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CHmHAswAMi of tlie infant oliild in whose fayom' tlie aiirrender was made, 
PiMAi j  inclined fco tliinlc thati sucli a reservation is not within the 

Appaswami mischief of the doctrine laid down by Mr. Justice Subeahmanya

-----  A y y a e , and it would certainly be covered by the suggested
Napies, J. of the rule laid down in Ghalla Suhhiah Sa&tri v.

Palm y Paftahhiram ayya{i).
For these reasons I concur in holding that the appeal should 

be dismissed with costs.
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APPELLATE CIVIL. .
Before Mr. Justice Oldfield and Mr. Justice I ’hillips.

1918. A M B A alias P A D M A V A T I (Pi^TrnoNER), Appellant,
July 26. .

---- ----- - -i>.

SRINIVASA KAMATHI (Respondbni’), Resi'ONjdbnt.=*=

Appeal io Privy Gouncil—Petition to Hijli Court for leave to app$aL to Privy 
Council in iorma pauperis, rohether maintaim Ue,

The High Conrfc cannot entertain applications for leave to appeal to tUe 
Privy Council in forma pauperis.

.Tagadanand Asram v. Bajendra Eoy (1912) O.L.J., 381 and Itamhishen
Lai V. Mamw. Kwnri (1916) 3 P,LJ., 179, followed.

Ŝ ETiTioN presented under sections 109 to 1 1 0  and Order XLV^ 
rules 2, 3 and 8 of Act V of 1908, praying the High Court to 
g?ant a certificate to enable the petitioner to appeal to His 
Majesty in Oouuoil against the decree of the High Court in 
Appeal No, 24 of 1916 preferred against the decree of the Sub
ordinate Judge of South Kanara in Original Suit No. 73 of 1914 
and to grant leave to petitioner to prefer the said appeal in forma, 
pauperis.

The facts appear from the judgment.
0 . F". AnanUikrishia Ayyar and K . Sundara Rao for the 

appellant.
B. Sitarama Bao and K, P , Lakshmana Rao for the respon

dent.
The JooaMENT of the Court was delivered by 

OLDrar,n, J. Oldmeld, J.— The petition  ̂ in so far as it is for a oerfcrfioate 
g that the case is a fit one for appeal to His Majesty in C 'Unoilj, 10

(1) (190a) 31 Mad., 446.
* Civil MiBoelJaneoua Petifcioa No. 1538 oflClS,



not opposed. W e certify accordingly ander section 110 of the A mba 

Code of Civil Procedure. Sbim V asa*

The petition is farther for leave to appeal in form a pauperis. Kammhi, 
In Munni Rama Awasty v. Shoe Churn Aiuasty^l) Ooansel (Mr. OiDriEi,p, J. 
Moore) referred generally to a practice of tLe Co art in India 
granting such leave, mentioniug Bengal Regulation X X V III  of 
1814. But no precedent for its grant has been proved in this 
court and the authority of decisions in other High Courts is 
against it. Jagadanand Asram  v. Bajendra Boy(2) and Ram- 
Jdshen Lai v. Manna Kumri(B). We respectfully adopt the 
grounds of the latter decision and dismiss the petition so far as it 
relates to leave to appeal in forma ^au'peris. There will be no 
order as to costs.
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APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Sir John Wallis, K t., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice 
Seshagiri Ayyar.

RIPOK P R E SS AND SUGAR MILL COMP AFT, LIMITE D 1918,
(D efrn dant), A ppellan t , -hily^26and

V. "  ■

NAMA VBNKATAKAMA OHBTTT CPlaiktipf),
E espondent .*

Limitation Act (IX  of 1908), art. 116—Compamj registered %n$er the Indian 
Gompanies Act (F I o /lS 82 )— Buitfor divi3,end by a shareholder, governed hy 
art. 116— * Registered ’ in art. 116, meaning of.

A  suit by a shareholder against a company I'egistored under the Indian 
Companiea Act (V I o£ 1882) to reoover dividends dulv declared b f  the com
pany, is governed by article 116 o f the Limitation- Act aa the right to a 
diridend arises out of the contract between the shareholders contained in the 
registered nieii! orandum and articles of uBsooiation,

• ‘ Registered’ in article 116 means ‘ registered' not only pnder the Indian 
Begietratiou A ct (III o f 1877) but also under special Acts, euch as the Indian 
Oompauias Act, which requires the memorandum and articles of association of 
a company to be registered.

A  dividend is a debt on a ‘ contract in -writing registered Vwithin article 116 
o f  the Limitation Act.

(1) (1847) 4 114 at 136. (2) (1913) 17 O.LJ., 381.
(3) 11916) 3 P.L.J., 179.

' Appeal No. 371 of 1917.
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