note, Five Hundred
“Dollars, which said time hath long since elapsed.”
By reason whereof, &ec.

The second, the ordinary common, counts for goods
sold ; work done and materials provided ; money re-
ceived by defendants for use of plaintiff; money due
on account stated; damages one thousand dollars.

September 12, 1859, at the return term defendants
filed their motion for a continuance, in writing, speci-
fying causes, &c. (See Bill of Ewceptions post.)

September 13, A. D., 1859, defendants called and
defaulted, judgment for the plaintiff and against the
defendants for want of a plea, cause submitted to

the Court for assessment; judgment for plaintiff in
$613 20-100 and costs.

October 6th, A. D., 1859, defendants pray an ap-
peal which is granted, defendants required to file bond
in $1,300 within thirty days, with Samuel Bowles or
William Frizzell as security, thirty days granted to
prepare bill of exceptions.

October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their
bill of exceptions, duly entitled of the cause, &c., in
these words:

“Be it remembered that on the 11th day of August,
A.D., 1859, the said plaintiff filed with his declara-
tion herein * * * a certain promissory note in these
words and figures, to-wit :

“$560,00. Rock Isuano, Feb. 11, 1858,
“For value received of Elijah Carter we Jointly and
severally promise to pay him or order in six months

from date five hundred and sixty dollars.
D. BARNES,
JAMES BOYLE.



1|

2

“fendants on the 11th day of February, in the year of
“our Lord one thousand eight hundred and fifty eight,
“at Rock Island, to-wit : at the county and State afore-
“said, by their promissory note of that date, for value
“received, promised to pay Elijah Carter, or order, six
“months from the date of said note, Five Hundred
“Dollars, which said time hath long since elapsed.”

By reason whereof, &c.

The second, the ordinary common counts for goods
sold; work done and materials provided ; money re-
ceived by defendants for use of plaintiff; money due
on account stated; damages one thousand dollars.

September 12, 1859, at the return term defendants
fi’ed their motion for a continuance, in writing, speci-
fying causes, &c. (See Bill of Euceptions post.)

September 13, A. D., 1859, defendants called and
defaulted, judgment for the plaintiff and against the
defendants for want of a plea, cause submitted to

the Court for assessment; judgment for plaintiff in
$613 20-100 and costs.

October 6th, A. D., 1859, defendants pray an ap-
peal which is granted, defendants required to file bond
in $1,300 within thirty days, with Samuel Bowles or
William Frizzell as security, thirty days granted to
prepare bill of exceptions.

October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their
bill of exceptions, duly entitled of the cause, &c., in
these words:

“Be it remembered that on the 11th day of August,
A.D., 1859, the said plaintiff filed with his declara-
tion herein * * * g certain promissory note in these
words and figures, to-wit :

“$5060,00. Rock Isnanp, Feb. 11, 1858,

“For value received of Elijah Carter we Jointly and
severally promise to pay him or order in six months
from date five hundred and sixty dollars.

D. BARNES,
JAMES BOYLE,
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(G LERESand caused same to be endorsed and
filed by the Clerk.

“Also together with his declaration plaintiff caused
to be filed with the Clerk aforesaid his account in

these words and figures to-wit:
“1859,
- “Ang. 1. David Barnes and James Boyle,
To Elijah Carter, Dr.
To price of goods sold you, $1000
To work and labor done for you and materials
furnished, 1000
To money had by you to my use 1000
To money due on account stated, - 1000
(3 £ EJ

(84

* “and caused said account to be marked
“filed” by the Clerk.

“And be it further remembered that on the 12th of
September, A. D., 1859, the said defendants filed
their motion for a continuance in writing duly entitled
A g for the reasons :

«“]st. That the said plaintiff hath not as yet filed
with his said declaration any copy of the promissory
note in said declaration counted upon.

“2d. That the account of goods sold and work done
and materials for the same provided, and money due,
filed with the said plaintiff’s declaration, and sought
to be recovered upon under the common counts thereof
is so general and indefinite that the defendants cannot
therefrom ascertain for what goods, work and material
and money, or any of them, the plaintiff seeks to re-
cover, * * that on the 13th day of September,
A. D., 1859, this motion for continuance coming on to
be heard, plaintiff’s Attorneys produced and showed
to the Court, together with his declaration, the afore-
mentioned promissory note and account attached to
said declaration it was admitted that the said note
and account were the only note and account filed with
said declaration, and this was the only evidence pro-
duced or offered upon the hearing of said motion, *
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and the Cowrt * * * overruled the said
defendants motion. To which ruling of the Court the
said defendants, by their counsel, then and there at
the time thereof excepted. * *
J. W. DRURY, Judge, [Seal.]

October 25th, A. D.. 1859, defendants filed the .
second bill of exceptions duly entitled of the cause and
term, in these words :

«Be it remembered that on the 13th day of.Sep-
tember, A. D., 1859. - - - - the above enti-
tled cause, was called for the assessment of the plain-
tiff’s damages herein by the Court.

Thereupon the plaintiff, by his Attorneys, produced

and offered to read in evidence under first count of
declaration the following promissory note, (same set out
in first bill of exceptions,) to the reading of which -
- - - defendants, by their counsel, objected, and
the Court having heard the arguments of counsel -
- - refused to permit said promissory note to be
read in evidence under the said first count of said de-
claration. Thereupon said plaintiff offered to read in
evidence the same promissory note under the common
count of said declaration, to which also the said defen-
dant, by couusel, then and there objected. But the
Court having heard the arguments of counsel - - -
overruled the said objection and permitted the said
note to be read in evidence under the common counts
of said declaration. This was all the evidence produ-
ced - - - and the Court having heard same com-
puted plaintiff’s damages at $613 20-100. To all of
which said several rulings permitting, &c., - - and
assessing the said plaintiff’s damages at, &c., - - - the
said defendants, by their counsel then and there at
the time thereof, severally excepted.

And because, &e., - -
J. W. DRURY, Judge, [Seal.]
October 25th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their

Appeal Bond in $1,300 with Wm. Frizzell as security,
conditioned according to law.
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STATE OF ILLINOIS.

IN SUPREME COURT—April Term, A. D., 1860.

APPEAL FROM ROCK ISLAND..

JAMES BOYLE & DAVID BARNES, Appellants.
VERSUS

ELIJAH CARTER, Appellee.

-

ABSTRACT OF THE RECORD.

1 On the 7th of August, A. D., 1859, Appellee sued
out of the-office of the Clerk of Rock Island Circuit
Court his writ of summons in assumpsit against the

2 Appellants, returnable to the September term, 1859.
of said Court; damages one thousand dollars.

»  August 6th, 185, the Sherif of Rock Island county
returned the summons into the Clerk’s Office, served
on both defendants.

torneys, filed his declaration in the Office of the Clerk

of said Court, containing two connts. The first on a

promissory note as follows. to-wit : “Tor that the De-
J

s August 11th, A. D., 185, the Appellee by his At-
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“fendants on the 11th day of February, in the year of
“our Lord one thousand eight hundred and fifty eight,
“at Rock Island, to-wit : at the county and State afore-
“said, by their promissory note of that date, for value
“received, promised to pay Elijah Carter, or order, six
“months from the date of said note, Five Hundred
“Dollars, which said time hath long since elapsed.”

By reason whereof, &c.

The second, the ordinary common counts for goods
sold ; work done and materials provided ; money re-
ceived by defendants for use of plaintiff; money due
on account stated; damages one thousand dollars.

September 12, 1859, at the return term defendants
liied their motion for a continuance, in writing, speci-
tying causes, &c. (See Bill of Euxceptions post.)

September 13, A. D., 1859, defendants called and
defaulted, judgment for the plaintiff and against the
defendants for want of a plea, cause submitted to

the Court for assessment; judgment for plaintiff in
$613 20-100 and costs.

October 6th, A. D., 1859, defendants pray an ap-
peal which is granted, defendants required to file bond
in $1,300 within thirty days, with Samuel Bowles or
William Frizzell as security, thirty days granted to
prepare hill of exceptions.

October 256th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed their
bill of exceptions, duly entitled of the cause, &e., in
these words:

“Be it remembered that on the 11th day of August,
A.D., 1859, the said plaintiff filed with his declara-
tion herein * * * a certain promissory note in these

~ words and figures, to-wit :

“$560,00. Rock Isuanp, Feb. 11, 1858,
“For value received of Elijah Carter we Jomtly and
severally promise to pay him or order in six months

from date five hundred and sixty dollars.
D. BARNES,
JAMES BOYLE.
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“ % % % and caused same to be endorsed and

- filed by the Clerk.

10

“Also together with his declaration plaintiff caused
to be filed with the Clerk aforesaid his account in
these words and figures to-wit: '

“1859,
“Aug. 1. David Barnes and James Boyle,
To Elijah Carter, Dr.
To price of goods sold you, $1000
To work and labor done for you and materials
furnished, 1000
To money had by you to my use 1000
To money due on account stated, ; 1000
¢ % £

and caused said account to be marked
“filed” by the Clerk.

“And be it further remembered that on the 12th of
September, A. D., 1859, the said defendants filed
their motion for a continuance in writing duly entitled
i i & for the reasons :

“lst. That the said plaintiff hath not as yet filed
with his said declaration any copy of the promissory
note in said declaration counted upon.

“2d.  That the account of goods sold and work done

and materials for the same provided, and money due, -

filed with the said plaintiff’s declaration, and sought
to be recovered upon under the common counts thereof
is so general and indefinite that the defendants cannot
therefrom ascertain for what goods, work and material

- and money, or any of them, the plaintiff seeks to re-

cover, ¥ * that on the 13th day of September,
A. D., 1859, this motion for continuance coming on to
be heard, plaintift’s Attorneys produced and showed
to the Court, together with his declaration, the afore-
mentioned promissory note and account attached to
said declaration it was admitted that the said note

2 and account were the only note and account filed with

said declaration, and this was the only evidence pro-
duced or offered upon the hearing of said motion, *
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and the Court * * * overruled the said
defendants motion. To which ruling of the Court the
said defendants, by their counsel, then and there at

the time thereof excepted. ~* * ¥ :
J. W. DRURY, Judge, [Seal.]

October 25th, A. D.. 1859, defendants filed the
second bill of exceptions duly entitled of the cause and
term, in these words :

“Be it remembered that on the 13th day of Sep-
tember, A. D., 1859. - - - - the above enti-
tled cause, was called for the assessment of the plain-
tiff’s damages herein by the Court.

Thereupon the plaintiff, by his Attorneys, produced
and offered to read in evidence under first count of
declaration the following promissory note, (same set out
mm first bill of exceptions,) to the reading of which -
- - - defendants, by their counsel, objected, and
the Court having heard the arguments of counsel -

- - refused to permit said promissory note to be
read in evidence under the said first count of said de-
claration. Thereupon said plaintiff offered to read in
evidence the same promissory note under the common
count of said declaration, to which also the said defen-
dant, by counsel, then and there objected. But the
Court having heard the arguments of counsel - - -
overruled the said objection and permitted the said
note to be read in evidence under the common counts
of said declaration. This was all the evidence produ-
ced - - - and the Court having heard same com-
puted plaintiff’s damages at $613 20-100. To all of
which said several rulings permitting, &c., - - and

5 assessing the said plaintiff’s damages at, &c., - - - the

«aid defendants, by their counsel then and there at
the time thereof, severally excepted.

And because, &c., - -

J. W. DRURY, Judge, [Seal.]
October 256th, A. D., 1859, defendants filed " their
Appeual Bond in $1,300 with Wm. Frizzell as security,

15 conditioned according to law.
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SUPREME COURT AT OTTAWA,

—_————————

JAMES BOYLE, axp
DAVID BARNES,
Appellants.

Vs, b Appeal from Lock Island.

ELIJAH CARTER,
Appellee. )

BEARDSLEY & SMITH, .Lorncys for Appellee,

L

‘We can discover no error in the refusal of the Court
below, to continue the cause, for the reasons assigned.

If the defendant’s below desired a more specific bill of
particulars, they should have sought a rule for that purpose.

Greater particularity than the note filed could scarcely
be attained, and tbis entitled the plaintiff below to recover
under some of the common counts.

It is obvious that the special count in the declaration
misdescribed the note inténded to'be counted upon, but the
note filed was a good exhibit or gpecification under the com-



S

mon counts, and would have dispensed with the nceessity of

filing a copy, even it a recovery could have been had under
the special count.

It is claimed that under the ‘«common counts neither the
mnote or a copy need have been filed, because it did not ap-
pear from these counts that the note was the instrument on
which action was brought. —Indeed, s to these counts it was
ot the instrument on which action was brought. It was a

piece of evidence only, that might or might not be used, to
Drove the account filed.

I

It is admitted that the count properly excluded the note
“as evidence under the special count, for the reason that the
‘note was misdescribed, -

But the court did not err in admitting it under the count
for money had and received.

No objection was madeto the exceution ot fhe mote, no
‘objection urged that its execution was .not proven, but the
-objection, as appears from the bill of exceptions, was simply
-general, and wholly indefinite. Tt is submitted that it is now
too late to object that the execution of the note was not
.proven. The objection should have been gpecifically made
Ain apt time, ithat the cause of objection might have been
;remove.

Conway vs. Case, 20 IIl. R. 127.

III.

As to any excess of damages the appellee ihereby . offers
“to.remit the.same.
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SUPREME COURT AT OTTAWA,

APRIL TERM, A. D. 1860.

JAMES BOYLE, axp
DAVID BARNES,
Appellants.

Vs, L Appeal from Lock Island.

ELITAH CARTER,
Appellee. |

BEARDSLEY & SMITI, Atorneys for Appellee.

1L,

‘We can discover no error in the refusal of the Court
below, to continue the cause, for the reasons assigned.

If the defendant’s below desired a more specific bill of
particulars, they should have sought a rule for that purpose.

Greater particularity than the note filed could scarcely
be attained, and this entitled the plaintiff below to recover
under some of the common counts. -

It is obvious that the special count in the declaration
misdescribed the note intended to be counted upon, but the
note filed was a good exhibit or gpecification under the com-
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mon counts, and would have dispensed with the nccessity of
filing a copy, even if a recovery could Lave been had under
the special count.

It is claimed that under the common counts neither the
note or a copy need have been filed, because it did not ap-
pear from these counts that the note was the instrument on
which action was brought.—Indeed, us to these counts it was
uot the instrument on which action was bronght. It wasa
piece of evidence only, that might or might not be used, to
prove the account filed.

II.

It is admitted that the count properly excluded the mnoto
as evidence under the special count, for the reason that the
note was misdescribed,

But the court did not err in admitting it under the count
for money had and received.

No objection was made to the exccution of the note, no
objection urged that its execution was not proven, but the
objection, as appears from the bill of exceptions, was simply
general, and wholly indefinite. It is submitted that it is now
too late to object that the execution of the note was not
proven, The objection should have been specifically made
in apt time, that the cause of objection might have been
removed.

Conway vs. Case, 20 Ill. R. 127.

III.

As to any excess of damages the appellee hereby offers
to remit the same.



e 7 Yy 187 8L
7 74



. . B

/A// (z“ <cee ‘.Z_

PLEAS before the Honorable J. Wison Drury, Judge of th,zé{lxm Diszaier,

of the State of Illinois, at a Term of the Circulr Court begun and held at the

aforesaid, on the

Court House within and for the county of Rock Island and State
-/
| «(/L// /7,04 Monday, the \-/ ' da.y of %/g,}?{; 0

!

in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and sisy // /// Vo

/Mr/,/l/d //47}/ ~ - Judge.
////ﬂ/[/c/ /// //z// Slzerzﬁ'.

04/4”{ /// //5’ Clerl:.

Present, -Honorable

J
7 (//x z7 »7’;.4( A

//// 1ty 1_),:1, £ o _)
k?;/o%foﬂ/ L

0/// .
/ / // 20ttt ceeetcetats & ;//0(/

-/l/ﬁ ch%;( /’ /r_,. / &?:1 / // //,'(,y/ 2 / K//fr/ﬁt L

/
= : bz /
%| “/r /JU(/// @ ‘;\// A {/{/t "g‘t/ é(»‘t— AL Ttiteedd

/l/'/{ff’/‘/i// /4/ //(/ el /; V; /,71,,_,,/24_.’ @\ /z/(rz/;;(/j
Sarcl coit'ey i 0hels phic o tl bk, pie

//‘//4/ Z V?/I/L»L"'f/'f// 2 l@c‘/ié 44' Cte levete '727/&—'/\ //’

e
"»/l'z/Z/t'f/f’th/“zoj L v Cid2pericfezid- 2 'ﬁ’c‘/u e G éﬁ"

Ll ﬂ{7 170 //4){ ,h e M//—//@ f 4/74/:4\,

(-//ﬂ/fb }/ ///&I/L/'M > /yﬁ/d /!44/,:/{//4,‘/ /
/L/ P // / / 7D ﬁf/)t ,4 3 / -’////217/6 // // / /‘//{,,(,)
(Leorzed, "/C/z-' /z':; —_ //'( Pt 22222 r0c0F ”/4.0'2:' Ve

v o
%”Z"”’ s o A1 /“/j']’./frzfy Clga ol /:/!_'/7 (jz’u/

//, // ‘/4‘"/'-‘”»/ U\v /!.)z‘ ’f/‘/z'/ //L,Z’zra./;r,
G awvd ol// ¢zt ///, // Llioiiis 2eclt,

el it ﬁ;’znr,// oy /f/ o 7 /// // // 2l



Z;////"// //6(4 I%i 4 /( / ///{!u 5(.4///" //{{J ("t-zpr%aa«,
/ /’l/t / 2’/6” A ﬁ/{/ /15'(/{- Lo Z K ')Z Ceezed [%//-u =y,

4%‘/%/[{ Z-sz} / Zl,(,y/- //Lé(“,/ a alr) /@L/ & /

2t10ty éﬁy;//"rl é/ﬂ,-z o ’x// d'/’&z{/

e e
‘A /; Lot et

A2l Lt

y z/ /6 ‘-/M Zzz /‘7 ./’?/gg_,—
//l/:v'z;f./{/.e»zi?’ cf/”»///{«; L2 é o/ criy o czriel /

7 A At
74

y‘//l,l, /47,4 ) [,4—1;,41 //il - h/z/,/’/\/ ///%’ﬁ //?: %/C(,
el Ao Z;m Z\(Li&«rﬂ/

22 Cyre 2zl //fL

%m? U2l okt

o
2 Ly 4/4/ VAP 70 v 2 2

J[ZZ-//M: X

AF e
Bt Conity. - oS T
) Haoff pftntr ar et
S Ll Ly & Aoy sk
: s /7/,4,»7! 200 L h%// m
e Boitonns

Ztet

~ //’ L..)
e

Lo

///‘h/z'/{ ce _,/Z[f///://z/;"@(_ p[]/ 4‘_6’14 Z‘ 247 '////Vu L \/4/,14551
ﬂéﬁ/u/

/ ’/// | @W//\‘ //irf/’:' ﬂ—%/z,%,{b,:yé //;/:‘
"‘/ /J/I/V%/-’ Zt/ﬁnw‘»& A%f t/fw:yé 7 e I &,,_,'1, =

e o P e %—%Zﬁ Oooert— -

/f/\Al' o2l JW%WM

et ced O

2. LA Lo /éﬂzm:y
O - é[/‘]/OC/WM»«% ‘/W&ﬂ/;a %w

f ‘/ /(’44/1/ o e to b %_k‘ Lz2- \’//{zéu: 1114—2« 4,

‘ A
Renstes, A Bapri DB 2ol Ctitrieint

e o O



o e

Y

o
| Y

///Z/ ug;h’, ?/%/M/L vf//_ //W//Z

B /(// , e / e ? Porien ﬁ ‘%ﬂ.f//

: /% (? Vﬂ/ ﬁ/ Slvriephied
Gl AR

/d///'f’/ &/[WM Lok 2o Z/' Q—Z/z/yﬁ
Aay 1 //a/w; ML) 7 o Laikt

1 /L/J{[{/L/_//’ ? /L{/ a 57;%1,4/7 /7/4;/ &m,
/A{ [7[/’/ é//z,rf/ //}7{(/ O pzr "z M%M

[14 2t fﬂ{/»f/ le ootz to 2

s C" L. o /f/m///sz lrrped~

2 1 22 7 2rz; //, A

C/ﬂﬂ // 4/{21/077 = //:4// </////c 41’/// /(/e!{/// /coﬁ

et Sibnist. Boneig G ot e L s i B
1 /Zﬂ/ Cpitin 4/4/”/“/‘ v LU

/(//c’ // /J{/( 4//7 V’J/M’/ // &&Zén/zza/
[‘/fz/z/x//{@zwj f”/é (,/4,,4 Z /cjﬂ/ztzd /{/z-zzq

/‘-j';? LA //J/K{{_ ////, !ﬁ/// /110 fé "’—-ZLZ/L,r/ (ZI/PI».'/Z('t 7o)

V&, (/ ot /4 [’&/—!4/' 0‘/ /&zz/ﬂfzq L L Jé’ Copts .,

Lo / Zz '/-'J—&Z-/’{L/ . S 4 P Z /L{ z
//// M’— s [%/ [//;(/

= / -;.:-r (/4{//4 >
/'\, \

// Sz 4-%7 4L //4‘/

oty B :

/(l: c f c2rr- 2wl Pl LlCizc2ecced? J;/,ﬂk

///(rz/ur( e _/74}{}_._ 5‘-’ 4/ s /l Ve 4////7

Lol gl Lol PR oty S P Llats Cofmiqaeit

//z l/z ///z vy rtes Jz/ Lo rTe 17 //((;,{ el e,

//1 Py XYy &Cz'// {’/ /// /114'( { (/(/, /2,’:4
/ P

/ = Frotin 0/17" /I”"?“/“/‘; ﬁ-r/.’;ﬂz/ //rf> et
Z <

// //{r,.( lr Ao C,/;/za/ ,4.,31.,/((!‘{ Q_Sg%/ //ﬁ{¢

b Mt taiw Diziee BotB Lo

~,/ et ce -’J(’(

/.»'//, o |
5



(47 /:/;z Ubions co ety 27 A v ey e v
O Ly, ctidd i A é/f,;w,/ con Crtiseiliats
A Lo forcrerirs  fireorieacis LU /L/,M/M’(%%/
/;'///, oo Ll T Zognivzeatide z//@ Lo S By
Aopz,z,,/«,,bj, loia s s et el et W )
il Ll po Z MBI 8 L
oz élﬁ /uiyb . Jf/ / %&y: poad e //1/5 /,.cﬂ/k ot
Con- el one Glrorssd @0[% ;/z/&m,i_d/ toed.
V5 puie  at o sty of ol ot
lroe oniiddds bllo Jltialy o o »
Gl ) . 50 oty /éw Az ey /MW acid
St Ly U Jilasibfll & Oho bttt

- S P4
A/[ 27 ZA 22 Z—.' 4*‘!" "'(/ 1Z2% % L(/; [SL~2 et 7T JC(/(/é; ‘:r—/ 74/055/

TN e o //,,- Loe 222

/L_[”/f (:’l/lvl__l” Z ‘,//- /1, vz 7 ettt / ;,.yu/(/Mﬁ/}
/ // -
/(/ ﬁ )z, ///, e i L oo £ ,/ f%,é Ze Stk ;//; ([ﬂt f/é;

T T
//

hl/ul [// [ %/‘Z?/Z—l{%({/ 5/"/ /(U/ // 72 y,//c/ Clreter aeE?

/‘/? ol cveals /fv //4/1 7 e e /‘Z?_m’/;’zr-ll{ A ‘// //fr(/l//d{/ﬂ%
/24, L /&%zf.ﬂ/ﬂﬂ.{; 2t /7{[/4,; (287 tecr F—
AR / S
//z/z // L //u ¢ / 7 ';,2 L2 240 l/// //(M //;V /ZLZ"I7{

/m;/ ; 16 Alsint gl for A tre of i ?w;
- ///Z/f/ b\f't/ -f//[z/, _ﬂt{z/z/.?:z«z;/'Q

els Al /%_fm; l[//,o( er

Y //1/ U vy M&V}z—:xz/(/’ /// Jé/ézU[M ///4‘4L :
W27 z/ zfu //ﬁ%b% /ﬁzv/( A;u /:u /ﬁgz;modf ‘
g/ o /74' L2t ey, Aiec /ész/Zo // N fyr ety

¥ / e O , e
L2 Clie o0 isrd L Cothicb’  Letiiives //LLM,«),
Clid - henens Lo clifiecticici ol s

Lot o LR iy ot Yaws  triisd st tho
//;r o //4:/ é/—//-bf; S e Crrzeitiinile o L

e,
V3

- ,
® L o



&5%1cbtb&24/ /%M/ .,a &,W;/ /sz/zmub / ///n //,{(
///t// /l/n/ //!: 2 /// /ﬂz’/ 22z /z(@‘uzxé l}'(/pf/(d (

M &ZifVL»f// //////LI/ c// c2s Z/ zt(//
/'/A //’1{ &‘/(/Z/,/,// 220G //‘/ v/ ({; 272 17/// st z2th A
/. (

L /&1 //z/z,payiz; 1219 11//4,” A //,/r{/k' (27
/l/é//f//’/(/ /{/Z/ 4'/ // /{//(x zt oA 22z 1/2;7,//
1/)» l{zz/z /4:/ /7/ch7// 5 i // /z/zIW f//I/M

// //Z[ //uz//( 2 /0///rz/ el //;{((u//z/zzu

| / }_/ym/, & e
/% /2)41(6 A; F/ Z /Irt/“%k

/ //
7/ ////»’ZZV

/5////

/J?T‘W K A As 2 57

/-\ C P Z

| ///7" / 74 /{X/ ﬁfﬂ(‘/(‘@(/rb /{ /:(4/1/// —/[/t-//% -
A/ z /ﬁm«xj‘; cee Llz—ron Ll / % zZ 7 JW{) &
/4 /Z//kM/ s~ P2z2lon v a/zy 224 /&//z: /(/7«’4* '

[/A/(/ /z/M/ /WZIK/‘LL//4»{{Y (/;[// Jp///<,

{

' /////zz/ /J //1

|

Yo s ABT TSV AN A r/é&,w e "7@
/ S fﬁa/ B i

z A fowco v vuds o gurets Lol gy ot e tigrsest P00 2
f/?,,,.,,,,/(, v(’paﬁttmdo;;u frussslon, frr s D by wt s gt = S L000. 00
f el ey y o b i gt f 1000, 04
oé ey %a L aws vewnd by oo 3 r/, o

f/ At vin 17 Plee /t trev /uv st Qe Crient 3o lills / S0, Ly

X

/{ /009, g



|

l//,,,/ ﬂ//qxﬂﬂ(r// lovd— ot // /2 /4/ -~ /4«:‘/«,
1//// vl AT biw FElo /@/mLfL A
:/c/{,ﬂm{ Ho it 5 ey, ey

5 I o [fr e Coviliiveiaenes AR L

i { (3 Is (¢ 1S
I// =2 [/’/‘ Lol ottt / s / (/’ Lptie O v /-
i/ 7

|

|
| iy Milen g
/l : r- /. -"/////;(/ ///-/;zy 3/ ar <//é/z.:«/m/ S v ALER) 5T 9
W _
.‘%VV‘Z/ 6 w12 9
200 /&5)/2 -
| At )
| ﬁr//?//’ﬂ//(f é /4 ’/)
| 4 //’/11( ey et ///,// f//a/,’ 27 ¢) //c
</m N ot ///w/mm 9’ @’,/21 A i iy
i/w(.-;l/ 211t 7c Z5 2ot 4 i & Orerditeac i
Cunpe GZHS 2wt i J/er;l/- crver” /ylz, y
Y /A 2o azvey /Zé'é'
%/\yﬁ" /Aﬂb /4 /(:/(///L/// 4% S gt Az 71/}»
/ Vool sl K Sl Aoolainbicie eny oy
/// /% // oo 11,,, 2ttt Paty o lovrn i
;ﬁazz.v/zzb QgL g,
%%ﬁmz& \/(} w0 %1,6 Ao oprrict ,-/ /'7’;" it Lr L
i/7"7/‘4/(.// sl 22l cee (/} /"'n/ //ﬁ? rtesre/ /(:4 S
f‘ reed am,-:/u/z7-/ e, //:{ 22 55 L) Porpanel
‘///////z.ﬁ/,‘é %{f’n/.((z"z/v;'/(l/ Zu A S LJ,r%ll' V e O
%/V/zz vl ﬂé/L:/V , ottt /{{) @Prr2e 2rerv2e Frreecly
;

l 7

j/’l//(1 / ez Z » ///1 ezt / cteel n: (/(/,2,,,/(,;” /.,/,/((
i /

| /’/ //(////((///.- ls Attt ¥ /{;z ¢ /e 0 Ll s sl

jh ® @ -



)
® <

d
)

//" Sl /;'7 / v ly Lo /z’l/ e f///z/u,// 211 atoizdy
//7,1 1 z/u// > b 7/1///1,.7,/ At {/ 7l az 1 Sy LUt t 2> //a

/ /
/7/6///1/// s/{fn/y O—Leovres,

/A

V7R
(/ //'n///
Q/ﬁ/ /////',

1 =

xé /A{/ /(//rrf/z 1 4] (v //,"/ 217 /4{6 /7/44;L//4 A
S fptritn HILF s it 2L Sl

/(/&[*l/’/fdy (/ //' Ovztet- ﬂ/"(/&((/£ /////7(47
/711 f‘(,{///{// 27 02 /y,,oé // Mf/}

//éﬁ/é /%1 “

g?ﬁ,m A /@1//4 2y _
& ~dZrre o /{}7 )

&//71/17 ﬁ//// Cap Lo // //zz:é/f/z
‘ f /1/ /C//(Fé/z-/jiw At i? /4 é/.f////m ol ceeely f/frzg
! cra. /% Catloold Pattee tevt Lol Crea Lo f/{/ar.r 7
j % 7 //uf//z/zu 222l eiel j /é Aot : V%
/Z/ Ateri // /a e e iy e /ﬁ/n ot e’ /z,
vt of = / b /&,(, /zmw l i “e

/ltw /4/¢,u1) /14.1/MLourL/ V204 //4117' CPaeered

) %qu////w%

’

ﬂ/?//l-{(./»v/ ot /Z/ {U /{1,\ A e Lz s €3 Lo /'l L‘(,/dzl

|

‘/f /4 /711'/// // 2229 727 et /‘. //»{4 ({ ”{f/ /7:114-6

| . ; . X :
./[‘111{2} O ettt ore A llho Cte bttt cc ﬁ‘,‘,/ Corclototloeleceis

vl // Lo /&z/ 1/(‘144/0 e /r‘ny L &’”//‘;”’f:'“"*

P
Alrisel e //‘/“/&‘"’OV/‘M 200 ped //r{/ A arree apes & o
;{//v/l’lif (':/‘/‘ '//) »{.’:’/H/( f(/ Zred /4 /{151,. K/l‘f/ Tres el ///':’.'."

: ,/ - 22
(?(»,,/4 . /'; //(1, fod R f/((v:,-/ 4, /Lc‘ /’.’/(ﬁ/' /'f//(.'/.

/




//;(//{ // ﬂé’?“& Kf";(’? f{f’l“’r&l/- 0/ /A ’)/;({//((,/(/,;‘ _//{:

/4
K(/(// 4"'”’" m/ M/( /"/// /// /'(-(/ Aot /7 / (B /l/zu ////Z(,/
74 ({ ‘/2/ L {}/(' ﬁ’c..t{,.// /g c //(;; ///‘,/,/:':/ /{',A Coraty A re?) //{i{,(/

{ 4 L3 ”
l? /é /(.’;v!"V A7 Co.z,t,{,, 'J'L./ /1/:4:[:////_,,,‘,,’

q/(/ 0‘%(1471@0/7 Corult— /4 JO;&,//L Wﬁ%a
ﬁ&%’ /YJ} Gl at //1/1/ J//@,,“ho é/frco o/k”

;44) é(/c///a%‘ [”/147//” / 2 7AL Zé&(/ % /r/'/ 14«/7
%Ufﬂccohfej/ Pz, /«xO Crrect,

é///(/ C i
\ ;//a!/,

: 7 73 ’/} z//
f///?'{ /g)/("/‘//o-J ; “y .

Y ‘
S o7 /)i// J

/ /;/

| 27 %7 (C et zih/ % el

4. %4 nllrziie, Lot /éul T o gl Sz

5 7 g

/// en d) // @4//4!/44 - o1t 22 o c/ /; 2t ccdols
;’/1-‘ rn ’/4,/ tatl) Ll u / /4 t/m— Cormd wo ﬁfz\
</f/b/1/tf / /4(/1/1(400 f//i'uzéuz(/ s Z/g{,, % //t{( /[ ///«,‘o
| | B1e //” //Lf/wuc,& N v 11/44 m mzmu (/“r”;:a:’; d/{) (24
’/(/;:f,zzu}f/ Aeen et/ % Steed lioes /445 Clieer /W//

| ;. ; ;
'I/ VA (‘///?M/ /Mfm

iﬂﬂc ol ﬂ//(/{ 12700 S brreh 72 J/&Tf /7}-}445, /1,/,/({‘ //4/, ,.;,’.

| Goliten (FLY clifioiluats folit cov ls olih o'
'0‘// /d, Cricet 5{/&1(/(14:»6 /é4‘~» @ ot il irecer il t/( % 9{"’_//«1

| V7! ”uh\/:. 17 eex //f‘, 27210044y Cea’? /1/"t?6(¢; ///} (/(7{4,7, o




J/’(/(’ / d/m////{,)/

//[,)fn/ I//,(l{/// (/ ;“ {) a7 /// /(// «/ /r//(/ //,/ 7”{,[;/;/ ozl

1

| Q ‘

| o el @179 ¥)
| \

At er ﬁ//////(f )
| -
( i , ;
/ﬂpy //7 /;;;m/ /: é]y /Z:/f{/zo(cm.w

| /f et conitoonerts. ot os s A
&//z// /’;/J‘ /Z/W/f\— //a? 7 /,/,,, Vi ///anﬁ/;/f
;/,/ta/éw AT S allaidit, Aty Arolasaiic
Aiiis et Gt flhd il G o iisit 4

L

) //// J ////nﬂu //{fm %u—@ /JKJ//’
v

ey

LR i S /

=
'/e?‘?/f'/’f"’ A (’/L/KM/V ﬁL/y//w.z/,x-, fsz/ '2’1"2'1;,9

//Z@;q Lirzoit~

4

7

//(/C/V //;[tl(/ V///\/ //, /fff
-

/%/ (fé/ /7. /; Lt R Y o7~ ’//’/+///? = J’:’éi\

: H1t //’/zZ//L_ aetl Zeresu0 /&f //a;« //, /f(r( -
77 y “
/[{'4, Zi /?7 221122 //:j /4».» 220 ot /. r\/ /14//'// 220,
‘ VAR 72 X =
E'/(ﬂ//(/ 5-,14"@ ‘;@ﬂ‘ //4/1/ ] :/), /k/;/ 2t o2

773

V /_'/,/gv(.;. /(Jf"ff 7
A ~ .-_.,L—

'é/'l/{o/\/ o ’/() 2ur-to /{/4) ///(//,g f:/,é Cztrr20 oA D /
4
i/l\t‘//'/;ler/ 2/ // /) /// —2/{{((/ ﬂ/;/,,( IM//{((
‘/,/yL/// //,afz(/ G111y /(//7"’1111/ Lrzar
/ > 2

| Gitin & trg. LSS

7, %, 0 ot

4>//4/1,:7. // //r.zf ./’/‘/tl"

Corg.lti

‘/{'/ /’1-/‘ A‘d /’<{¢ //f(f(/ﬁ”(/(,r //(’//lt

/‘4 //’zur f(/{/ gt ///fn- ﬂ/ﬂ}{/l(/'{ /{ /m/{

//-4!/&////// Ve /f // 2L A / ﬂ/r’r//.’(4 /



'/'ﬂr’
(/17/
[Sr AL

| o (Pt /4««( /7 // f/ ?/// é‘(/('_ Vel '/ &,’:ZM/ 7y AL et e
/[( /S /.-// ((l((( // teq {/- //11,11%’ /{1/,,)/
) )
/-":I,"i ; /g/ Aol /\/ﬁ,./,/,z o Ardh /‘//f twr 7t M////

| {57 ¢ /_f"
iy A7 /f/ £ il et

/ ¢ \
/i i //I/’( vy ralie f / rily A olet 7‘ w at /'m' % G < /-

3

Z Sy 2o

/

:/0 &,/,,/(/ // > ,/),(/ V- //1/1«1/ 2424217 u/ / // Swrece Ly 4; 723 /{/’«. zu.w///ﬂ//o s

/ Ulur/ /4// oo’ Aecoe f/(J Ar ymu /o ‘f/é /z.'/.// Wz

| /
jﬂ\ //[v'/’f/z /‘/[‘(/ /,/J!/,.'(/ 7;/; A % /t{’r,',:;:,(,/ ,‘,’//(1/(/( / //////4‘//‘7

//( /‘//ﬂgl’

\ A [/: ottt e //((u /z(,f,,di & preprect o Afc/

Lu it 2el /7 U0 1N - w}/%
/V”M//ch:(f bl it
| <// / Z (//:/ Ve

yfl//m JH tr e p//c

V///// // f/'/ //1///‘1[.\ A ree€ece /'((l. ///{/."'//1 /‘4-—/2‘,_
///{/ f// ///(//(/(L /ff/ // oL pee \/ [/r,”(/(,‘,.,/,v"""/?/
//n erzeetzels //(r/’ Zr¢ // // AL A /.//-‘{;;

T

W% //,//M,/ AU p//f I -tr/u &zﬂ{//f/&y e //t’ﬁz) P2 recly.

///”/A/rj{‘bt/ /‘(—l\f/(f’/,

//«/l 7 ////u; S ///("/ ///(a(’ //N’/n/ PerecL

4
2

4
/1”// (//’//(r(’ ///(«/ j/ a/ (////r{z/ Zoo L/'((zo ./// //f/

i
| a2 /f/r// /‘/Iﬁ,(,,,, 9

i////r (54 /’éj

Q
X

N

N

N




O

é o . @

\ ol 2os ce? //,// /////(‘ Coteeee” Llee t///('(é (///,,/,(‘4
7 /./ /YA, ///{/!‘ ////1//(7 20ed APlries LLO Poreek
O s P Al G TS bk 4,M z/Q,Zg
// I s i A

Ko 7 R Vi o4 e Mgt o
'/(/ﬁ //4/( s i Py B /f(y oy
/7//( / //ru'!z,,, ///,/ /f‘( ’///r// Tl A ////,/« oot

oy nvted J%zzy/ ‘
L%ﬁ ool //a’é//o Goopreeet F j?/zf/// e ot
;/7/wp/f Colocree: vl Ficotivecety /fz AT S na/'%f,ﬂu'/{()
;/m(/ .thtu:/ Clees, /1/1/(,/ 200 K s '/ru}é///za(/(:?’/
(o alion Greel 1/17]'/1’/ G2 oo e Zor fleti
}Zmplwv (4/ Prrreeee coo o ztals //f«;ca/{, // ,/o‘//fzcc.,(,c
//uz/ 2o ///{ oy Ly /617 7 /// Cr el teecct s Floteece ot
‘//5{(/{{;(0 O.ratel et /'1 2~ c//7 vl Zollor, oot
3/6//(,// / b= /Zif/&(cuaﬁ %%pza/z- 4/«6 Fted /&téﬁ'z(e,/ Aee>
a’i m7 /7 o // c//u/L /t/'zun/// e )
é,(f beacees, f a7 27

02/5/ J/;V\

WiN ol g ///,;a A8 R Sz
/MVJL @"h"fzjf (124 AF’Z(/ /(xa/z(O JKS #7'/6:,\/(/’ //(%-/rt(z/a<< G

- 74l . - ~ ;
! A/, /(/ ///C/(/ /4(/“/- et ff(?? el /{u '-//((/C‘ /[/(((({‘(Z%
///(( ////( ﬁru /ZL [(/ b4 //{1‘/:/‘( "/f //‘l

Vs :
=4 /
I/V/A,(//', %{/’ (’](é({& %/‘/{,5{((2///‘// /I'//('/(f(‘l’/ /Z(, (/,’ p{,() L e

o/ 4;(1 &(ZT lo e (ﬂm,wé’ /172/‘,‘) Tl Ll /(/ ot (’f/;p,““

Al h\ / % —
/(f; etee %. f, rrc it cee loctce b %(—t/)/r (,2/1-1/7 ltrta oo

Cocereed . 1//’4' e nr G olpee LT /Kg/l—z- Zj: //(.((‘/

'/,//Z—' /'(‘((’_//(‘_

e da o G B AT e % cre ‘4 Fte o Hceor



o prt fitit 1l s @aicl Jiluntsy oslinon
s Coriit bipring citfoe b [ il terdimeid
e A W =z .ol B
‘QJJMZW M% W Ctfitececit ot
st Uit Gertiiene o duiil Caits

| S lvtoete % oF s @cret /LLM G
tise Hoocnoy wprec fOE,

i Jovioforer L i G OF e f T
G Lenl Clas Luvee) 0D Zreatie ot fart—f

s 8

f’ ~
« Slecdle
Va

'%yﬁ /%[——WW Comid 20 43’7-2/—@\/(7¢
Dpltor A9 1557 A 2 A fonrtnnt 5




e SN % % Fvne A9
Jin Z@M(/ /7 . ¢

gM /%wa N 7
| 2 Agzess

... %‘452 %@W% o Ffffnt.
,%4, Llee oven tero ﬁmzmwo 2acl opfi
LU o il Arnilos o st Boret
| s e T e 8
%ﬂ*ﬂ Lt m/, SFTT
IWM and Lirrvn 2, y 417 7o
o il an iy Wil frone clals prls

| - e I

‘ //‘/mel,//é_:éfé,
Ll tcadiy of vbnd el prls o
v LG5 ik Bt Ll Fuiils Flidm




' //[ y /éo ), /féu 70042 G

WM MWM& Ll Dol MZCVWZMOL?c&&;;
W W c!wu/ /lu Lo dnts GG Peimni e
/n &;,/,,/f,M At oy f/l/; M el ;u.//— Crreeed Of dacd
1//M//,,,( . Tl f/?/”/mu oo Lot ///,,,,/// 7/“,
;/f ze 7 A // //,/,,// /[zf;zlc//7 W r'z/,(/,,,_w

| 221l /./{o Cvzicteeory Coetecsy &w Dol ated e i

i /; Ay (1,5',\/;, (4.’('/—/' //ﬁ Zeq '[ f/f‘/r,{ /./:/z¢¢(,//_" {/)/ //;io

F/ 2110 et {"(zu Al /(fariu ’”"//aaé)b P /./(,./z,/ /{u Cezech

//r 2 f;f 414 A /(/r' /f/zj zt 22t e fe/‘/ 7 Cozectdel) Crececled
A '
Lo *//i.zj'& 0‘7’,(, B , cere A %vz sevedlet, l/(f o por

: /&Z/#/r'vl/l«;vzy il s Mo gt W Cotiiiiilr A
;Kl/r Crrzt z2coeww Ctoteed f/ G il //f%a\.(, /4;‘('/ léc[q/rw&::
| % 27 &7 (((/ s Ctvclidiciin s /Z{/ clreoc A & Lo
[/?f 2ot "lu Clry CPricire , el //4 oy %;wz;tj
| it 7 Ll B v, /KM%%
jﬁ/*u,e////u bd A/o sl %,/4 rg;?«;/// =P @pes ot
/ ’K&Lt&ét&a(// 'r’\'/{bcr:/c;,‘_ (2%,,', gr/ Y s Creed Ateccliors
%4/://‘%{ sl / Ctv 67 Pl /// d(,ou/% 22222
I ﬁ/q,{w 24 &ﬁ S fu,oC &IQ/QMM/V /Z{T -vaca(,
Cp ;
E) ?/ 45")0 ”401»«4[( A //c&wc =2, /f' e it
:C/O A //f f—}vh ‘2.04 Heee o ’f/c_ LAl (o /fm - // /z/¢
/”////r} /?/‘(/z,a,/u,f // —‘/crré /71 :',(“,,1,2,7 21l

// G D N & O //{( Ccrteeeerse

2057 Z/zx/ /L/ A2 &u)zé cle elive-z ce s vew, : Clield L 2LLLrer.
J
|// //M,L ///({rr//?/ //lz./,cj(/ (f/ // Sece 2.
}
: ell e K/ l&{,a dcr,aé Ceeed Uei-le pecs /‘;‘,;t,

';cﬁf ees Ll Aot clicce J Zls TR e o

/

®

|

| . .
i




g AN
2 4 D

7/ ;,-J//»z/z/zzwb 14 sz\ob 44%‘u el 7 %i;&

;"[()/’/'-74-//5// /lét', “Ztee A (a7 Zero cet /Z:J é/n—;@

i /I/Q’/,/ t/f,[ (W /} c L/ﬂ<://7

‘ /// 224 /f ot ectde /{ - 271 a7 //rq’ 22~

ne ) 3

! ﬁ//r/{x— ?//7€0~J/.'[ // - L Zrer ol e Ctecloviea ] ¢
/uzu iy Cienis. /‘/// // !‘(/ﬂ’a,//fz;c/ %///AZA

' ’l/tx" ,,/é///z//z/zv'é/qi ///z//// C2 et 4

lMJ&[/’ D t/pftfj //1, D-Cle 1l )‘ 277 7« //C, /“ <

//751/1// J/ o 2o oo / //,, L ves e

‘ Z/// /(/ é “ @) &f( n,z/d/

i - N
// @7(r7 (%\/))

ﬁ.‘r/

//Ltéf //////////{r/// leto it~ /K /f ////// //( Cr-Tn
1//(‘/ /j.f/ /Z,/ 4//{(/( /4///////(r//) //u/{// (/(i'oe é/%//,/;
i/ﬂ(4/{. A( /1/4 ﬂ‘/f/f// (///!f;{ //:11 frl;( 72 //c»/t 3

d//,/,. S W P~

. /
i ///Z/z, r27 A /7 e / / lezed //////zz¢4 E:
‘ (/-“l b 25
: Lhc0 P2/ gl /\)]/( 22ty lzel //‘///(f/ // G e 7

?/i/;//,,;,,,, A R AR ey /ﬂ
i 2 ._/pt.///fr// /ﬂr 20 o // ////' 21y P //-”«//e‘}(
v‘////'/ ////n// /e /4 L Caly // ////(ay s /{/rrm&
,5(/;}),,,,.'// /KZ;Z,, ’//.ffr//fz_// ?/n//;,/ ///f//ﬂ/ 41//:4 l.
i'/’l(r)v/ f‘/’ //f/L ///u-ﬂél Llt,; Vi //,{/,,, trecet of 4din
Coeltl o Lidy bile Piade soo ol 4,.,7 Sl
Eﬂmr é;; Crxeneelong ARl @cl z10apetatictesy /I"’bt(-'/:’/{ Crec .
r/,,/,,,/ﬁ forwety, G e Jrcorcts
//t"/(;fu e [n«”h ceee—Looly /(/«, Ves //m o .

:/f’(v/,ﬁt /j /,jj/’ c-,/.;)z' // o PR r‘,-‘ V>

e



/// JLieiv o /aa/ Llrecl) V4 /ua, at /1; J//«—Z/Zg

S
¢,,,,,, el 27 /M/ o/ U Criarls Crvmt ifow mud for

I/“‘ ('f}/{('// r/ //{C'/ /(//‘dﬂ{/ M(, //U —-‘/(//( // *‘/‘///}//(71
P ey £ s it

; é’m Qi sl AaY b Cod e /Z&;L. /’/ /ZW-I/} 27 Sy
|
:/ o Cze ll/r/ v ////«// 727e A</ Iz T, <ot a /é»'u,) %4&@4/“;/'

/Z"f‘z7 [ &2 ﬂ/il t/f/L( ('{(/ /(/ /1.51.11 e E/((,L(/(/ ﬂ//‘t/ o /7/(44,(_,96&_0

r@l[&tlb //f( LUy s //ll/(47 /j4£ (@ /ll/ // ‘/K/Z/Z/ 7
f/y //llf!//{ p(() 44 2 //{“6’101/ /,{,,/ // //m; /,zr z// //latg/(/
| Pas 7 _

Ll 4 {(c((z/ V2 g ’//f;«'tzl S G veeeeer Cper? /1//11/
/s/ 40 //m v, /1 v //7) /w/'/f vet eced” %/62/(({0 ﬂ///(czé’
f é&eau/u/ Cotsnt- /IL/(/(// s (ﬁ//arf 4 /{/r /%1,154”_)
Eﬂwu/ﬂ ﬂ‘/ // Stalo /’/ L///////M . ;7/fw //fz ,/“xf;'/‘.f-/fr/u.,-,f
/‘/ //M //(7 Ao e i ali //zr// oy Cooze //’//, Zlecs>
%/l»ﬂ/(-ﬂm.{l r’;\/ ﬂf 7 fu'd) < ‘/”‘ al- //‘ Sy "é /}—/ﬂ'tuad Lo j/
l/w/p( /{; /Ll/.oﬂbt,&ur#‘ﬁ /"Ittv V/ //z,(, ,[r(r/ 2t 1y -ty
A e TR

"ﬁlt/{(/bya‘:_;t aud ﬂ/ 4t ﬂj'(j a 0;’-'21, (9 ) // //!ZJ (/{((.(( //z”w
Eﬂ?/u/ 11; Luce //,:, //4 Jturu,/ B // "/’"’// /(N r'(&{/ /fur/
///:/f(/ /€ //I‘ulter( /l(u, /[,Lf /"./ﬁ/r((/fml f/c,.///'u(;

14

f/é/({lol\/ 4 Leree ((1,,4, (2 A /'71 et T2l

ol 7 £ j )
C:"////r, /Lj; L2187 ',;/(r((/‘

//?17 ) 7 7//?/ (j/;fC«/-

Ve as ‘//f»zzd/,( 2a »Y;_J«g/




///t ‘O // a///c/ 7

; — ]
e 7 -
/l}[’/{ L/;///a/ (/kr&? j ""/ "474’@7 ///ﬁ//l/p[/ f({,t%:_'

o

/ //z:u Cirecnds Criuvt ) e F s 'J-m:/-(“ ettty
4 7/
//l du// é((,//é /flt Cz‘ // }~ Wi X rf,{,ﬂx/
: %jﬂm
t/m,c 1A 17 a /14/1/0 ‘Ll Pre w// /) 7l rc , —
7%4/(//—»\/ )
72727/2 RS s @W/Wﬂ%
Yot ot

/‘“’7}701;@ Prarett //4//17 Wéy//g{(

./7/ /W»,,W AD 1os . 22

{/{/’/:7/ /’//‘7/ O;%( Z\A /"z';i’/;’



Tl Y
Cloyid  Cocei

2

J

g&zu;( 4%;6&6([} Etir




’{/a/t al ('9//( VOIS

%
),_fAI’ f/) 2206 ou'ﬂg
._2

or Mo 2D fm‘) Evdrrop D

1 64)4,;/ Trrn CAY) ¥t 55

%VC%W @//“ r&c%ww @Z j %%/éw\é :

L =t =
(7,/' vk (ats  dffellee
: %10 D2y Corrzec g = ;9 /Mo}%’w 4“? r :V‘J/f/mw {}Z
y W/ul/mz /M /M Mezs ﬂ//&»7, - M@ ¢(7 l
%/I/Z Iu.Z/ z(caQ ‘ﬁad //é Jca,ﬁz ¢ a/waz,/ aA«Qau/«) .

B e / (QW ﬂ/wa@ /u il
] &ziZ/ Vo M% :
E

g /f,[ lﬁ;a[/ é/ &6 172(‘ =2 a/ LLI/“(D . '% Q/ﬁ/{/a.}'#cjﬁ

A mpy ik Connty coermedd He  vnld  pfed
\‘

22 r//('—r_//, (i /;,' Ceron /‘Ll‘“‘ %‘ -f‘cceg (M > C e 42«/ o7 7%

2 %LOL( o a,[d cry o et 274./1/ %ﬂé /¢, # ﬁ(frr//\g 474;.:&9
(2% —Z/ Cece ze 17154'7.%”
// /%/{c cerd < ‘O \9&(9 (240 /i /Lf 2
e /ﬁf/u% 2y 2ol . %wn’?"ﬁuag o A ) (%7{5/_
l /M ﬂoél %e«/ﬁé’rx/ﬂ Vot f{ Bl g o f’-{bP/ ce < «9«:..
4“ c”'lz)nenz, &"d f;'t— ‘7“9 /qu“% d,z/-g
(2 //a{l p'. . Cpretla o /aea Re
//l/c/&o; e Wéf o 44247 ;qf\\ /)/
/42((‘9,
Hr Do i by ouen - o’ e Mot d e G
%dﬂ:@ - 0%6%7{({“44 %25 Plee /4«%’)»‘“(/ ((,‘»{’;‘(nf (“r'o-, .;,

v * T '

)



- acmrim e

!

. v % _ r
%pvu od vz(daz() 2Va>r /Mm‘ /« % oaazg Ww

«

ﬂag 4/;1,(44&5 %f W&(Q ~Wm«/> sehees conr ,4779;_"—

7// /«.o.,.u mQ/a_dgmwﬁ /‘7/ it AWM/V

AN 9 0/,/,,4/,,“{1, e < pecseer o o A e AL,
FlecD T ) WMJ«Z@' /M47 %@%W
fr0ald P the v ol au A %M%@,,ag
CI7 T Y. %/ uen,o aMQ /iwc“&",f %—u, aQ W~7@
ercTelDd aecrredli® D cles WA%%&Z/
ned foal~ ﬁ7 sz ﬂ/[/wé’/xaj Srecesy Lz z2o—
Y, fwdwf 7 s 4uum¢%w
ﬂﬂ' P Sl o
/7@”‘ 7
%/% /@///;%
A




7

7

J 7, <7
y &4 P
/’ £ /4
Zc///) Q / //ﬂz/x/«

4/F

/A;,’Q /ri Rrurs
Jﬂ/}z e / Do /

i i (o7
- ot T

Lppficoad foe onits Ll

i Sy o
[O/IM-/J |

Ge N



%a[;} a/ :5///(,.'0 o
e/ !‘%am G Qpil Pore QL8786 0
i / L .

/& a#c' V2 "%)Q/rnoo a(L(g (’/()/nm o ‘»frf/é . {é(/é// @

Cicd fme Pctt Il Cretf Eonrf
4 Kool Sy Hats Ho A erecesp L7 % e ff e
‘/a_j [i'é«f u m'é &C'z? ceccd '/:owguxi/'r 57424—
c/w-;(é, errvr MGM%A ,/1-' ié' /Ef},u/' x
/2 A 4 L a/,u,w.';; A afiflears T Ao N
loowe .cu'aé lﬂqg QM errﬁ a%m? oY Crru,/ur—
N

fJPg ﬁé’,\ﬂa’_;,_g Qctbj'ﬁmqﬁ colen & 2L /‘M@Tﬁ

loed A wod ,‘9‘-@7“ ol oL - afcmz) £ A

.céﬁz,v/dmcw o Gy ooy fufoure Sl
tocfacnctld, 2 i) b e i Cueilly @rry
"? T ookl 4 B e a/,u‘;g_ "L affears Wt £ /;&)w@ |
74@@ w av (g,m' /" A vaid Qffllee . ﬁ_@_%
; anﬂu«‘g tﬂ, Cccn »F& (k. 7) ,‘aé Ja,:? f{.W SHhgeld— e I ‘

g g Lfotl L Lo oo ik of aflea.

LM, 2.9 . a/n/a@ Sfirey P Zﬁ/(laf»wzﬁ' 74,«:
\%A -% Pn e a—/mc'ag e A WM;%/J‘ Error . \/’S
0. rcca9 ‘L/(/.a,.“('g 7,.“7 be Zecorsl) arrrelled mfj



%a[;} a/ :5///(,.'0 o
e/ !‘%am G Qpil Pore QL8786 0
i / L .

/& a#c' V2 "%)Q/rnoo a(L(g (’/()/nm o ‘»frf/é . {é(/é// @

Cicd fme Pctt Il Cretf Eonrf
4 Kool Sy Hats Ho A erecesp L7 % e ff e
‘/a_j [i'é«f u m'é &C'z? ceccd '/:owguxi/'r 57424—
c/w-;(é, errvr MGM%A ,/1-' ié' /Ef},u/' x
/2 A 4 L a/,u,w.';; A afiflears T Ao N
loowe .cu'aé lﬂqg QM errﬁ a%m? oY Crru,/ur—
N

fJPg ﬁé’,\ﬂa’_;,_g Qctbj'ﬁmqﬁ colen & 2L /‘M@Tﬁ

loed A wod ,‘9‘-@7“ ol oL - afcmz) £ A

.céﬁz,v/dmcw o Gy ooy fufoure Sl
tocfacnctld, 2 i) b e i Cueilly @rry
"? T ookl 4 B e a/,u‘;g_ "L affears Wt £ /;&)w@ |
74@@ w av (g,m' /" A vaid Qffllee . ﬁ_@_%
; anﬂu«‘g tﬂ, Cccn »F& (k. 7) ,‘aé Ja,:? f{.W SHhgeld— e I ‘

g g Lfotl L Lo oo ik of aflea.

LM, 2.9 . a/n/a@ Sfirey P Zﬁ/(laf»wzﬁ' 74,«:
\%A -% Pn e a—/mc'ag e A WM;%/J‘ Error . \/’S
0. rcca9 ‘L/(/.a,.“('g 7,.“7 be Zecorsl) arrrelled mfj



e bk
| ]

. /AL




rBarx(f‘ahaZ%‘v s /47\_ )

Cffjeal Bome LocppchieD

fmﬁ/fm %02-/ @Z, ,

g 77(% el

T ol Vil fSom
2l f”/‘;‘;/%c
W




