


2. It nppears to the Board that exemption c-oiild have been claimed and 
'—^  allowed ; and tliey are disposed ncnv to alloiv a refund vinder section 32 (a) of
'in  rr ' roaster is of importance and as it touches a function of

oR-K-ers of the Hon'ble High Court, the Board think it right to refer tho case 
for the decipion f>f the Court' under section 57 (1) of the Act.

W. C. MACPHERSON,
Member of fJte Board of Eevem/e, L. P.”

Tlie exemption to Article 30, Sclieduie I of the Indian Stamp 
Act of 1899, is as follows :—

“  Entry of an advocate, vakil or attorney on the roll of any High Court, 
when ho has provii>nsly been enrolled in a High Court/’

Mr. C. C. Ghose, for Mr. Baxter, the petitioner. It is sub­
mitted that this matter falls within the terms of the exem|>tion 
to Article 30, Schedule I of the Indian Stamp Act of 1899. 
The exemption must be read in its ordinary meaning. The peti­
tioner, having been previously enrolled in the Calcutta High 
Court as an attorney, was exempted from the payment of any 
fee on his entry on the roll as an advocate : In re Parthasaradi 
(1). The petitioner is entitled to a refund of the sum of 
Rs. 500 which he paid on his enrolment as an advocate.

The judgment of the Court was delivered by
H akington A.C.J. We agree in , the view expressed by 

the Board that exemption could be claimed and allowed in the 
case of Mr. Baxter. We accordingly direct that the suin of 
Rs, 500 paid by him when he was enrolled as an advocate of 
this Court be refunded.

Attorneys for the petitioner : B. N. Base & Co.

(I) (1884) I. L .B. 8 Mad. 14,'
S' c.

CALCUTTA SERIES. [VOL. X XX V l.


