YOL. XIIL ] MADRAS SERIES. i1

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Sir Avthur J. H, Cellins, Kt., Ohicf Justice, and
My, Justice Parker,

RAVUTHA KOUNDAN (Dzrespant No. 2), APPELLANT,
AR

MUTHU KOUNDAN axv oreERs (PrAmvrires), RESPoNDENTS

Regulation VI of 1881, s. 3~Suit for a declaration as to land olleged to be naitamai
maniyums—Jirisdiction of Revenue Courts—Res judicata—Civié Procedure Code,
8 13,

Suit to cstablish plaintiffs’ title fo certain land alleged by the defendants, whe
wero the Seeretary of State for India in Conncil and the nattamaigar of a certain
village, {0 be maniyam land attached to the office of the second defendant, and
previously held o be such by a Rovenue Court : ‘

Held, the Court was not precluded either by Regmlation VI of 1831, 5. 3, or by
the decision of the Revenue Courb from granting the declaration prayed fox.

Szconn aPpEAL against the decree of T. Weir, District Judge of
Madura, in appeal suit No. 57 of 1886, reversing the decree of
P. 8. Gurumurthi Ayyar, District Munsif of Tiromangalam, in
original suit No, 40 of 1885,

The plaint alleged that certain land therein referred to was
the ancestral property of the plaintiffs’ family, and that the
Deputy Collector in suit No. 8 of 1883 under Regulation VI of
1831 decided that they were maniyam lands attached to the office
of nattamaigar which was the office of defendant No. 2, and
prayed for a declaration of the plaintiffs’ title.

The District Munsif dismissed the suit. On appeal the Dis-
triet Judge reversed the decree of the District Munsif and granted
the declaration prayed for.

Defendant No. 2 preferred this appeal n,ga.mst fhe decree of
the District Judge.

" Ranw Rau for appellant.

Mahadeva Ayyar snd Rangacheryar for respondents,

JupeneNT.—Regulation VI of 1831, section 8, bars the right

of the ordinary Courts to investigate elaims to the possession of, -

% Becond Appeal No. 547 of 1887,
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or succession to, certain hereditary offices and their emoluments,
but otherwise does not interfere with the ordinary jurisdiction of
the vegular Courts. This is not such a suit, and we see no reason
to hold that by that Regulation the ordinary Courts are debarred
from entertaining a suit to declare what are the emoluments of
the office.

Nor will the plea that, this point has alveady been decided by
a Revenue Court of concurvent jurisdiction avail, for the Revenue
Courts have not authority under Regulation VI of 1831 to deter-
mine such a suit as the present.

[Their Lordships next proceeded to dispose of various other
questions raised on this second appeal and passed a decree dis-
missing the second appeal with costs. |

APPELLATE CIVIL,

Bejore Mr. Justice Parker and My, Justice Wilkinson.

SAMINATHA (PrAINTIFF), APPELLANT,
7,

VIRANNA (Durevpanr), RESPONDENT. ¥

Rent Revorery Ael——det TIIT of 1865 (Madras), s. 9— Tender of palta by post,

A landlord sont o patte by post to his {enant, who declined to receive it
ITerd, the tonder of the patta by post was not suflicient Lo support a suit under
3. 9 of the Rent Recovery Act.

Sucoxn areEAl aguinst the decree of T. Weir, District Judge of
Maduzra, in appeal suit No. 532 of 1887, affirming the decree of
M. Tillainayakam Pillai, Deputy Collector of Madura, in summary
suit No. 41 of 1887,

Swit by a landlord under the Madras Rent Recovery Act,
8. 9, to compel the acceptance of a patta by the defendant. The
lower courts decreed in favor of the defendant, and the plainéiff
preferred this second appeal.

Subramanyd Agynr for appellant. -

Bhashymm Ayyangar for respondent,

# Second Appeal No, 884 of 1888,



