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Judges who decided the oase wuiS nob drawo io the iaapplicjability 
of the presumptions and d o ctrin e s as fco paaalfcies fcberein relied on  

to CHS6S of forfeiture of depoaifis, and fcheir decision if ifc proceeds 
Eolely on these docfcrioes cannofc, as iacoasisfcaofe wi!;h the well 
esfcabliehed view of tha law on the point, ba followed.

The appeal ia dismissed with cosfca.

Metsrs. Orr, David Briohtwell— Attorneys for regpondeDfc.

]£06 
August '21.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Mr. Jti&iic'i Davies and Mr. Justice Benson.

M A N I C K A M  P I L L A I  (P l a i i s t i f f ), A p p e l l a n t ,

t).
RAMALINGA P IL LA I a n d  o t h e r s  (D e f e n d a n t s  N op, 2 a n d  3), 

R e s p o n d e n t s .®

Hindu Law—Reversionary rifjh t, nature o f ~ T r a m f e r  of P ro p arty Ad  
I V  0 /1882 ,  s. 6.

The right of a proBunaptivo reversionary heir under Hindu Law is no moro 
than a sjjes siicc^'ssionis or expectancy of sinoaedinE; to the property. Such 
expecbancy cannot be tranaferred under aeotion 6 of the Transfer of Property' 
Act.

Su it  to recover landa. The lands were purchased by the plaintiff, 
from the nearest presumptive reversioner, whilsn they were in the 
possession of the widow of the last male owner. The firafe i&suo 
wae, whether the plaintiff acquired any right under tha sUe.

Both the lower Oourfca dismissed fcbe plaintil!'’s suit.

Plaintiff preferred this second appeal.

B. Kuppusivami Ayyar for appellan t.

K. S Bamaswami Sastri for respondenls.

JUDGMEi^T.— The reversioner had nothing to sell. The right? 
of a presumptive reversionary heir under t*ho Hindu law ia no mor& 
than a spss successi.onis or expectancy of succeeding to tha property. 
This has been clearly ruled by the Privy Council in Bahadur Singh

* Second Appeal No. 404 of 1903, presented against the decree of M .B.Ry. 
P. B» GuEumurti, Subordinate Judge of Kurabakonam, in Appeal Suit No. 2bO of 
J902, preeented against tbe decree oi Syed Tnjuddin Sahib, CistiEiot Mansif oS 
Nfcgapatam, in Original Suit No. 413 of 19Q0.
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V. Mohay  S ing h  (L), Su gq an expaisfcauey oannoti ba transferred M&NicKAaii 

uodar section 6 of the rransfeu of Propeirfcy Act [Narasimham v,
Madmarayulu ( 2 ) ] ,  S a m a l i n g a

PlLEiAl.
Wa dismiss the second appeal with costs.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before StJ S. Subrahmania Ayyar, Officiating Ohief Justice, 
and Mr, Justice Sankamn Nair.

BAJAMMA (P e t i t i o n e r ), A p p e l l a n t s ,

V.

R AM AKRISH N AYYA a n d  a n o t h e r  (E e s p o n d e n t s ), 

E e s p o n d b n t s .*

Hi du Law-AcQuisitioHS out o f salary, prima faoia separate proy&rhj‘-Succession 
Certificate Act V II o j  1889, s. Id—Discretion o f  Court in granting certificate.

Money connected with iasuranoe, the pcemia foe wliioh are paid out o! the 
salary of a deceased Hindu, \^§rima facie his separate property.

Mahadeva Pandia v. Rama Harayana Pandia, (13 75), followed.

Where aa application for a sueoessioti certifioaie uader Act VII of I8fl9 by 
the widow of the deceased in respect of such money is opposed by hia brofehec on 
the sole ground thal; the daceaaed was educated at the family expanse, fcho certi- 
floate ought to issue in favour of the widow.

A p p l i c a t i o n  under Aofc V II of 1889 by tha widow of a deceased 
Hindu for a esrtjificate to. enable her fco oollecfc fehe monies due on 
policies of insuranca standing in the name of the deceased, as his 
heir aa well as legatee under bis last will and tesfcatnenfc.

The brother of the deceased opposed the application on the 
ground that the policies ware loiat family property to which he 
wag entitled by survivorahip. Ha prayed foy a eerbifioate in favour 
of himself.

The District Judge granted tha cerfcifioate to the brother.

The wid iw preferred this appeal to the High Court,

1905 
August 16.

I.L .R ., 24 All., 94. (2) 13 M .L.J., 323,
* CAvil Misoallaneous Appeal Nos, 7 and 8 of 1905, pceaented against the 

order of H. 0 . D. Harding• E .q ., Disfctict Judge of South Canara, dated the H4h 
and 15th November 1904, in Original PqtittQnH Noa, 11? and 1^9 of 1904, 
leBpeOtively.


