
Ba^a ot aucfcion-parcliaser has no abaolufce riglit to it a being coafirmed 
K.\iAHAaa'i vsrliere there ar3 irreg'iilafities in tlio Ooart's actiou. There is a, 

M a h a r a j a  o P  considerable diffareuce between an auofeioa-purcliaser'’a rights 
Vj3mkatasibi9' affcei’ the ooaliriixabiaa of the sale. Wheru fchare has
BisNsoN AND beeix subsfcanfcial irreofalaricy ia pablishiii^ or ooaducfciiii? a sale

SUNDARA ° T , T • 1 1 ,
A y y a s ,  j j .  and material injury has been suiiered by the jadgineut-debtor in 

oonseqaence  ̂ the aactioa-pnrchaaer has no right to tlie confirma” 
tion. We must therefore reverse the order of the lovvex' Court and 
set aside the sale. The case is not one in which we should make 
any order as to costs eifclier in this or in the lower Court. The 
parchase money should be refunded to the auotiua-purohasor.
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APPJl]LLATE iJ iV iL ,

Bejore Mr, Justice 8ank<irtm Nair and Air. J unkce 
ISmlasiva Ayyar,

December 9 K A IiA y A N A  A i^ A t i  AND Xlllilim 01'lli!JIŴ (DKj('t!;N UANIS

iN03. 'd 'i'O t)) , AprjSLLANTS,and 
19 LS 

April 30,

E A M A  A IY A H / and I’W'O OI’HEKS (PliAlĴ X'HM)' a n d  Dni-’BHiUNTS 
Wus. 1 AND 2), iieSPONDEKTS.*

L im ita tion  A ct (iP'' oj 1877), aria, 120 a n d  app lica b ility  of—S u it by 0110 

adopted la ter to set aside hin m aternal ijrandinuthnr's a lienation  after her 
d e a th —A ttestation and r&titication by next pfesiim ptive  reversioners to a 
fem ale’s alienation^ ejf'ect of,

A .Hinda 'widow sold the suit px'opertics in 1881 and 1889 und died in 1899. 
Her daughter-adopted the plaiatiffi ia 10J3 and ha saod iu l ‘J07 tio aofc iislde tJae 
sales during the life-time oH his adoptive mother.

Held, thai [a) the suit vvu,3 jiot barro l, (6) tliat article 120 and not 125 of 
the Limitation Act waa applicj,bio uad (c)  chat tlie cause of action for the 
plaiatiff to (jaestion the sales aroae only from the date of hia udoptiou when 
alone he became a reversioner.

Of the two suies in tuis ciieo, the ILrat vvaB iusat'ntod to by the dauglitora and 
attested by t>Jie nest male revoi siouer j the eecoud was accpaoHCed in by the 

daughters and in 18t>i laiiiiod by tlie bhcu proamnptivo malo rovoiBioncr.
Held, that ths plaintiff was estopped uiider the cirouaistances from 

questioning the sales as a reversioner.
For the application of article lii5 of the Limitation Act, (a) the suit must be 

ona brought daring the life-timo of tbo ailiouatin^  ̂ female and (b) tlio plaiutiil;

* Second Appeal No. 62 of 191 .̂
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nnist be th.e person, entitled to th.e possession of th.e laud if the female died at 
the date of the institation of the suit.

Cliiruvolu Pumicimma y. Qhii'iivolw Perrazth {IQOG) I.L.Bi., 29 Mad., 390 (F.B.), 
explained and distinguished.

Gajjala, Veerayya Y, Oajjala Gangavima (1912) M.W.N.j 912, Ahinash Ohandra 
Maziomdar v. Rariaath Shaha (19^5) I.L.E,., 32 Calc., 62 at p. 71 and Qovinda, 
Pillai V. TJiayammal (1905) I.L.R., 28 Mad., 57, followed.

Per Sadasiva Ayyak, J.—Consent to aii alienation by the nest reversioner 
and a ratification of past alienations stand on the same footing.

ESect of attestation, by a reTersioner to a female’s alienation considered.

Segosd Appeal against tlie decree of T. D. P. OLDffiELD_, the 
District Judge of Tinaevelly^ in Appeal No. 654 of 1910̂  pre
ferred against the decree of S. Subbayya Sastri, the Additional 
District Munsif of Tiniievelly, in Original Suit No. 19 of 1909.

The defendants Nos. 3 to 6 who are the alienees of the suit 
properties preferred this second appeal. The other facts of the 
case appear from the judgment of Sadasiva Atyab^ J.

T. Bj, Bamachandra Ayyar for the appellants.
G. V. Ananthah'islma A yyar for the respondents.
Sad&siva Ayyar, J.—'The defendants Nos. 3 to 6 are the 

appellants before us® The suit was by a reversioner for a 
declaration that the two alienations of 1881 and 1839 made by a 
widow, Aramvalarthamma], under Exhibits I and II (h) respect
ively, are invalid against the minor plaintiff. Aramvalarth- 
ammal died in 1899, and the next reversioners are her daughters, 
defendants Nos. 1 and 2. The plaintiff is the adopted son 
of the first defendant, having been adopted in May 1903. The 
suit was brought in 1907 within five years of the plaintiif^a 
adoption but more than 12 years from the dates of the alienations 
by the plaintiffs maternal grandmother, Aram.valarfchammal. 
The Lower Appellate Court decreed the plaintiff's suit on the 
following findings and reasonings : —

(а) The alienations under Exhibits I and II (b) were not 
made for purposes binding on the reversioner.

(б) Though the sale under Exhibit I waa attested by the 
next presumptive male reversioner (Aramvalarthammal’s 
brother) and though the next presumptive female reversioners, 
the daughters,, assented to the alienation, and though the male 
reversioner, Ohinna Aiyavu Ay jar, w h o  attested E x h ib it  I, o w n e d  

th e  la n d  n e x t  to  th e  alienated land and w a s u s in g  th e  well on  

t h e  la n d  so ld , it  c a n n o t be h e ld  th a t  th ere  is  a n y th in g  to sh o w

N ’a b a t t in a

, 'V.
R a m a .

S a d a s i v a  
A y y a r ,  J.



398 THE m DIAN LAW REPORTS. [VOL. xxxv iit

V,
E a s ia ,

S a d a siv a  
AYTfAE, J .

N a b a y a n a  affirniatiTely that Chiniia Aiyavn Ayyar niKierstood or considered 
the merits of the sale-deed, Exliibit and hence his mere 
atteatatirai is useless to show that he consonted to tiie alieuatiou.

(c) Exliibit II (h), the alieiiatiori of the plaint properties in 
1889 by Aramvalarthammal, is iirit ii.ttested by the next male 
reversioner thong]! a c q u i e K C e d  iu by the fouiale r e v G i ' s i o i i e r S j  the 
daughters. But the a l i e n e e  u n d e r  Exhibit II (h) resold the 
land and a honse~sit© to Aram.valarth;unmal and her daughter^ 
the second defendantJn 1893 uiulor J^khibita B and II («),and 
the site alone was sold under Exhibit 11 in liil)4 by tlie second 
defendant to the third defendant. 'The plaintiJT̂ s lirst wituesH 
who was the male presuinptire reversioner uu tlie date of Exhibit
II has attested it. He has boon exaioinod as a witness and the 
leai'ned District Judge i-emavhs that tlie i u f e r e u c i o  from his 
attestation is stronger than (;he inl'erenco 1,'roi.n the atjteatiition of 
Ohinna Aiyavii Ayyar to Exhibit I and that nothing directly 
impairing the effect of this attestation was siiggeslied to him by 
the plaintiff or elicited from him. Tlie attestation of Exhibit; II, 
which alienates only the sitO;, by the plaintifPa lirst witness does 
not however involve an inference that the plaintiff’s lirst witness 
ratified the previous alienation under Exhibit II (b) of both the 
land and the site mentioned in the second schedule to the plaint. 
Even as regards the site it is not established that his consent was 
with fall notice and appreciation of the facts. Hence even as 
regards the site in the second schedule, the alienation is invalid.

The Lower Appellate Court did not deal with the question 
of hmitation, bat the District Mimsif held—■

(a) that article 125 of the Limitation Act dooa uot apply 
because it relates to a wait hied during the life of a female alienor 
by the nearest reversioner and in this O:is0, Arainvahir6hamin.al 
had died before this suit was brought ;

(h) that the article applicable is article 1.20, which pre
scribes a period of (i years from the date on which the right to 
sue accrues ;

(e) that though the aiiGnationB took place in 1881 and 1889̂ , 
the right to sue accrued to the plaintiff only when his adoption 
took place and he became the daughter’s son and next male 
reversioner in 1903, an d  that th e  suit b r o u g h t in  1907; within 6 
years, is therefore not barred. The District Mansif further 
rem ark ed  th a t th e  p la in tiff d e r iv e d  h is  t it le  as r e  version er  d ir e c t ly
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from tlie last male owner (his maternal grandfather) and not 
through his adoptive mother, the first defendant.

The defendants Nos. 3 to 6 who are the appellants before as 
contend—

(1) that the suit is barred by limitation as the cause of 
action for all reversioners, even though they may not have been in 
existence, arose on the date of alienation and all had only either
12 yeai’S or 6 years from the^date of alienation to bring' their suit,

(2) that the attestation of the next presumptive reversioner 
in Exhibit I in 1881 should  ̂ in the circumstances, be treated as 
his having consented to the alienation and hence the alienation 
is valid against the reversioner^

(3) that the attestation of Exhibit II by the plaintiff’s iirst 
witness validates the alienation under Exhibit II (6) of both the 
site and the land mentioned in the second schedule, and

(4) that such attestation of Exhibit II in any event 
validated the alienation of the site sold under Exhibit II (and 
alienated under Exhibit II (b) along with another land) as against 
the plaintiff.

First on the question of limitation j this divides itself into 
three sub-heads —

(a) whether article 125 is applicable^
(&) whether article 120 is applicable, and 
(c) when did the cause oî  action arise to the plaintiff? 

whether under article 125 or under article 120.
As regards the first sub-head^ it is clear that the plaintiff 

does not come under the designation of a  person who sues t o  

have an alienation of a, land made by a Hindu female declared 
to be void, while heing himself the ‘person who, i f  the fem ale died 
on the date of insHtuHng the m it, would he entitled to the fosses- 
sion of the land. Article 1 2 5  therefore d o e s  not a p p ly  to the 
present case on two grounds, viz., that the suit is not brought 
during the life of the alienating female and again t h a t  the 
plaintiff was not entitled to t h e  possession of the land a t  t h e  date 
of instituting the suit, as his mother and his aunt were alive. 
The next question is what other article applies to the plaintiff's 
s u i t .  A b  no other specific article applies, article 1 2 0  m u s t  a p p ly .  

The l a s t  question under this heading o f  limitation is, w h e n  does 
the r ig h t  t o  sue accrue u n d e r  t h e  t h ir d  column o f  a r t ic le  1 2 0  P

NAaATAKA
V.

H a m a .

S a d a s iv a  
A ttyab, J .



S a b a s i t a  
A TTAR,  J.

Habatana Now it lias been finally decided tliat (iinloss, as in tlie exceptional 
E a m a  Muiliuswami M udaliar M.as I law < m i {})^ the  presumptive

reversioner brings the suit ex^misdy on htihnlf i f  all the revet- 
doners'), no ancceeding presumptive revei-sionor claims under a 
deceased earlier presumptive reversioner and tliat) each rever
sioner has got his own separate cause of iietion to set aside 
tlie widow ŝ alienation. Tiie lj!.bo,st case in wliicli many of tlie 
authorities Iiave been considered ;ind the above proposition lias 
been re-aiiirnied is Gajjala Yeerayya v. Gajjala Gcmgamma{2). 
But it is argued that tliere is a dictum in the Full Bencli case 
of Chirmolu Pminamma v. Ghirufoolu tliab an
unautiiorised alienation by a qualified owner gives rise to a cause 
of action for a declaratory suit from the date of the alienation 
to all the reversioners/^ In the firsb pltice, the dititum is clearly 
obiter because the question rei'erred to tlie ii'*ull Butioh in that 
case was only whether the decree in a suit by the pre* 
sumptivo reversioner to sot anido an adoplion is re.s judicata 
against succeediug presumptive reversioners, lu the second 
place, the dictum that an unauthorised alienutioni by a qualified 
owner gives rise to a single cause of action to all the rever
sioners cannot be considered to mean that it gives a, cause 
of action to remote or presumptive reversioners who wero 7iot in 
existence on the date of the alienation, thougĥ i as regards remoter 
reversioners who were alive on the date of alienation, their 
causes of action also might have arisen on such date. In 
Gajjala Yeerayya v. Gajjala Ganga7nma{2)y Sundara Ayyar, J,, 
and myself held that  ̂as the remoter reversioner was a minor 
on the date of the alienation  ̂ though he >vas in existence, 
he had three years from his attaining majority (reading article 
125 and section V of the Limitation Act together) to bring his 
own suit to set aside the alienation by the widow, though his 
father  ̂who was the next presumptive reversionot on the date of 
the alienation, might have been barred from bringing such a suit. 
As said by Mukbkjbe, J., in Ahinash Chandra M aztm dar  v. 
Mannath Shaha{4), “ It is only reasonable to hold that the 
right of any reversioner to sue for a declaration cannot acorae 
before he is born, This view is in accord with that taken

400 THE IFDIAN LAW REPORTS. [TOL.iXXSYllI,

(1) (1910) I.L.R., 83 Mad., 842, (a) (1D12) 912,
(3) (1900) I.L.E., 29 Mad,, 390 at p. 411. (4) (1905) I,L.R.> 32 Calo.j 62.
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in Govinda Pillai v. Thayyam m al{l).” Thus even Bolding tliat 
tTie ohite7' dictum of the Fall Beneli in Ghiruvolu Pminamma v. 
CMtu w Iu Ferram{2) should be followed, it might properly be 
restricted to cases where the reversioner who brings a suit to set 
aside the alienation was in existence on the date of the alienation. 
See also Govinda F ilia l v. Thayammal{l), which followed 
BTiagioanta v. Suli}ii{^). It might be argued that, if each pre
sumptive reversioner who was not in esistence on the date of the 
alienation Iiad six years from the date when his right to sue 
accrued {i.e., when he came into existence) to set aside the 
alienation  ̂ numerous suits might be brought as each such 
presumptive reversioner came into esistence. Practically, how
ever, it is very unlikely that, during the remainder of a widow’s 
lifetime after the date of her alienation, more than a very few 
distinct seta of presumptit'e reversioners who were not in exist
ence on the date of her alienation would come into esistence. 
As I have said in Garihapatti Paparayudu  v. Battammal(4i) ; The 
very object of allowing a suit by a contingent reversioner has 
been unfortunately (if I may be permitted to say so) defeated to 
a very large extent by the decisions which are binding on us to 
the effect that the decree passed in favour of, or against such, a 
reversioner is not binding on a remoter reversioner. I might be 
permitted to hope that the Legislature miglit see fit to enact that 
the decree in a suit. bond fide brought and litigated by the then 
nearest reversioner is binding on the remoter reversioners.’  ̂
But so long as the law treats each presumptive reversioner as 
having a separate right to sue in respect of setting aside aliena
tions by the widow, the inconvenience of allowing different suits 
by separate sets of reversioners cannot be avoided. We must 
therefore hold that the plaintiff’s suit is not barred by limitation.

The next question which I shall take up is whether the 
attestation of Exhibit II by the plaintiff’s first witness validated 
the alienation of only the site to which it relates or whether it also 
validated the alienation of the land which along with the house 
site had been alienated under Exhibit II (h). This, of course, 
assumes that the attestation by the plainti:ff’s first witness is proof 
of ratification by him of the alienation under Exhibit II (6) 
of the site alone or of the site and the land. The question of

(1) (1904) I.L.R., 28 Mad., 57 3 s.c. 14 209,
(2) (1906) I.L.R., 28 Mad., 390. (3) (1900) I.L.R,, 22 MU 33,

(4) (1912) m e  at p. i m .

FaBA Y A N A  
t). 

R a m a .

S a d a s iv a  
A y y a b , J ,
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N a k a y a n a

K a m a .

Sab ASIYA 
Ayyar, J.

tlie effect of an attestation ■will be reserved for coiisicleration 
later on. In Raghwpaihi v. K am am m a{l), decided in August 
1912, I  considered tte Full Bencli case of Rmigappa Naih 
Y .  K am ti ]SFm]c(2), and K uppier v. Koita CMnnaramieriS), 
and came to tie  conclusion tliat consent to an alienation by 
tlie next reversioner and a ratification of past alienations 
stand on the same footing’. In tliis case, tlie plaintiff’s first 
witness by attesting Exliibit II could be held to have ratified the 
alienation of only the house site affected by Exliibit II and 
cannot be held to liave ratilied the alienation oF the land not 
affected by Exhibit II, though the -alienations of both the site 
and the land were made by a single document, Exhibit II {h) 
in 1889 to Meenakshisundaratn Ayyar who afterwards sold the 
site alone under Exhibit II in 1894. The only remaining* qnes- 
tions left for consideration are whether the attestations of the 
next presumptive reversioners in Exhibits I  and II are 
sufficient proof imder the circumstances of their consent to and 
ratification of the alienations of the respective properties dealt 
with in those two docnments. In Kandasami P illai v. ‘Banga- 
sm ii Nainar{4), it is said that, having regard to the ordinary 
course of conduct of Indiana in this Presidency, nttestation by 
a person who has or claims any interest in the property covered 
by the document must be treated prim a facie as a, representation 
by him that the title and other fncta relating t© title, recited in 
the document, are true and will not be disputed by him as against 
the obligee under the document.’̂  I do not think that the above 
observation is against the dictum laid down by the Privy Council 
in jSo/ Lukhee Dabea v. Gokool Chunder Chmvdho'y{^), Irs that 
case, their Lordships clearly found that it was not proved that, 
at the date of the execution of the deed in questiou, the attestor 
JiiggutEam was the next heir and reversioi]er, and they farther 
state that the defendant who relied upon the allcfjed concurrence 
of Juggut Rnm ‘̂‘"did not by auy suggestion m his written 
statement or otherwise put forward the concurrence of Juggut 
Earn ” in the alienation sought to be supported. They treated 
Juggut Ram as merely a remote relation not proved to have any 
interest in the property alienated smd their Lordships said that

(1) Second Appeal No. 507 of 1011. (2) (lf08) I.L.E., 31 Mad., 866.
(3) (1912) 758. (4) (1912) 23 M.L.J., 801 at p. 306,

(5) (1868) 13 208 at p. 229,
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“  the mere attestatior: of sticli an instniment by a relative does not 
necessarily import tliat he a,ttested in order to give consent or con
currence to tlie alienation/’ On the contrary, in the later case of 
Vadrevu Rang an ay aha mma v. Vadrevu Bulli Bamayya (1), the Privy 
Conncil approvingly say, “ but it frequently occurs in native 
(Indian) documents that a man signs as a witness to show that he 
is acknowledging the instrument to be correct.” I may respect
fully add fcliatj in my pretty long experience as a Judicial Officer, 
if the attestor of the document has an existing interest in the 
property dealt with in the document  ̂ it has been nlways the case 
that this attestation has been tafeen in order to bind him as to the 
correctness of the recitals tlierein. In Gopaul Ghunder Manila 
v. G o u t  Monee Dossee{''i), the learned Judges elea,rly decided that 
a reversioner attesting a conveyance by a Hindu widow cannot 
impeach the sale afterwards, thus treating the attestation as 
tantamount to assent. In short, they say that the effect of his 
being an atfcestiing witness to the conveyimce shows the acquies
cence on his part in the act of the widow. This case is a direct 
authority upon the point now being considered. In Matadeen Roy 
V. Mmsodun Singh(S),  the judgment of two very learned Judges 
Sir BAENEs P e a c o c k ,  O.J. and DwAEArcuNAiH M i t t e k ,  J., contains 
the following observations : When the plaintiff pub his name as
a witness to his brother’s signature to a deed conveying the whole 
of the property, the Court might reasonably infer that he knew 
that his brother was selling the whole of the property. If he 
knew that his brother was selling the whole of the property as 
his own, and allowed him to do so without objection, it would be 
evidence against him either that the whole property did belong 
to his brother or that he was acquiescing in his brother’s act of 
selling the w hole.^^Ins again is a clear authority for the pro
position that attestation hy a person, wlio has an interest, raises 
the prim d facie presumption that he knows the contents and 
acquiesces in the disposition of the property by the deed he 
attests. In Ablmj Ghurn Ghose v. Attarmoni Da,ssee{4:), S te p h e n ^  
J., refused to treat the attestation of the presumptive reversioner 
as acquiescence on the ground that the attestor “ was a mere boy 
studying at college and had no idea of the effect of the deed in 
question and that the boy ŝ evidence, that, till he saw the deed

N a b AYANA 
V. 

R a m a .

S a d a s i v a  
Ay y a r , J .

(1) (1879) 5 O.L.E., 439 at p. 447.
(8) (1868) 10 W 3 . (O .E .), 293,

(2) (1866) 8 W.E. (O.B.), 52.
(4) (1908) 18 O.W.N., 931.
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V,

S a d a s i v a  
A’staBj J.

N a r a y a n i  in Oonrt̂  he did not know that lie had attested the document, 
should be believed in the circumstances. In Ahmedabad United 
Printing and General Agency Gompanij, TJmi't.ed v. Ardesir  
K avasji{\), the learned Judges aaj “ We have, however, the fact 
that he (Eraohsha) was an attesting wibiiesB. He was a Govern" 
inent servant who must have iindersfcood the effect of the deed 
which he was attesting â nd wliich was executed b,y his brother 
who was in ‘vahivat of all the family proporljies.” And tlien the 
learned Judges held that, oonsideii‘ini>' the ann-oandinj;  ̂ cii‘ciini-<> 
stances, lie was bonnd by the mortgag-e-deed which he had 
attested. The effect of the attestation was also con.sidored in 
GJiunder B u tt Misi^er v. Bhagwat Narain Thahar{%), and the 
learned Judges held that, under the circainstanoes of that case, 
the party ŝ attestation may support tlie inference that he was a 
consenting- partŷ , the attestor in th'.bt oaso not being- a mere 
remote relative as in Maj Luhhee Dahca v. Gohool Chunder 
Ghowdhryip), but the next presumptive reversioner.

On the whole, I see no sufficient reason to recede from the 
opinion I  expressed in K m dasam i PUlai v. Rangasami JVai” 
nar(4), that a presumption is raised, when an adult man of 
fall mental capacity attests a deed and when such a man has 
admittedly a tangible inter eat in the propertij affected by the deed, 
that his attestation has heen taken as a proof of his consent to 
and knowledge of the correctness of the recitals in the deed and 
it lies upon the person  ̂ who contends that such an attestor did 
not know all the recitals in the deed and did not consent to the 
alienation made by the deedj to prove the contrary. I do not 
intend to lay down that the attestation of a casual witness who 
had then no interest in the property affected hy the deed must 
estop him for all time and when he afterwirds acquires an 
interest in the property affected by the deed. In the present 
case, the circumstances clearly raise the preanmption that the 
next reversioners did consent to the respectivo alienalions under 
Exhibits I and II. As regards Exhibit II, the revernioner who 
attested it has been examined in the case and the District Judge 
says the inference from . the attestation is so far stronger as 
regards Exhibits II and 11(6) that the afitestator has been 
examined and that nothing directly impairing the effect ,of

(1) (1912) 36 Bom,, 515.
^3) (1869) 18 SOU.

(2) (1898) 8 O.W.N., 207,
{4) (1913) 28 M.L J ., 80]̂ ,
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his attestation was suggested bo him or elicited/^ Instead of, 
however, giving the nafcaral effacfc to the afctestatiooj the learned 
District Jadge says that it was for the fourth defendant to have 
elicited that the attestation also involved the conscious assent 
on the part of the attestor. I think che burden of proof lay on 
the ofihei* side. Not only this, the learned District Judge over
looked the fact that the attesting witaess, the plaintiff^s first 
wifeuess. says : “ The third defendant asked me to attest Exhibit 
II and [ attested it as he said that he would build a house there
on next to mine which would he a security to my h o u s e This 
conclnsively shows his knowledge of the contents of the deed 
and that he gave even his consent to a substantial house being 
built upon the site alienated by Exhibit II. I therefore hold, 
differing from the District Judge, that the alienation o{ the 
property ia the first schedule and of the site in the second 
schedule to the plaint cannot be questioned by the plaintiff as 
those alienations were consented to and ratified by the then 
presumptive male reversioners and by the female reversioners. 
Ti|,0 District Judge’s decree should be modified by allowing the 
plaintiff’s claim only as regards such of the plaint properties as 
are not covered by Exhibits I and II. As it appears that there 
are no properties in the plaint schedules not covered by Kxhibifcs 
I and llj  the suit will stand dismissed. The parties will bear 
their respective costs in all the Courts.

Sankab-an N a ie ,  J.— I  agree. The reversioner who is really 
prejudiced by the widow’s alienations will be ascertained only 
after the death of the widow and on the death of the last surviv
ing daughter. Nevertheless it has now been settled that all 
persons who may possibly live to succeed her have a right of 
suit, under certain circum.stauoe3, to declare the alienation 
invalid and that one possible reversioner does not represent 
another in such suits. The plaintiff is admittedly such a rever
sioner and his right to sue as such is not denied, though he 
became a member of this family by adoption only after the 
alienations. If he has the right of suit, it is obvious that 
limitation can run against him only when he could Sue.

As to the effect to be given to attestation by a witness, it 
will depend upon the facts of each case. In this case I agree 
with my learned colleague as to the inference to be drawn from it.

UAaATANA
V.

Kama.
Sa b a s it a  
AlfYAB, J .

Pankaraa 
K A ia , J .
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