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1956 in the grounds of appeal and it cannot be allowed to
sammann. be raised for the first time in this Court. For aught
nmmas  we know, if this point had been raised in any of the
IERETAR ourts below, it might have been possible for the
gampos  Plaintiff to prove facts which would make even the

v.  present defendant liable.
NANSIDHAR

Marwan. T would in these circumstances dismiss the appeal
Faen Aur, J, with costs.

Acarwara, J.—I agree.

1. K. Appenl dismissed.
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Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 (det V. of 1908),  Order
XXI, rule 89—~deposit of decretal amount and compensation
—part-payment of decretal amount and. agreement to pay
the balance on o fixed date—time, if can be axtended—order
refusing to set aside sale, if appealable—reason,

On the 13th of September 1935, certain properties were
sold in execution of o decree and on the same date the
jndgment-debtors paid a portion of the decretal amount to the
decree-holder and a joint petibion was filed in court by the
decree-holder auvction-purchaser and the judgment-debtors to
the effect that if the balance of the decrefal amount was paid
by the 10th of November the sale would be set agide and in
case of default the sale would be confitmed. - The court: was
closed on the 10th of November and re-opened on the 13th.
On the 14th of November the judgment-debtors applied for.
4 chalan to deposit the amount and the deposit was actually

*Appeal from Original Order no. 854 of 1985, from an order of

Bsbu Nigheswar Chandra Chandra, Subordinate Judge of Patna, dated
the 26th November 1985, '
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made on the 20th of November und accepbed ui the risk of
the judgment-debiors. The court after hearing the parties
held that it had no power {o extend the time of payment as
agreed to between the parties and confirmed the sale. The
judgment-debtors appealed.

Held, that the the fised for paywent was, under the
circumstances, of the essence of a contract and on default the
sale became automnatically confirmed and time could not be
extended.

Held. that the application filed on the date of sale jointly
by the parties might be treated as an application under Order
XXI. rule 89, of the Code and as such the order was appeal-
able.

Banga Chandra Mozamdar v. Nanda Kumar Mozamdar(D),
Henry Peter Pisani v. Her Majesty’s Attorney-General(?) and
Radasiva Pillai v. Ramelinga Pillai(®), relied on.

Held also that if the order refusing to set aside the sale
was held to be wrong, it would have been set aside on the
ground of refusal to exercise purisdiction or of material irregu-
larity in the exercise of jurisdiction.

Appeal by the judgment-debtors.

The facts of the case material to this report will
appear from the following judgment of Khaja
Mohamad Noor and Saunders, JJ. referring the case
to a Special Bench : "

Krrass Mouamap Noor ANp Sauspers, J§.—The question involved
in this appeal, though at first sight simple, appears to us to be heset
with difficulties, - The appeal purports to be against an order. under
Ovder XXT, rule 89, of the Code of Civil Procedure, refusing to set
aside a sale held on the 13th September, 1935, in execution of a decree at
which  the decree-holder himself was the  auction:purchaser,
An  application = under Order XXI, rule. 89 or mle 90, could
have been made by the 13th October, bub as there ‘wag the eivil court
vagation ]t could have been made on-the  81st . October, - 1985, when
the courts re-opened. Bub-on the very day of the sale o petition was
filad by ‘the -parties to the effect that the judgment.debtors had paid
Rs. 500 to the decres-holder suction-purchaser towards the sabisfaction

of the - decree and that it was sgreed bebween the parties that if the,

(1) (1936) 40 Cal. W. N, 1402, o
(@) (1874) I. R. 5 P. C. 516.
{8).(1875) 1. R. 2 Ind. App, 219.
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remaining decrefal amount with inlerest, ete., be paid by the 10th of

—— November following, the sals would be set aside and the decres-holder

ruction-purchaser would forego the five per cent. compensation which
he was entitled to under the law. In case of defavlt in the payment
by the dobe fized the sale would be coufirmed. The eourt was closed
on the 10th of November, 1935, and re.opened on the 18th Novembar,
1985, and it is not disputed that the decratal amount eould have been
deposited on that day. Nothing, however, was done on that date, and
the reason for the default was tried to be explained by the judgment.
debtors but is not urged in appeal. On the I4th November the
judgment-debtors applied for @ chalan. There iz a note showing that
o chalan was issned on the 15th Novernber, The frst part of the
chalan seems to have heen filled up on that date. The second part,
which is the authority for the treasury officer to receive the money,
does nob seem to have been filled up by the court till the 20th of
November on which date the decretal amount wss actually deposited.
The money was accepted at the risk of the judgment-debtors and was
later utilized towards the satisfaction of the dacree in a subsequent
exvcution case. There is en allegation by the judgment-debtors that
they attempted to pay the money to the decree-holder, who is a resi-
dent of Benares, before the 10th of November but that he could not
be found. This point has, however, not been pressed, On the face
of the chalan it may Dbe said that the judgment-debtors were not
responsible for the delay in payment befween the 15th and the 20th
of November and thers may be 2 ground for not msking them regpon.
rible for the delay between ths 14th and the 15th. Wa have not,
however, gone into this matter, as the case was arpued on the assamp-
tion that the default between the 14th and the 20th November could
be ignored sinee it was conceded that there was default on the 13th,
and the question is whether this default can be condoned.

The decroe-holder auction-purchaser ignoring the deposit made on
the 20th November, applied to the court to confirm the sale as the
judgment-debtor defaulted in carrying out the terms of the agreement
entered into between the parties on the 18th of September, The
learned Subordinate Judge has allowed this petition and has confirmed
the sale. It is against this order thet the - present appeal has  been
praferred,

The questions for consideration are-—

(1) Whather the order is one under Order XXI, rule 8§39 and is
appealable;

(2) whether- the court has power to set aside the sale on a déposit
made after the date fixed by the parties; and, if =0,

(3) should this power he ‘exercised in this cnse?

Tt was wrged by Mr. Das that no appesl lay, ag there was o
application under Order XXI, rule 89. At one stage we were inelinsd
to the view that the joint application of the 13th September, 1985, was
in spirit, though not in form, sn application under Order XXI, ruls
89, and that the pericd for deposit of the decretal amount and com-
pensation, which is thirty days under Order XXI, rule 92, was extended
with the conseut of thy decres-holder avection.purchager. There srg
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observations in a decision of this Court in the ecaze of Chaudhry
Bameshwor Misser v. Chaudhry Sureshwar Misser(l) which may support
the proposition that the period of 20 days fixed i Order XSI, rule 22,
can be extended with the consent of the parbies, but it is m~gued ont
that the statutory period of limitation for filing the application under
Order XXI, rnle 89, and for making the deposit cannot be extended by
the eonsent of any party. If this eontention be accepted, it may be
said that the proceeding before the learned Subordinale Judee cannot
he treated as one under Order XXI, rule 89, and even if the judament-
debtors would have deposited the moner in time, the sefting aside of
the sale would have been not under the provisions of the Cade of Civil
Trocedure but perhaps under the inhervent power of the Court to give
eftect to the agreement of the parties. Mr. Das has contended that
under the statutory piovision of Order XXI, rule 92, when there was
no application either under rule 89, 90 or 91 the Court was hound to
eonfirm the sale. As there was no application nnder any of the three
sections in this case, the confirmation of the sale must be taken o
have been wunder rnle 92 and all the intermediate steps should be
ignored; and i the judgment.debtors had any right under any contract
with the decree-holder, their remedy was a suit. It is slso comtended
by him that in any case the Court has no power to accept the deposit
afier the agreed date,

It has been contended by Sir Sulten Ahmed, who appears for the
appellants, that the deeres-holder anchion- pu1cha'~ev by filing the
application of the 13th September gave up his right under the sale
and substituted for it avother right based upon contractual relations
batween him and the judement-debtors, one of the considerations of
the contract being that the judument-debtors did not file any applica-
tion under Order XXI, rule Q0. If the deerce-holder wanted to
enforce that right, which he got by the contract, the Court is entitled
to decide that the time fixed wes not of the essence of the contract
and can vefuse to confirm the sale i the decree was satisfied withis
vensonable time of the date fixed. Tt is alss contended that when the
parties come to the domain of contract end give up their statutory
rights - the Court should give relief against penalty and forfeiture.
It is a different matter whether any question. of penalty or {forfeiturs
srises in a case of this kind. There is no clear decision on this point.
There are some esges in which it has been held that when the parties
compromise in a proceeding under Order XXI, rule 90, time is of the
essenee .of the contract [see among others the case referred . to " in
Kanderpa Nag v, Bonwari Lal Nag{2)]. ~These decisions may be taker
to have laid down that in 2 compromise between the judgment-debtor
and the suction-purchaser in the course of a yproceeding fo seli“avide a
sale time is of the essence of‘the contract. It is contended that those
decisions requirt reconsideration, and furtheér that in the present case
thete was no proceeding to set aside the sale.  In'short, in dur epinion
the question: for decision is whether the decree-holder: is - entiiled fo
instst ‘upon -his statufory right under the sale and ean- say  that ‘no
deposit’ made by him. after t’ne period fixed by law will affect the sale,
or that if that peried can be extended by conseént, the eourt hus' no

ot

(1) (1817) 2 Pat. L. J. 164.
{2} (1920) 39 Cal. T, T. 244, 248,
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power to accepb any deposit beyoud bhe agreed period; or whether the
statutory right of confirmation of sale came to an end when the
decree-holder auction-purchaser entered into an agreement not consis-
tent with his legal rights and thenceforward the rights of the parties
should be determined on the basis of the contract. In the latter case
the question of time being of the essence of the ocontract and the
question of forfeiture may arise.

‘The next question s whether, il the lutter situation be accepted,
the judgment-debtors wan ask the Court after accepting the deposit
though bheyond time to set aside the sale, ov whether the Court is to
confirm the sale snd leave the parties to their remedy by a civil suit,
Tn other words, the question will be whether the controversy which
has arisen between the decree-holder and the judgment-debtors on the
agreement entered into between them after the sale can be investi:
uabed and determined in the course of fthe execution proceedings.
Thig  Cowrt has lheld in the case of Choudhury Jogdish Missir v,
Choudhury Sureshwar Missir(1) that a proceeding for setting aside a
sale under Order XXI, rule 90, is not a proceeding in execution hut ix
in the course of the suit. The comectness of this decision  might
perhaps be questioned.

Considering the importance of the issues involved in the case and
thers being no clear decision on them we direct that the record of the
case ba placed hefore the Hon'ble the Chief Justice so that he may
direct that the cose be heard by a speécially constituted Bench which
will be in a position to deal with the correctness or otherwise of soma
of the decisions of this Court.

Oun this reference—

- Sir Sultan A hmed (with himm Mahabir Prasad and
Choudhury Mathura Prasad), for the appellant:
The Lower court has held that it cannot give any
relief against forfeiture for breach of contract.
This is not correct. In the case of an order passed
by consent of parties, the contractual relations
remain in spite of the order of the court superadded
to the contract. The Court retains its power to
extend the time if it finds that time was not of the
essence of the contract. [Reliance was placed on
Sasadhar Ganguly v. Raghab Singh Pradhan(?).]

The consent order cannot have a greater sanctity
than the contract itself. The circumstance that a
consent decree has been passed on the basis of a
compromise, does not oust the jurisdiction of the court

(1) (1921) 6 Pat. L. J. 253.
(2) (1980) A. I. R. (Pat.) 234.
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to grant relief against forfeiture; the court must
determine whether, on equitable grounds, relief
would have been granted against forfeiture, if it had
been called upon to enforce the agreement itself—
Kandwrpa Nag v Banwari Lal Nagt). 1 submit
that in the present case time was not of the essence
of the contract. The test is whether the terms agreed
upon have heen substantially complied with. In
cases arising out of a proceeding under Order XX,
rule 90, Code of Civil Procedure, no reason has been
given hiy the learned Judges for the refusal to grant
relief.

| Cmigr  JusTicE—If this contract is subs-
tantially complied with, and if the court has power
to grant relief against forfeiture, then the question
of diligence does not arise. ]

Yes.

Baldeva Sahay (with him C. P. Sinka), for the
respondent :  In the present case no appeal lies under
Order XLIII, rule 1(j), Code of Civil Procedure.
An appeal lies from an order refusing to set aside a
sale but the provision has relation to Order XiXI,
rule 90. The jurisdiction of the Court to set aside
or confirm a sale is confined to the events contemplated
by rule 92. Therefore, an order which does not
come within rule 92 is not covered by, Order XLI1I,
rule 1(j). Courts have to follow statute law and it
15 only when there 1s no statute that the court can act
on the principles of equity, justice and good
conscience. Therefore the court had no jurisdiction
to set aside the sale on the basis of the compromise.
The parties could not extend the time for confirmation
by mutual consent. The contract may bind the
parties, but it cannot compel the court to set aside
the sale except in accordance with the rules of pro-
cedure laid down in the Code. Lo

(1)-(1920) 88 Cal. L, J. 244.

2L L.R. .
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| Noor, J.—If all the parties concerned agree
to have the sale set aside, 1t does not require any
rule for the court to act on the compromise. |

P. R. Das, followed: In the present case the
Court acted on analogy. The parties, rightly or
wrongly, substituted a period of their own for the
statutory period. This was done by agreement, and
unless this agreement was modified by another agree-
ment, there was no power in the court to alter it.

{ Cu1Er JUSTICE.—You mean to say that as the
Court cannot extend the statutory period without the
consent of parties, it cannot extend the time fixed by
agreement without such consent. |

Yes. My next point is that the question of
relief against forfeiture does not arise in the present
case. The judgment-debtor lost title at the date of
sale. A further period of 30 days is given by way
of concession. But the title of the purchaser accrues
from the date of sale. In the present case, forfeiture
has already been incurred. Relief could only be
given if the title had still subsisted in the judgment-
debtor. There can be no relief when the property
has already vested in me. [Reliance was placed on
Harakh Singh v. Saheb Singh(1).]

Sir Sultan Ahmed, in reply.—When the Court
has a general jurisdiction, parties to a proceeding may
by agreement adopt a procedure different from the
ordinary procedure and the Court is bound to give
effect to such an agreement—Banga Chandra
Mozumdor v. Nande Kumar Mozumdar(2). Title did
not pass to the purchaser on sale. It passed on con-
firmation although with retrospective effect. In
Harakh Singh v. Saheb Singh(t) a vested title had
passed.  This is not the case here.

8. A. K. :

Cur. adv.  vult.

(1) (1907) & Cal, L. J. 176.
(2) (1986) 40 Cal, W. N. 1402.
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Krass Momamap Noor, J.—This appeal is 19%.

against an order of the Subordinate Judge of Patna
confirming a sale held in execufion of a decree on the
13th of September, 1935, at which the decree-holder
had himself purchased the property sold.

The facts are these. On the very day when the
property was sold the decree-holder auction-purchaser
and the judgment-debtors jointly filed an applicaticn
to the effect that the latter had paid Rs. 500 to the
former towards satisfaction of the decree and that
the parties had agreed that if the remaining decretal
amounnt be paid by the 10th of November next the saie
would be set aside and the auction-purchaser would
forego the five per cent. compensation which he was
entitled to. In case of default in the payment as
provided by the date fixed the sale would stand
confirmed. The court was closed on the 10th of
November and re-opened on the 13th. 1t may be
conceded and in fact has not been disputed that a
deposit of the decretal amount in court on the 13th
of November would have been within the terms of the
agreement. The money was not, however, deposited
even on that date. Some explanations were offered
on behalf of the judgment-debtors for this default
but they were not pressed either before the lowsr
court or before this Court. On the next day, that
is, on the 14th of November the judgment-debtors
applied to the court for a chalan to deposit the
amount. There was for some reason or other, which
1s not necessary to investigate, some delay in passing

the chalan by the court and it was not made over to

the judgment-debtors till the 20th of November, 1935,
on which date the money was deposited in court. The
delay in depositing the money between the 14th of
November when the chalan was applied for and the
20th of November when the money was actually
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the 13th of November when the court re-opened and
on which date the money could have been deposited.
The deposit on the 20th of November was accepted
at the risk of the judgment-debtors and when the
matter was taken up by the court it held that the
deposit was not within the terms of the agreement,
and that it had no power to extend the time of
payment as agreed to between the parties and accept
the deposit beyond the time so fixed. It confirmed
the sale. It is against this order that the present
appeal has been preferred.

1t was contended on behalf of the decree-holder
auction-purchaser that no appeal lay as the proceed-
ings before the learned Subordinate Judge were out-
side the scope of the Code of Civil Procedure and
there is no appeal unless it has specifically been
provided. At most it might be said that the court
in allowing the parties to substitute an agreement
in place of their legal rights was acting under its
inherent powers. If this be the case, orders passed
in such a proceeding are not open to appeal.

As to the merits of the appeal, Sir Sultan Ahmed
has contended that the agreement between the parties,
which was filed in court on the 13th of September
1935, immediately after the sale should be treated as
a pure contract between the parties and shounld be
dealt with as such. It was, therefore, for the court
to decide whether the time fixed for payment was of
the essence of the contract. He contended that under
the circumstances of the case the court should have
held that the payment though actually made on the
20th November was in effect on the 14th of November
(the delay between the 14th and the 20th being due
to the acts of the officers of the court) and the court
should have also held that the time was not of the
essence of the contract and that the payment made on
the 14th of November was substantial compliance with
the agreement hetween the parties and the decree-
helder auetion-purchaser conld not avoid it and the
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sale ought to have been set aside by virtue of that
agreement.

The case was originally heard by a Division
Bench of this Court, but considering the important
issues raised it asked that the case should be heard
by a larger Bench.

The first question to be considered is whether
the order of the learned Subordinate Judge, dated
the 25th November 1935, confirming the sale 1is
appealable. Now the proceeding before him may be
looked upon from two points of view. On the one
hand, it may be said that it was outside the scope
of the Code. Once a sale has been held it can be set
aside only on applications made either under
Order XXI, rule 89 or 90 or 91. There is no ques-
tion of there being any application under rule 90 or
91, and strictly speaking there was no application
under rule 89 also. That rule contemplates an appli-
cation for setting aside a sale within thirty days of
it as prescribed in Article 166 of the Limitation Act.
If such an application be made within the time and
the decretal amount and compensation be deposited
i court within thirty days of the sale, the sale has
to be set aside. In this case though there was an
application within thirty days of the sale, the deposit
was not made and was not to be made within the

prescribed time but was to be made nnder the agree-

ment of the parties on a later date fixed by them.
Therefore, the proceeding was outside the scope of
Order XXI, rule 89, and the court in allowing the
parties to substitute a procedure in lieu of one pres-
- cribed by law was acting under its inherent power
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appealable. On the other hand, as was pointed out
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adopt a different procedure quite contrary to the
ordinary cursus curiae and the court is bound to give
effect to such an agreement. His Lordship refsrred
to two decisions of the Privy Council in which this
principle was laid down. They are Henry Peter
Pisani v. Her Majesty’s Attorney-General(l) and
Sadasiva Pillai v. Ramolinge Pillai(?) In the former
case it was held that the departure from an ordinary
procedure is permissible unless there is an attempt
to give the court jurisdiction which it does not possess
or something occurs which is such a violent strain
upon its procedure that it puts it entirely out of its
course, so that a Court of Appeal cannot properly
review the decision. Such a departure has never
been held to deprive either of the parties of the right
of appeal. In this case though it may be said that
the parties agreed to substitute an agreed procedure
for the procedure prescribed by law, the procedure
nevertheless was in essence though not exactly in
form under Order XXT. The setting aside of a sale
under Order XXI, rule 89, requires (7) an applica-
tion and (2) a deposit of the compensation and
decretal amount. In this case the application filed
on the date of the sale jointly by the parties may be
treated as an application for setting aside the sale
under Order XXI, rule 89, and the compensation
instead of being deposited in court was to be foregone
by the auction-purchaser and a portion of the decretal
amount, namely, Rs. 500 was paid to the decree-
holder out of court and the balance was to be deposited
not within the time prescribed by law but some time
later. Now in a case in which there is an application
for setting aside a sale but its requirements are not
complied within time it is clear that the sale cannot
be set aside, but nevertheless the proceeding is under
the Order and the rule and an order passed even on
a barred application or on an application in which

. (1) (1874) L. R, § P. C. 616,
(@ (1875) L. R. 2 Ind. App. 219,
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the deposit is not made according te law is an order
under Order XXI, rule 89. Take for instance a
case in which there is an application under rule 89,
but the judgment-debtor instead of depositing the
compensation and the decretal amount in court pays
them to the auction-purchaser and the decree-holder
out of court and the sale is set aside. It is obvious
that the order in essence is one under Order XXI,
rule 8. In our opinion the order of the learned
Subordinate Judge is appealable. In view, however,
of our decision on the main issue it is not necessary
to pursue this point further. Even if there be no
appeal and if we would have come to the conclusion
that the order of the learned Subordinate Judge was
wrong, this was clearly a case of not exercising juris-
diction, namely, of setting aside the sale, or, at any
rate, a case of exercising jurisdiction with material
irregularity, and it would have been open to us #o
interfere.

The main contention of the appellant in this case
i3 that the agreement between the parties as evidenced
by the joint application filed on the date of the sale
should be treated purely as a contract and the court
should decide whether or not the time for payment
fixed was of the essence of the contract. Mr. Das on
behalf of the respondent has, however, confended that
what the parties did was to substitute for thirty days
{the time fixed by the statute) another period and as
the time of payment fixed by the statute cammot be
extended, so the date fixed by the parties, which takes
the place of the period fixed by the statute, cannot
be extended. We have come fo the conclusion that
it is not necessary for us to decide this wider question
of the general power of the court under such circum-
stances, as assuming for the sake of argument that

the court had power to examine whether or not the

time fixed by the parties was of the essence of %He
contract the question remains whether in this parti-
cular case the time was or was not of the essence of
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the contract. Section 55 of the Indian Contract Act
enaets :

" 'When a party to a contract promises to do a certein thing at or
before a specified time, or certain things at or before specified times,
snd fails to do any such thing at or hefore the specified time, the
contract, or so much of it as has not heen performed, hecomes voidable

st the option of the promisee, if the intention of the parties was that
time should be of the essence of the contract.

If it was not the intenliou of the purties that time should be of the
essence of the contract, the contract does not become voidable Ly the
failure to do such thing at or before the specified time; but the pro-
mises is entitled to compensatiore from the promisor for any loss
oceasioned to himi by such failure.”

In order to decide whether in this particular case
time was of the essence of the contract we must look
to the contract itself. The words are that in case
the judgment-debtor fails to pay up the decretal
amount within the time specified the sale would stand
confirmed. No particular order was necessary. The
wording of the contract, in our opinion, clearly shows
that the parties meant that the benefit which was to
acerue to the judgment-debtors would he lost to them
if the payment was not made within the specified
time; or, in other words, the time was of the essence
of the contract. The effect of the contract was that
on the expiry of the 10th of November, the last date
fixed for the payment of the decretal amount, the sale
automatically became confirmed. Even if it be
conceded that on account of the court being closed on
that and on two subsequent days the payment could
have been made by the 13th of November, even then the
sale stood confirmed on the expiry of that date, no
order of the court being necessary. There was
nothing left which could he set aside after that date.
It is true that the court when the joint application
was filed on the 13th of September, 1936, ordered the
case to be put up for confirmation on the 15th of
November, but this is immaterial as the court fixed
this date for its own convenience in order to finally
dispose of the case on a consideration of what
bappened on the date fixed by the pavties.
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In this view of the matter the appeal fails and 196

is dismissed with costs. Ru
. Saxer
Courtney TerrerL, C. J.—I entirely, agree.  gmiowsr
Nagary
JAMES, J.—1 agree. Bmvem
.
Duavie, J.—1 agree. SRINIVAS.
- . Kuoays
VarMa, J.—I agree. Momans
Ngos, J.
I K.
Appeal dismissed.
FULL BENCH.
Before Fazl Ali, Khaja Mohamad -Noor, James, Dhavle and
Varma, JJ. 1936.
POKHAN DUSADH Notember,
23.
. Decembsr,
MUSAMMAT MANOA.* 18

Hindu Low of Inheritance (Imendment) Aoty 1929 (det
1Y of 1929 —whether applics to succession opening after the
Aet came into force—""Hindu male dying intestate” | meaning
of—presumption of intention in case of person dying intestute.

Where a Hindu male.dies infestate leaving his widow or
other limited owner, who dies after the enforcement. of the
Hinda Law of Inheritance (Amendment) Act, the succesglon
to his estate is governed by that Act.

The date of the death of the male owner is not: material
as the question as to who would be entitled fo succeed fo- his

estate ag-a reversioner cannot be: determined: until the death
of the femile owner.

The words “‘Hindu male dying intestate’” do not mean a
Hindu male who ~will bereafter die intestate.  The words
“‘dying intestate’’ which qualify the preceding words *‘Hindu

*Appeal from Appellate Decres mo, 1324 of 1983, from o’ decision
of Babu Kshetra Nath Bingh, Special Subordinate Judge of Ranchi, dated
the 11th September 1983, -confirming 4 decision of Mr, J, H. Price,
Subdivisional Officer. Munsﬁ of Chatra, dated the J6th Fuly, 1982,




