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using such knowledge in drawing inferences from the .

before Lim and in coming to conelusions as to the righﬁ.?ét of

before him. In the present case, the learned Judge has: s
forther than $o use the general knowledge which he had «xe

ag a pash revenue officer and as a revenue Conrt of experie

the course of the performance of his éunties in zamindan b

and I hold that he was entitled to use such kngwledge in ¢

to a conclusion on the facts-after the consideration of the ev.
let in In this case. One other shorb point™has to be noticed,
whether evidence as to leases granted after 1st July 1893
wholly shut out as evidence by section 183 of the Hstates L
Act. I am inelined to hold that they are so shuf out if sough
be used for the prrpose of proving the character of the tenure o
the land and eveu if such leases are sought to be proved merely
in order to show that land was treated in the same manner after
July 1898 as hefore July 1878. I agree,however, with my learned
brother that leases granited before lst July 1898, though they
wers to come Into force only after 1st July 1898, are admissible
in evidence and in the result, I agree thatthese Second Appeals
should be dismissed with costs.
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Limitation Act {(XV of 1877) Schedule I1, article 106—Suit jor partnership account
—Presumption of dissolution of purinership from facts of case—Cessation of
annual accounts rendered yearly for many years and rendering of final decount
showtng division of capital und revenue.

The question in this appeal which arose out of% suit hrought in (902 for a
partnership accouni znd to recover the plaintiffs’ shave in the properties of a
business carried on by them and the defendants, was whether the suit was barred
b limitation ; the defendguts conterding that thero had been n dissclution of tho
partnership in }801 which the pluintiffs dehind,

teld (affirming the decisicn of the High Court) that when annual accounts
of ; he partnership business which had been rend tered year by year from 1868 to
1891 ceated in the “iter year l\NL.Q.LJS’-kh Au; 11 1891 a ﬁnal aocount s‘vcm ing
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1 of hoth capfal and revenue was made ont, the defendants afterwards
nthye business without any interference fromthe plaintifis, the presump-
m favour of the dissolution of the partuership as at the detinite date of
whien the account was thus closed,  And their Lordships were of opinion
so fucls taken with the vther actz and conduet of the.parties, and the
ireumstances of the ense which greasly sivengthened the presumption,
he) inference in favour of the dissolution having occurred at the above
7 -

ub=stantially couclusive. The suit, therelore, not having been brought
2 avee yeurs from that date was barred by articls 106 of schedale L of the

¢ ion Aet (XV of 1877). -
L i .
AL from o judgment and decres (10th December 1908) of
High Court at Madras, which reversed aJudgmentand decree
Sth September 1¢05) of the Subordinate Judgeof Rajahmundry.
The ouly yuestion for decision on thix appeal was whether the
sppetlants were enfitled to an acconnt of a partnership bosiness
carried on at Akuvidu, and to recover theirshare of the nssets and
properties thereof, or whether theivclaim was burred by limitation.
The plaintiffs’ \appellants’; case was thai they and the firsh
defendant, one Rawmamurthi, were members of a Hindu joint
family, owning and possessing joinb properties. They curried on
a business at Kottapally of which they were the sole proprietors ;
and they also carried on a business at Akavidu in partnership with
the secoud defendant, one Venkanna,in which the joint family had
a one-half share, and Venkanna the other half share. The joing
family TuEiness at Kottapally was managed and finarced solely by
members of the joint family ; the bosiness at Akuvidu was to a
Jlarge extent financed by the joint family, but was managed by
Venkanna as the working partner. That business commenced
about 1868, and mutnal transactions took place betwaen the busi-
‘ness at Akuvidu and that at Kottapally. 1he accounts of the
Akuvidu business were settled and adjusted periodically, and a
balance was struck in the books of account showing the sum due
to the joint family. The last of such adjastments took place on
12th April 1891 (Exbibit A12) and the sum of Rs. 53,765-14-6
was debited in the books of account ag representing the share
capital of the Kottapally branch of the business. Various
properties were from time te time acquwzed out of the funds o
the business by Venkanna for and on hehalf of the partnership,
which were managed by him thereafter and formed part-of

the assets of the partmership Masbeeng,
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