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Before Mr. Jmiios LeEossignol,

GIANI (Dei END ant)—Appellants 1 9£i
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TEK CHANB (Plaihtife)—E espondent.
Civil Appeal i^o, 4 3 6  of 1921.

Custom— Alieiiatim—by m&h praprietor— tabsil Hoiiai 
—Iiootis standi of rtv^rtioners to challenge iht alienaiion^llindu
I w — R i w a j - i - a m .

Seld, that among Jats in the Robfcak ish il m  alisnafefon by a 
male proprietor can be challenged by the reversioners on\y on 
grounds valid under Hindu law

Teh V. Chiiii (I), followed.
MimJ-i'Cim of 1879 of the Rohtak tahaiî  referred to.

Second appeal from l ê decree of Lt-Qol. B. W. B.
KnollySt Disiriol Judge, Kctrnah dated the Wth Marshy 
1920, affirming that of Ghulam Hussain̂  Munmf,
1st Classf Mdhtakf dated fhe l5ik July 1918, dmreeing 
plainiiff-’s claim,

A m ak N a th  Ohona, for Appellant.

0 . L. Gtjlati, for Respondent.

L»Bossi®ifOi^ appeal arises out of a suit
by a son who challenges his father*s mortgage of 
ancestral property*

fh e  mortgage has beep found to be without
necessity and the Bistriofc Judge has decreed for the 
plaintiffj but has granted a certificate for second appeal 
on the question whether among Jats in Rohtak district 
a sonless proprietor hag an 
tion over his ancestral prepay.

The eertifioate is for this case does not deal 
with a sonless proprieto^''|ji^.J';'lfe’ ;^ that 'the error is:
d̂TO solely to negl|gen!l«V’ Tte' 'Mud is situate,, lnv|§0';

and as ihi,; ' i & f w e f o f  ;^he 
uniforms I  &ee'n<J'-i..................
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a finding regarding the whole district. The E im j4 - ‘am 
of 1879 of Bolitak proprietor
of that tahsd has v e r j^ F r f r p w 6 f r t f^ lM a t io n  and I  
concur in the view expressediaJZ’eJ'ii v. G hm i (1) that 
Ills alienations caa l ê ch # e n g e d  ,onIj oii gp n a d s  valid 
under Hindu

A y m j  large paii:'of tK'e (Justomar/ t a w  regarding 
lestriotions on alienation is^lfeW y case-made law and 
the law
modified by custoi^,,

j f e f i .  . ,  ..........j

the .,f
attack the mortgage ; ic  this case the plaii

10 n e c e s s i t y  f o r  i t  a n a
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c h 4 l 6:

t h e r e  w a s  n o  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  

e n q u i r y  i n  t h i s  a n d  

a b s e n c e  o f  s t i o h  i n s t a n c e s
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that a
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On these findings, the plaintiff's suit nans
m i s s e d -  »iMl!&qc|A lo i jATOhO htaH mamA

I  accept the appeaAtitfetaftftSs^AaW SiiJ^ttf g&ts 
throughout.
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