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APPELLATE CIViL,

Before Mr, Justice LeRossignol,
GIANI (Derenpant)~— Appellant, 1921
versus o

ocr. 27,
TEK CHAND (Praintier)-—-Respondent.
Civil Appeal No. 436 of 1921,

Custom— Aliwatiah»-by male proprietor—Jats, tahsil Rokiak
~Liocus stand of reversioners to challenge the aliematione—Hindu
law—Riwaj-i~am,

Held, that among Jats in the Rohtak fafsé! an alienation by a
male proprietor can be challenged by the reversioners only on
grounds valid ander Hindu law

Telu v. Chuynt (1), followed.
Riwaj-i-am of 1879 of the Rohtak faksil, referred to.

Second appeal from the deoree of Li.-Ool. R. W. E.
Enollys, District Judge, Kornal, dated the 29th March,
1920, affirming that of Munshi Ghulam Hussain, Munsif,
1st Class, Rohtak, dated the 16tk July 1918, decreeing
plaintiff’s clasm. '

Aumar Nars CHONA, for Appellant.

0. 1. Gurarz, for Respondent,

LzRossiexon J.—This appeal arises ont of a suit
by s son who challenges his father’s mortgage of
ancestral property.

The mortgage has been found to be without
necessity and the District Judge has decreed for the
plaintiff, but has granted a certificate for second appeal
on the question whether among Jats in Rohtak distriet
a sonless proprietor has an- unrestrieted power of aliena-
tion over his ancestral property, =

The certificate is bad, 5 does not deal
with a sonless proprietor, but I ‘take it that the erroris
due solely to negligenée; ' The land is situate in"the:
Bohtak {ahsil and as the Biwajd-ams of the diff
sis are ot uniform, I  ecessi
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a finding regarding the whole district. The Riwaj-i-am

1921 oy . .

of 1879 of Rohtak fahsgl is yery.clear that u proprietor
Goaxt of that taks:l has ver%ﬁgp%é%f“’?ﬁi ation and I
v concur in the view expressed.in.Zelu v. Chuni (1) that

Tax Cuayp,  his alienations can he challenged only on grounds valid
under Hindu Law. o

A very large part of the Customary Law “regarding
vestrictions on alienation is“ph¥ely case-made law and

the law primaxiip.qpplicable;to Hindusy s, ErindusLow
modified by custom, ’

A Rohtak tabetl baon, the. vwar-1-am places upon
the plaintif thelonus.of proving $hak he has. & ?ﬁﬁi’ﬁﬁz
attack the mortgage ; iz this case the p auggk&_& A5 Mok,

cital one, iosianca.dn Thigh, 6 S0k 1as sucopssiully

chﬂ:uaé % 4 % Jt‘mm:ﬁ T Py O

chlbngsd S s dion e I
the

enquiry in this and in pther eases, which esablished
absence of such insta“ﬁ?zs? ﬁf%s{;eﬁ’gi@kéeﬁﬁ%‘to suppose

that & rem¥n@uY thiv thFW e TeNER! bosicidat in-
stafioatito jie, pftaduantegetoplaintiflen S A Dnluoed

Sopl R 8 b s ool pebatlelconkaiforneibon i
pashiERHIN YO ARl 183 bnisd by ol tOU1
ot REYHANY; itthmoritty #05bt WhaBitileds

On these findings, the plaintiff’s suit "%iﬁ%%d haviiss
missed. dadiloagdd ot anos0 ArAl wauA
I accept the appeatiasidnaiinaibysoho Was Rttt &sts
throughout.
Appealyagptgdiarizsnns

twoddtw od ot bogot wesd  eed  wgemdtom od®

adt 10t bovysol ssd egbul doiwdeil sd} bas yiessos

{soqae brosor 10t eigell(res & baloaryg aad fed Hidalg

Juivield Aeidod oi wsb gaoos 1addsiw noldsenp edi no

sanails Yo sowog boldtAlshdn Rl Ead 1oisigotg eeslnos a
Jisieny Ievieeons eid 1ev0 oois

faob dow evon oweo il w0l JHed el sissiliites sdT

8 vo110 add a3 3 edat 1dud aodeivqory eselnos & ditw
ot nf elamiia ai buel adl .sonogifgar of yislos sub
dno10Mib eii o wwo-pui®l ody es bos ledat detdod
of emon o (iisgeosn on esd 1 ggvotaw ou o1s elisdet
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