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under Rule 4 ( / )  (5) to cut off the water-supply. Ifc is not 
contended by Mr, Shah that the tenants in the plaintilf s house 
are not bona fide occupiers.

Wgj tliereforej are of opinion that the plaintiff is entitled to 
relief. We think that the relief should take the form of a 
declaration and a modified injunction. We pass the following 
decree;

This Court doth declare that the defendants are not entitled 
to cut off the water-supply to the plainbitFs house and doth 
restrain the defendants from cutting off such supply. And thin 
Court doth decree that the defendants do pay the costs of the 
plaintiff throughout and this decree shall be without prejudice 
to the future exercise by the defendant.  ̂ of any powers vested 
in them at any time by statute or rules thereunder or by 
contract.

Decree modified,
G. B'. R,
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[On appeal from the Higli Court of Bombay.]

J^residenc  ̂Banks Aet { X I  of 1876), section S0~lhmlc of Bomhay—M g U of a 
slm'eJiolder to iyispect reguter ofShmxJwldefsoft'he Banh— Object of such 
inspeatio'ii—Common Icitv right of memler of Corporation to inspect hooks of 
fie Corporation—Oompwws’ Acts iX of 1866), sealionfiol, (VI of 1882)  ̂
seotion

TKa respondent as a sliarelioldex in tho appollaut Bank clauuod a right to 
inspect, copy, and make extracts from the register of sliaroholdors which the 
Bank refused to allow, but offered to furnish him with the li»t lio asked for if 
lie could satisfy them that he required it for use in Itis own intcrewls us a ahare- 
liolder^ Without accepting this offer the respondent brought ;i nuit {igaiiisfc 
tire Bank in -whicliiie based his clidin ou irregnlarities which healloged oxiBted 
in the mnageiaent of the B îuk, in the election of Directors and iii other 
matters, and stated that he claimed inspcohion of tho register to enahlo him to

*  i ’r a s c ju f L obh MAOjrAGHTEN, L o ri?'JAM153 ou H eeei'oed, IjOkd  A tkinson, 
Sib  AiriiEfEw So obm , ai:d S ib  Ab x h u b  W ilson.
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eonlmutiicate witli the otter sliateliolders and oMain ’fcb.eii* assent to jesolutions 
for improvement in the BanVs niamgement to be proposed at a futvixe meet
ing. The iirst Ootirfc dismissed tlie suit, but the Higli Court on its Appellate 
Side reversed that decision and passed a decree giving the respondent without 
any restriction ike tlgbt to inspect, copy and extract from the register which 
he had originally demanded from the Bank.

lUld, by the Judicial Committee that the suit should bo treated accoriing to 
the principles regulating an application for a writ of mandamus, and in that 
riew the respondent was not entitled to auceoed unless he showed clearly that 
lie had the specific right to enforce which he asked for the interference of the 
Oourtj that he had claimed the exorcise of that right and nona other, and that 
liis claim had been refused.

In this case there was no statute giving him an unrestricted right, the 
appellant Bank (which was incorporated under Act X I  of 1876) being by 
section 231 of the Compauies’ Act, 1866, and section 256 of the Oompaniaa’ Act, 
1882, expi’essly exempted from the operation of those statutes.

The result of the authorities as to the nature and extent of the common law 
right which every naenxber of a corporation has to inspect the documents of the 
corporation was that “  the privilege of inspection was confined to cases whei'e 
the member of the corporation has in vie?? some definite right ox objeoti of his 
own, and to those documents which would tend to illustrate such right or 
o’bjeot.”

Taylor on Evidexice, 10th Edition (1906), Volume II, paragraph 1495, 
referred to.

Qn the evidence the respondent had not brought himself within the pritt- 
ciples 80 laid down and his claim should therefore not bo allowed.

Mea v. Merchant Tailors Compm'^W followed.

Ho was nob entitled to the extended right given him by the decree of the 
appellate Court, and the limited and qualified right contended for in the 
suit was never put forwarder insisted on before action brought nor was any 
claim baaed on it ever refused.

A ppeal from a decree (22nd January 1907) of the High 
Court at Bombay in its Appellate Jurisdiction '.•which reversed a 
decree (6th August 190(5) of the same Court in its ordinary 
Original Civil Jurisdiction and decreeing the respondents suit
with coats.

The judgment of the original Court (ScoiT, J.) which was 
eventually upheld by the Privy Council states the facts 
wufficiently for the purposes o£ this report, and was aa follows !■—
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The plaintiff sues tbo Bank of Bombay for a declaration that 
he is entitled at all reasonable times to inspect the register of 
shareholders of the Bank and copy and take extracts from the 
said register and for an order that the Bank do give him such 
inspection and allow such copies and extracts.

The Bank is a corporation to which the Indian Companies 
Act does not apply. It po&sesses by virtue of the Presidency 
Banks Act, 18V6, the right powers and iiinnunities incident by 
law to a corporation aggregate. The plaintiff is the owner o£ 
one share in the Bank and is therefore a member of the 
ccrporation. The suit has been instituted as tho result of 
correspondence between the plaintiff and the Secretary of Bank 
which took place in June and July of this year,

“  The first letter dated the 4th of Juno refor'S to a verbal refusal 
by the Secretary on tho 1st of June to allow the plaintill' to take 
a list of the shareholders with their addresses and clo.sos with a 
request that such liwt may bo furnished to him on -pjiyiuent for 
the same.

On the 7th June the Secretary wrote on tho in.strnctions of 
the Directors that there was no provision in the Presidency 
Banks Act as to the right of a shareholder to claim such a list 
but in order to enable the Birectors to deoido deliuitoly on the 
requisition the plaintiff was asked to state for what purpose and 
under what authority the list was required and clairnoJ.

To this the plaintiff replied on 16th by threatening legal action 
to compel the Bank to furnish the list or to give him inspection, 
and he added that he was informed that the Bank had famished 
such lists in other cases.

On the 21st the Secretary replied that such a list was fciupplied 
to a shareholder a few years ago on his satisfying the. 15oard that 
the purpose for which he required it was a legitimate one and in 
his bond fide interest as a shareholder. Tho Secretary added 
* the Directors will be pleased to comply with j'our request if 
you will be good enough to similarly satisfy them that you 
tequirethe list for use iff your interests as a shareholder/

the 5th July the plaintiff replied, ‘ It is unfair to me to bo 
iasked why 1 require the iuspe ĉtion. There have been gross



irregularities in. the management of the Bank, in the election of 
the Directors  ̂ in the manner the Directors act, and other matters, B \ n k  o»  

and you preclude me from communicating with the shareholders 
or taking concerted action by withholding the inspection.
Please take notice that I have instructed solicitors to prepare 
papers to file a suit which will be done within 3 days from this 
date unless the inspection is given to me before then/

Inspection was not given, no further communication passed 
between the plaintiff and the Bank, and the suit was instituted 
on the 11th of July.

“ The law as to the right to inspect .and copy corporate oi 
public documents is thus stated by Lindley, L, J,, in Mviier v.
Eastern anil Midlands "Uailway Comjimy ‘ Where the right 
to inspect and take a copy is expressly conferred by statute the 
limit of the right depends on the true construction of the statute.
When the right to inspect and take a copy is not expressly 
conferred the extent of such right depends on the interest which 
the applicant has in what he wants to copy, and on what is 
reasonably necessary for the protection of such interest. The 
common law right to inspect and taEe copies of public documents 
is limited by this principle, as is shown by the judgment in 
Rex V. JuHices o f Shffordsldre ; so is the common law right 
of the member of a corporation to inspect and take copies of the 
documents of the corporation; Bex v, Menlmii Tailors  ̂ Com" 
f}miy ̂

In the present case there is no right of inspection by statute, 
and the plaihtifFs claim depends upon his common law right as 
a member of the corporation to inspect and take copies of its 
documents. In the case of 'Rê  v. Merclimit Tailors'* Company 
referred to by Lindley, L. J,, it was held that the Court will not 
grant an application ‘by members of a corporate body for a 
mandamtis to inspect the documents of the corporation unless it 
is shown that such inspection is necossary with reference to 
some specific dispute or question depending in which the parties

«
(1) (1888) 38 Cb. 1), 03 (lOG). (2) (1837) 0 Ail. & K  84,

W) (183X*2 B.& Ad.ll5.
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1908. applying are interested and the inspection will then only be 
granted to snch extent as may be necessary for the jDarticular 
occasion.

'''■ What then was the plaintiffs interest for the protection of 
which inspection of the share register was reasonably necessaiy 
when he instituted this suit ?

The letters to which I have referred were the only materials 
which the Directors of the Bank had before them to enable 
them to judge of the plaintiff^s right and on those materials in 
my opinion they rightly held that the plaintiflf had disclosed 
nothing sufficiently definite to entitle him to claim inspection. 
There was therefore no improper refusal to grant inspection,

“ I therefore find on the 1st issue that the plaintiff had at the 
date of the filing of this suit no cause of action against the 
Bank, This is enough to dispose of the suit but Counsel for the 
Bank has stated that the Directors do not wish to raise any 
fractious opposition but desire to know what their position is in 
such cases. I cannot give any judgment; which will extend 
beyond this particular case but the second issue enables ine to 
investigate more minutely the basis of the plaintiff’s claim.

The issue is  ̂whether the plaintiff required inspccfcion for the 
protection of his own interests or for any other reasonablo 
purpose ? ^

The plaintiff^s Counsel did not lead any evidence on the point 
but tendered the plaintiff for cross-examination. In cross- 
examination it appeared that the plaintiff is at present actively 
litigating as respondent in an appeal to the Privy Council in 
which the Bank is a formal party. The appeal referred to is in 
the suit of Suleman Somji (the present plaintiff) against Rahim- 
tulla and others the facts and arguments in which arc stated at 
length in the judgment of Chandavarkarj J’., G Bom. L. 11* 800. 
From that report it appears that the plaintiff and his full 
brotbeTS claimed as legatees under their father^s will priority to 
an equitable mortgage effected in favour of the Bank of Bombay 
by their half brothers  ̂the executors 6f their father’s will. It 
appears from the report at page 809 that the plaintiffs alleged 
that the Bank had actual notice of their claim as legatees with
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a charge through. Ahmedbhoy Habibbhoy, 0110 of the Bank’s 
Directors, They also alleged (see page 819) that the Bank 
having no confidence in their title had transferred their interest 
to the defendant Dwarkadas Dharamsey who was the nominee 
o£ Ahmedbhoy Habibbhoy. Dwarkadas Dharamsey is the 
appellant in the Privy Council.

‘^On the 18th of April 1906 the plaintifi became a shareholder 
in respect of one share in the Bank and he states that in the 
same month he was informed by brokers that there were irregu
larities in the management of the Bank in that the Bank had in 
contravention of its byelaws advanced more than it is autho
rized to advance to Bansilal Abirchandj Bomanji Binaliaw Petit 
Sons & Co., and Ahmedbhoy Habibbhoy. He also complains 
that the Directors get themselves elected by the aid of shares 
standing in the names of nominees and that there are only 7 
instead of 9 Directors the full number permitted by the Act and 
he says he wishes to bring in 2 respectable men as additional 
Directors.

“  The plaintiff says he is not on very hostile terms with any 
Director.

The suggestion appearing on the face of the cross-examination 
is that the plaintiff does not claim inspection bond Me for the 
protection of any interest which is in jeopardy but merely 
wishes to cause annoyance to the Bank officials and particularly 
to Ahmedbhoy Hubibbhoy who is one of the Directors. The 
inconvonience of allowing inspection and copying of the share 
register or of furnishing a copy thereof is not serious and the 
Court would as a matter of course order it if it were required 
with reference to any specific dispute or question in which the 
plaintiff is loud Jicle interested.

But the Bank have never been asked whether there is any 
foundation for the charge of infringement of the byelaws and 
their Counsel has stated that a perfectly good answer to the 
charge could if necessary be given. The plaintiff however 
wishes to canvass an opposition to tjie Directors before he has 
taken any reasonable measures to ascertain whether there is any 
ground for his complaint.
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The alleged use of the votes of the nominees, if ifc be a fact̂  
is perfectly lawful since under section 22 of the Act the Bank 
is not affected by notice of any trust tp which a share may be 
subject in the hands of the registered holder.

The statement that the plaintiff intended to bring on to the 
Board two additional Directors does not indicate any irregularity 
or dispute and it is to be observed that the plaintiff is not 
entitled to vote at any meeting since he does not hold a sufficient 
interest in corporation. See section 56 of the Act.

I am forced to the conclusion that the plaintiff does not require 
the inspection for the protection of any interest of his which is 
in jeopardy or with reference to any specific dispute in which he 
is interested but that he desires it for the reasons suggested by 
Counsel for the defendants to which I have already referred.

I therefore find issue 2 in the negative and on issue 3 I find 
that the plaintiff is not entitled to the relief claimed and I dis
miss the suit with costs.̂ ^

From that decision the plaintiff appealed and the appeal came 
before Chandavaricar  and B atty , JJ., who reversed the decree 
of SooTT, J.j and allowed the plaintiflf’s claim in full The ease 
before the appellate Court is reported in I. L. E,. 81 Bom, S19.

On this A ppeal .

K. and Frank Russell, 1{, 0., for the appellants con
tended that the shareholders of the Bank were not entitled 
under the Presidency Banks  ̂ Aet (XI of 1876), nor under the 
Common Law to inspection of the Bank/s register of share
holders  ̂ or to copy or take extracts therefrom. Eeforence was 
made to the Presidency Banks'’ Act, 1876, sectioua 1, 7, 17, 22,
876, and 68; Companies  ̂ Aet (X. of 1866) sections 31 and 2 3 1 » 
Companies Act (VI of 1882), sections 55 and 2r»G (it being' 
pointed out that the provisions of the two last named Acts were 
expressly not applicable to the appellant Bank)  ̂ Ecx w Mcr  ̂
ckani Tdhrs^ Compan̂ ^̂ '>; Mid In u  Even if any
such, right existed it was S3>ibject to a power in the Directors of 
the Bank acting in the dond fide exercise of their diseretion to

a) (1831) 2B,&*Aa. 115. ■ (15) (18C1) 81 h. J. N. (>. B. S3.
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refuse to allow sucii inspection to be made or copies or extracts 
to be taken. la  their case moreover the respondent did not 
require inspection for any reasonable or proper purpose, as for 
instance the protection of any specific interest of his own as a 
shareholder of the Bank. The appellant Bank, while denying 
his right to inspect the register at all reasonable times, offered 
to give him such inspection if he could satisfy them that ho 
required for use in his interest as a shareholder. The respond
ent’s reply was to bring this action. The decree of the appellate 
Court was wrong as being too wide, it should at all events have 
been confined to '.the actual occasion and the facts before the 
Court. It was submitted that that decree should be set aside, 
and that the reasons given in the judgment of the first Court 
(Scott, J.) were correct and that his decree should be upheld on 
this appeal.

Do Qruyther, K, C., and 8. A. for the respondent con
tended that under the circumstances he was entitled as oE right to 
the inspection claimed by him of the register of shareholders 
of the appellant Bank. He gave his reasons for wanting inspec
tion in his letter to the Bank of 5th July 1906 in which he said, 
“  there have been gross irregularities in the management of the 
Bank,in the election of Directors, in the manner the Directors act, 
and other matters, and you preclude me from communicating 
with the shareholders or taking concerted action by withholding 
the inspection One shareholder was entitled to communicate 
with his co-shareholders as to matters 'concerning their mutual 
interests in the management of the Bank, and for that purpose 
had a right to know who they were, information he could only 
got by inspecting the register kept by the Bank. Eeference 
was made to Mntler v. Eastern and Midlands Railway Compaiî ^̂ . 
It was also contended that the Presidency Banks' Act, 1876, 
did not deprive the respondent of the statutary right of inspec
tion conferred on him by the Indian Oompanies  ̂ Act (VI of 
18S2); and reference was made to other Bank Acts VI of 1839, 
section 11, and IV of 1S62, section IS. \LeveM, K. 0., those 
Acts relate to the Bank of Bengal, noffto that of Bombay.] The
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principles are the same with regard to all the Presidency Banks. 
It is not suggested that any interest ol' the Bank or of the 
sharehoklers would be prejudiced if the respondent were allowed 
inspection of the register of shareholders. The reasons given, 
the authorities cited, and the concliiaions arrived at, in the 
judgment appealed from, it was aubuiitted, were correct as to 
the right of the respondent to inspection and that decision should 
be upheld.

ZeveUf K, C*, replied.
190S, Jime2n(L-~Tl\Q judgment of their Lordships was deliver

ed by
Loed Ai 'KINRON :—This is an appeal from a decree dated 

the 22nd January 1907 pronounced by the High (Jourb of 
Judicature at Bombay (sitting in Appeal iTOin its (Ji’ig'inal Oivil 
Jurisdiction)^ by which a decreo dated tlie 6tli August 1900 
of the High Court (sitting in its Ordinary Original Civil Juris* 
diction) was reversed and set aside. By this latter dect’co thn 
respondent’s action was dismissed witli costs.

The respondent is a holder of one share in the appellant 
Company, the Bank of Bombay, one of the Banks incorporated 
in 1876 by tlie Indian Statute of that year ontitleil the Presi
dency Banks Act, 1876.

It was suggested that the respondent purchased this share for 
tlie purpose of causing annoyance to the Bank owing to the 
fact that some other litigation to which he was a party had been 
instituted against the Bank and -waa still pending. There was 
no satisfactory evidence given to sustain this allegation.

From the correspt)ndence which took place between the 
respondent and the Bank before the institution of this suit, it 
is; in the opinion of their Lordships, perfectly plain that the 
respondent claimed a right to inspect the register of the share- 
Mders of the Bank, and to be supplied with a Hat of such 
shareholders  ̂ as absolute and unqualified, as is that eonfcrred 
on the shareholders of joint stock companies in this country by 
section 82 of the Companies Act, 1862, or in India by section 31 
of the Indian Companies Act, 1866, and section 55 of the Indian 
Companies Act, 1882,
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Ifc must be taken that tlie appellants refused to recognize this 
absolute and uncinalified rigbt, or to comply with the claim 
based upon itj but in their letter of the 21st June 1906  ̂which 
conveyed this refUvSal, they informed the respondent that they 
would be pleased to furnish him with the list he asked for if he 
would satisfy them that he required it for use in his own 
interests as a shareholder. It is, therefore, clear that, before 
action brought, the qualified and restricted right to inspect and 
take extracts from the register contended for in argument on 
behalf of the respondent was never asserted, nor any limited 
demand based upon it ever made or refused.

In the statement of claim the respondent  ̂ for the first time, 
endeavoured explicitly to base his right and title to inspect  ̂
copy, and take extracts, from the register on some definite 
matters in which he himself was interested. He alleges therein 
that he had observed irresjularities in the management of theo o
Bank; in the election of its Board of Directors, in the advancing 
of large’sums of money to its Directors  ̂ and in other mattersj 
and that he desired an inspection of the register to enable him 
to communicate with the other shareholders and, if possible  ̂
obtain their assent to certain resolutions for the better manage  ̂
ment of the affairs of the Bank and the removal of some of the 
Directors, which he intended to propose at the general meeting 
of the shareholders to take place on the 9th August 1906. But 
though this is the purpose for which, and the occasion on whichj 
lie claimed the right to inspect, copy, and take extracts from 
the register  ̂ the decree of the Court of Appeal contains no 
restriction whatever. It is couched in the widest terms. It 
ignores both the occasion and the purpose, and declares expressly 
that the respondent, as long as he is a shareholder of the Bank, 
is entitled at all reasonable times to inspect the register of 
shareholders of the Bank, and to copy and take extracts from 
the said register, and it then proceeds to order that the Bank do 
give such inspection aud do allow the respondent, as long as lie 
is a shareholder of the Bank/to take copies of and extracts from 
the register, and then restrains the Bank from preventing the 
respondent, as long as ho is a shareholder of the Bank, from, 
having access at all reasonal l̂e times to the register, for the:
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purpose of inspection and perusal, and from preventing the 
respondent  ̂ as long as he is a shareholder of the Bank, from 
taking copies of and extracts from the regi ĵter.

This suit is in truth in its nature; though not in its form, 
somewhat of the character of an application for a writ of 
mandamus, and tine principles regulating the issue of that preroga
tive writ should, their Lord whips think, apply to a groat extent 
to the granting of the relief prayed for in sxicli a suit as this. 
One of these principles is this, that the writ will not he allowed 
to issue unless the applicant shows clearly that he has the 
specific legal right to enforce which ho asks for the iiitcrfercuco 
of the Court, that lie has claimed to exercise that right and none 
other, and that his claim has been refused. Nothing less, there
fore  ̂ than the absolute right claimed b}̂  the respondent in the 
correspondence above referred to eould justify the dccreo appeal
ed from in its present wide and unrestricted form. Wow by 
section 231 of the above-mentioned Indian Act of 1866 and 
section 25G of the above-mentioned Act of 1882, the appellant 
"Bank is expressly exempted from the operation of each of those 
statutes.

There is no statute confermng on the members of this eorpof'* 
ation a right to inspect, coi ŷ, or take extracts from, tlic register 
of its shareholders or any other document belonging to it. The 
only right the re.spondent can have, therefore, against the Bank 
in reference to such matters, is that which at common law 
belongs to every member of a corporation. Their I’jordships 
have been referred to several authorities in which the nature, 
extent, and measure of this right is explained and deiined. The 
learned Judges in the Bombay Court of Appeal have referred to 
others. Rew v. Wilts and Ber'k̂  Gatial j liV//. v,
lew.idam Union̂ K̂ The result of the authorities is summed up, 
in their Lordships  ̂ view correctly, in “  Taylor on Evidoneo/^ 
Vok 2̂  par. 1495 (10th Edition, 1006) in tho words followhig ;«*—

On the application o f a member, tlw King’n I’oswli l)ivi;-iiou ^vill, iu geuoral, 
grant ft lule for a limikd, insjpeciion of the docmucntH of iho corporutiun, if 
l b  /be shown, that 811011 inspooti%u is reqiiisito wilii ruferuiico oiiher to an action 
theateatitutedj'or atleast to some specific dlfjputo or (ptestiou dopoiicliny in

Cl) (183S) 3 A. & fc 477. [1897] I, Q. B. #y.
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■wWoli tlie applioaBt is interested; but, oven in this case, the inspection will 
be granted to sucli an extent only as may Toe necessary for the particnlav 
occasion. The lu le was formerly sonaetimas laid down more broadly, and the 
liixiguago ascribed to the Court in one or two eases, might almost lead to the 
iu fex ’eiiGo, that members of a corporation have an absolute right, wlieiiever 
they think fit, to  inspect all papers belonging to the aggregate body. But any 
such dootriiie is now exploded; and the privilege o f inspection is contiued 
to cases where the member of the corporation has in view some definite,right or 
object o f Iiis own, and to those documents whioli would tend to illnstrate such 
right or objeut.”

The strictnesH with which these limitations on the general 
and unqualified right of inspection are insisted on may he aptly 
illustrated by the case of 'Bese v. Mmxliant Tailofi CoŜ '̂  In 
that case certain members of a corporation claimed the right to 
inspect all the documents belonging to that body on the grounds 
(1) that they had heard and believed the revenues of the corpor
ation were misapplied through the malpractices of those who 
managed the corporation's affairs j (2) that the fines for admitting 
freemen and liverymen to the corporation had been unnecessarily 
and improperly raised j (3) that lavish expenditure had taken 
place (in some instances to the applicants’ own knowledge) 
without the consent of the majority of the members of the 
corporation; (4) that a clerk of the corporation had, as the 
applicants had heard and believed, recently misappropriated 
funds of the company to a large amount, but that no accounts 
or information had been laid before the freemen or liverymen by 
which they could have ascertained the amount of the defalca
tions ; and that they (the applicants) could not ascertain, unless 
they were allowed to look at the documents mentioned, whether 
the corporate funds had been properly applied and accounted 
for or not.

Every member of the corporation in this case obviously had 
an interest in each of the matters mentioned, but none of the 
applicants had in any of them any special interest different from 
that of his fellow members, nor had they any definite purpose, 
or object, in obtaining the inspection asked for other than (in 
the words of Littledale, J.) to see “ if by.possibility the Company's 
affairs may be better administered than they think they are at
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present.’' And the writ of mcmdamus was accordingly refused 
in this case.

At the trial no witneBS 'other than the respondoiii was 
ducedj and he w a s  only tendered for eross-cxaniination. Ho 
,■stated that he had heard tlirougli brokers that the Bank had 
advanced 6 lacs of rupees to three poraons whom, lie named 
that at elections the Directors transferred shares to noniineew 
who voted for them (a practice not in itself illegal); that there 
were now only seven Directors, instead of the maximum nine ; 
that lie intended to bring in two respectable people, and that he 
had in the correspondence given his reasons for asking inspeoUoii, 
It is clear on this evidence that the respondent had no special 
interest in any of the matters he complained of, or any interest 
other than, or difterenfc from, that oi‘ each member of the corpor“ 
ation, and that he had no definite right or oltject of his own to 
aid or serve in asking for inspection of the register, or right or 
object which the register would illustrate | but that, on the 
contrary, his object was similar to that of the applicants in Max 
V. The Merchant Tailors' CoŜ \ namely, to obtain the inspection 
in order to communicate with the shareholders with the view 
of securing their help in bringing about an improvement in the 
administration of the corporation's affairs.

Their Lordships think that, on this point, the ease is covered 
by the authority of Mes) v, The Merchant Tailorŝ  GoP-\ that the 
respondent is not in law entitled to the extended right to which 
the decree declares him to be entitlcdj that the limited and 
qualified right contended for at the trial was never put forward, 
or insisted on, before action brought, or any claim based upon 
it ever refused, and they are, therefore, of opinion that the 
decree appealed from is erroneous and should be reversed with 
costs, and the judgment and order of Mr. Justice Scott restored. 
They wall humbly advise His Majesty accordingly. The respond
ent must pay the costs of this appeal.

Appeal allowed.
Solicitors for the appellants;— Cameron̂  Kmm Co.
Solicitors for the respondent;— ĉ' Laiiey,

J, V.
(1) ; (1881) 2 B? & All 110.


