sfdgewar - Ryd aqt
‘> VITARK

17 JULY 2026

HIAYTT uH

“feig STRIfEreRR (deiter) sifafaas, 2005 & a1g dqe 3R Hgalfde Fui | &t o e StfeenR g, fatar i a9
MehsT T A gt AN 819 WR T 9 foka, SiR fUaT i g 2005 ¥ Ugdt 14 IR ¥ S1fIeR e dAF] gid 82"

fog SwIf9aR (Hented) sifafaas, 2005 o o Ggefes
Tufa A afeat & srfderr ok fa-har emf Rofg ar

qefeaTdt woma

qIIiar

feg SaIfenR (Teneq) sifdfags, 2005 & AR g & a1e, fig AarerT @gaa aRaR d g & st STH A g s
% A Tgaldd (coparcener) & ol 3R STfIhR U & (YRT 6) | Fated <griTerd A fa=iar At S eher
Mt (2020) % fagTRies fAvfa & gg we fovar foh ag vmaum™ "ufarm/gdemdt” (retroactive) UTa @@ &,
Hifeh gg S T} gdadi ge1 wR sneriRd &1 =marery = e & o dfdh agariidh sifder s+ & (sranfad
faT@a a1 unobstructed heritage & ¥u #) ferd g, safeq ag smasas ai & b foar ggerass 9 RdsR
2005 et Siifad gl; 3rat: Ife fOaT <l 7g 2005 ¥ Uget At g8 8, dd it ol T SAfehR 18007 35T 8, I2Td foh
Tufxt o1 i faTee 20 &eaR 2004 & Uget fonedt Usiierd E1 AT siarerd! fSehl gRT = 8 gar 8l

wamfia gwed whfadt adiaan frofa

25 1 2025

18 I=a TATeR - 7 qated <ATdTerd Allahabad High Court
Rryg-gf
1. faega fasqwon 2
1. gifafde uraea™ 5
111, Ifdd JeheH 6
IV. HheH I faeror 8
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 S ¥ Tgaridehl & AfAaR (Right to Coparcenary by Birth)

Jfet ot 1 S STMYUR TR 1 TgalAch! 3l &olf UT gidT &, Sit foh Yeh "s1amtad favmaa’ (unobstructed heritage) g,
3R g YRR Fered gd o fafY & smwifad g1 8, siem fo Vavilapalli Rajeswari v. Bavera
Appalanaidu (2023) & T forar a1 g1

02 fOar & Siifad g &t sifAarddr &1 8id (No Requirement of Father Being Alive in 2005)

eIl SR ST 8 UTW 814 & hRUT, I8 AT Toi 6 foh fUdT Ggaraeh 9 fRAder 2005 (sfafam & ang gk &
fafer) et Shfaa 811 firar & geg 2005 & uget g1 W oft afea ot siferr grfera gan 8, ek gf® Harilal v.
Yashodabai (2024) ¥ &1 78 &1

03 Hd d<I o hTIAT ATl AT SifdeRR (Rights of Deceased Daughter's Heirs)

g foneht &t i geg 2005 & Hmer & uget +ft g1 geht g, ot ft Iuh ST Tt &1 o ShIRUT I8 I
a4 (legal heirs) Hufxi & fg o1 31T &2 Fehd &, SidT fh Channabasappa v. Parvatevva (2023) # fAfofa
forar mar &1

04  URf¥ fScht & a1g ot fgeRt & Gantem (Modification of Share even after Preliminary
Decree)

gfe fauTe o gehed | URfA f3eht (preliminary decree) uriRa gt et 8t, aifche sifam fesht (final decree) st
ferd g1, af ST | Sacrd o hRUT Al il st o sRIeR BT & o folg URfes fEeht & dxiter foham ST depar &, St
o Ganduri Koteshwaramma v. Chakiri Yanadi (2011) & |1 7T &1

05 HIfQYh A9 & aral Ur dher ¥4 (Strict Proof Required for Oral Partition)

20 fR9eR 2004 & Uget & chadt Hifden faure & gral el ad deh TehR T8l fhaT ST TepdT STa deh foh o feRedt
rasieh GXATaST AT STaTerd! fSshl gRT € A &1, 341 foe Kamlakar Purushotam Inamdar v. Rajani Shriram
Madiwale (2024) & Tqe forar T g1
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... I - fawga RAsdwor

06 T R =7 dRA g&diaron IR A (Limits on Testamentary Dispositions)

20 &R 2004 & Uget fohg 7Y A §EATARUT, USiichd sicar AT JHITTHI ehl 9 T T Y& UTW &, Afch 59k J1g
fRrofea i oft axfiaaam dfeat & STaftig Tgerfdh SifdenRt @t uafad 8t &= erdr, 41 foh Chandrasekaran
v. Vijaya (2023) # a0 g1 &

raraal & 39 &9 g fkRar

watss mraraa F; dieg =aTerd = gd # Prakash & Ors. v. Phulavati & Ors. (2015) & Ig #1147 fh

g Sater Shaet st T @ o 9 iR 2005 A e 3 gt @ hfira g greitfes, e
Danamma @ Suman Surpur & Anr.v. Amar and Ors. (2018) 3R fatw ®q & fa=fiar
g/t (2020) & Fofal gRT 39 AT Al O avE st o mar ok Tgariidh! &l sfdg
31fepR ST fovam Tl g1 8t A Prasanta Kumar Sahoo & Ors. v. Charulata Sahu &
Ors. (2023) # ¥g YA: &g T {3 e a1 are sifaw fecht uila g1 des cifera /mm Sirar
2, guforg dfea erdarfeal o afeat e dnfaa srfdeRY et ey e siffamt &1

I AT al w1 fafera 3= <ararerat = fafiar et & Rigial bt uwrelt &1 8 o forar 81 srrfees S=a =maTera A

i Lagama v. Gundawwa (2024) ® 7741 foh 1969 # fUar i 77 g1 & drasie ot fawre &t
§heR &1 ST I= AT 3 Roshni v. Bhikham Das (2023) H fereft srererd & 39
et il gere feam e T & 79g 2005 ¥ Uge 811 & STUR WR J¢T ol araT @RS & fear
AT| 3Gk IHATEl, IS I=d T A Jaipal Singh v. Roshni (2022) # gfe &l f
HeeIfich! TR S+ & 304 8id & | IIRES I=d I 4 Anand Vardhan Prasad v.
Vigjaya Lakshmi Srivastava (26024) & fa¥rs & a1e aiikal & ot et & grAfdazor ol
LA ol SeAT| HETH I YT A R. Kala v. Sundaramoorthi (2023) # 759 TR
Gt bt HATai st helg Tmes & U1 7 STifes AT

sifaoffa &= ar Farafrat

Hifeh SR ehl ehoR Fiferd - i SRt

A sear hl ST GRT T & WhR @l fohar ST ¢ 3R 39k oy Fotgg ok Ear Trdsifes aeardsti 6t
3ILGhdT gid! &, ST=IUT & WISl & &y S €, siar fh Basappa Maharudrappa Holi v. Parawwa (2023) H T€
forar ma g1

3 farg &t Al o Fgardehl siferhR

g firaT o1 gEvT faaTs ugeht uet & Siifad 8 go1 & 3R a8 Y (void) 8, af 39 dey & dar g s<dl ol TgaTiie g /T
ST FehdT, St fh Vedhavalli v. Venkatesan (2024) H 711 7411
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... I - fawga RAsdwor

oo = dad

20 feEeR 2004 & uget gut gt Ioh fATe (S Usiichd fawTeT fdeika ar srarerd! fEeht) &t AQ A o dgd it el & S
Hahtt, ST fh Achutuni Sitharavamma v. Turaga Ananda Rao (2623) # R@ifcrd forar mar g1
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... II - wgifaf@s graaE

11. gifdfeep U@em e

SECTION 6, HINDU SUCCESSION ACT, 1956 — DEVOLUTION OF INTEREST IN COPARCENARY PROPERTY

g TTaYT VAU T § foh MAdTerT @ger feg uRar # Yeh dgardeh &l sl 571 & g1 9 o AT YRR 3R Al & a1y
TSI & STl 81

"On and from the commencement of the Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005, in a Joint
Hindu family governed by the Mitakshara law, the daughter of a coparcener shall, (a) by birth
become a coparcener in her own right the same manner as the son; (b) have the same rights in the
coparcenery property as she would have had if she had been a son; (c) be subject to the same
liabilities in respect of the said coparcenery property as that of a son, and any reference to a Hindu
Mitakshara coparcener shall be deemed to include a reference to a daughter of a coparcener:
Provided that nothing contained in this sub-section shall affect or invalidate any disposition or
alienation including any partition or testamentary disposition of property which had taken place
before the 20th day of December, 2004." 3gd: Achutuni Sitharavamma v. Turaga Ananda Rao,
Roshni v. Bhikham Das, Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma, Nagben v. Bhikhabhai Ranchhodbhai,
Chancharapu Madhusudhan Reddy v. Chancharapu Charishma, Harilal v. Yashodabai, Kamlakar
Purushotam Inamdar v. Rajani Shriram Madiwale, Chandrasekaran v. Vijaya, Vedhavalli v.
Venkatesan, R. Kala v. Sundaramoorthi, Anand Vardhan Prasad v. Viajaya Lakshmi Srivastava,
Kishanlal Choudhary v. Dakshayani, Rangashamaiah v. Rangahanumaiah, Basappa Maharudrappa
Holiv. Parawwa, Lagama v. Gundawwa, Channabasappa v. Parvatevva, Jaipal Singh v. Roshni
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1970 # fuar i geg g R +ff Ifeat ggeras
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... IV - g&gH &7 g

IV. WWWUT 25 &9 wisd

o1 Lagama v. Gundawwa
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-11-06 - RSA/5374/2013

Ig AT Uqeh Guf & Rrer ofk fRetert & Taifda arl ardl (plaintiff) & uft & srowt R o1 aran fova o, fS9 frach srererat
A TR sed gT 39 1/3 fewar war fohar o1 srditererdtant 3 oo fea o gfer duft a1 gt @i (propositus) 1969 # #R e o1,
29forg ardl a1 graT geTfad g1 I1fgq| I <amarerd 3 Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma At # it &hté & Aot garen
& gu Te foma o gk &8 571 & & coparcener &1 =amaTer A whgt foh 59 forg firem &1 9 fRder 2005 & R Shifad g smasaesw
76l 81 ofdq:, I =marerd A et srarerdt & o ot 98t seva gy sdier @mier e &

frofa e Sod AT A el srarerdl & fAufa &t a8t sg=rd gy srdiet @mist = &1 =amarerd 3 |1 o fuar & g
1969 # g & JTISIE SIel ST T UG & SR IART HfehR fa=ar et Fofa & srreften & gofd: der g1

“The Hon'ble Apex Court in the case o f Vineeta Sharma Vs. Rakesh Sharma and others 1 (Vineeta
Sharma) has held at para No.129 as under; “129. Resultantly, we answer the reference as under: (i) The
provisions contained in substituted Section 6 of the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 confer status of
coparcener on the daughter born before or after amendment in the same manner as son with same
rights and liabilities. (ii) The rights can be claimed by the daughter born earlier with effect from 9.9.2005
with savings as provided in Section 6(1) as to the disposition or alienation, partition or testamentary
disposition which had taken place before 20th day of December, 2004. (iii) Since the right in coparcenary
is by birth, it is not necessary that father coparcener should be living as on 9.9.2005.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 |id KAHC020074812013

02 Roshni v. Bhikham Das
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2023-11-23 - SA/491/2014

Ig HIHAT Ueh St gIRT 370+ fUrar Y Iges duf & e A § d&fa &1 el sererdl 2 ag g a1t @iist o fear o fos foar
&I 7 3R Tt a1 7¢e Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005 & @ 814 & Uget &1 genT AT

Rrofa BTG 3o AT A TE fhar fh 2005 & Heiter & dgd afedl st Tgariddt sifdeR urd ¢, wiot 8l fUar i g 9
R 2005 & Uget 81 TS 8| —RTerd A et SiaTerd & 31mear il Ffeyuf urd gg @mRet &= fea

“The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the matter of Vineeta Sharma (supra) has categorically held that Section
6 of the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 confers the status of coparcener on the daughter born before or after
the amendment in the same manner as a son with the same rights and liabilities and such rights can be
claimed by the daughter born earlier with effect from 09.09.2005. It is further held that since the right in
coparcenary is by birth, it is not necessary that the father coparcener should be living as of 09.09.2005.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2023 | CGHC010012052014
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... IV - g&gH &7 g

03

04

05

Nagben v. Bhikhabhai Ranchhodbhai
HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2021-07-23 - SA/127/1998

Ig AHeT dges Juf # ffWeRt & SifdeR € Hifdd 81 ardl (Appellant) = 3= firar &t 7g & a1¢ qe Y A SR AT &
3 3T T araT e gy faTeT &t a1 arR farar i ufdenfedt (Respondents) A a8 adh & o Ia dufrat 3T @ &t
fewar off 8k & 20 ot & a1fdes THT & 'adverse possession' # &1 I=d AT A Ig e o fh e ag-Arferes (co-owner)
T & fa%g 'adverse possession' & ETaT A81 X ehdT | T A g8 o FaffRa frar foh Sra 9es dqe dufxt @t fasrem a1 8t
STY, a9 adh fohelt oft e ot got w@nfiea v =18t gtar| Torea Reptd & 91 gt g1 w@nfira o1 gof gwmor =8t 8, ofk =marerg 3
et srarera <t fEeh! ol aremeR Tard gy ardt & uer | fufy faam

frofa ORI e AT = Helied AT o fa=itar et [ufy a1 deof &d g &t & Hgartdeh AfAehRT @i sReR @l
ATy A AT o fATS g1 819 des Ggaiiidht duft | difedt & foed &t /i ot @rist =@t fohar S dehdr

“Recently the Honourable Supreme Court in the case of Vineeta Sharma vs. Rakesh Sharma reported in
AIR 2020 SUPREME COURT 3717 has dealt with Section 6(1)(a) and proviso, which came to be amended by
the Act 39 of 2005 and the Hindu Succession Act,1956 has ultimately para 129 has held as under: 129.
Resultantly, we answer the ... reference as under: ... (iii) Since the right in coparcenary is by birth, it is

not necessary that father coparcener should be living as on 9.9.2005.”

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2021 Hta GJHC240324781998

Danamma @ Suman Surpur & Anr. v. Amar and Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018-02-01 - 2018 INSC 84

g AT fag ITRITAGR (Herted) sifafead, 2005 & dgd sfeat & dgarfie (coparcenary) sifdaRT @ dafda g1 =marea 3 kg
fear fob Section 6 & Teited & a1, Afeal =1 @ & 3rum fUaT &Y ag Teerde o+ Sl § 9fR 3 guf & ga ifder ure &1 et
B Huft 7T et arg 2005 & gt SRR R T g, «ifehe afe sifam f35h (final decree) ok 781 gs 8, f afeal &l 37
HIL e a1 SfYeR fAerar 81 =marera 3 71 o 59 A §, Hfeh fasare a1 are dfea o, gaferg dfeat sroh dufa & g &
EhaR ¢ | JeguR, Fach SreTerdl o 39 1S &l T e f&ar maT foraH sfedt ot wgerides A & 3R o o mam o)

Frofa  FaTed ATATAd = JHT [ f8g STRITAGR (Fmte) sfafagm, 2005 & AN 81 & 1 g1 Tea1ich i St dl o I g
d¢ chl aRE Healfh! T &oll UTed 81 ST 8| HLMe a1 UHTd dfeat & gt iRt o1 faedR &ear 81

“That apart, we are of the view that amendment to the aforesaid Section vide Amendment Act, 2005
clinches the issue, beyond any pale of doubt, in favour of the appellants. This amendment now c onfers
upon the daughter of the coparcener as well the status of coparcener in her own right in the same
manner as the son and gives same rights and liabilities in the coparcener properties as she would have

had if it had been son.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018 Hia ESCRO10004452018

Kishanlal Choudhary v. Dakshayani
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... IV - g&gH &7 g

06

07

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023-01-11 - RFA/1980/2017

Ig HTHT Uefeh Ul o e SR cheol @ Haifdd §1 a1 (q8+) 3R ufaaret (W) Ue 81 uRaR & e g1 anfedt 3 arar fmar o
Tuf Ik arar Y off ofk 3 oft Tufar & fwar o &t gerar &1 wfdanfeat = adh e o uRar & uget € deart g gar o1 ofik anfeat
Y AT o GHY I=g ITehT fowdT et gant o1, safeig 3 ora fonedt 3R ard &Y gerer =81 €1 ufdenfeat & Jufx & go fewal ot dier uar
@t ot S e a1 =1 =amaTera A R} serera & [Aufa ot gt sz sik | o ar) Tufx A g o= i g €, aifes & Ts-
TSR (coparceners) & 3R 3T dear a1 fgwam gt off O ufdarfeat = g wu @ famar o

froia  Shieeh Sod IR A faRoT <ararerd & Fofg &t gfe enea gg 7T foh 2005 & Haitae dfedt & Tgarfid! iRl st
TG 8, T &l ITah WTE GRT Ul &l 3T Aehe g&diaroT foharr ram gl

“Under the proviso to section 6 before the amendment made in the year 2005 in case a coparcener died
leaving behind female relative of Class I heir or a male descendant claiming through such Class I female
heir, the daughter was one of them. Section 6, as substituted, presupposes the existence of coparcenary.
It is only the case of the enlargement of the rights of the daughters. The rights of other relatives remain

unaffected as prevailed in the proviso to section 6 as it stood before amendment.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023 Hia KAHC010505622017

Harilal v. Yashodabai

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024-04-18 - SA/385/2015

Tg ATl Fuf & a1t & ITRAHR 3R Tg-IaRIABRY (coparcener) & fIhRT & Taifdd &1 ard () 3 srom firar &t g & a1
gufa & o+ 3 & forg fare o are erR ok a1 us a8 o1 foh aam 2005 & Gnes & e off Ten 3 a8-SRIfeRT<) o Gehd!
&, afe 3T form Y 9g 2005 & sifdfam & A R & uget 1970 # & & 1€ ot

Rrofa SR I <ATATAT A AT foh TEaIfIhl T iR ST @ IU= gidT &1 39k iy g smaae =gl & foh fiar denters oy
g1 & Tia (9 Rder 2005) Shfad gf1 firar & 5 1970 # g7 & s <t gRT 2007 & SR foham 7T farsarei el JengHt
o g faameofia g1

“The coparcener even if has expired prior to coming into force the amended provision of Section 6, the
daughters will be entitled for their shares in the property left behind by their ancestors. Thus, the
daughters are held coparceners even if their father expired prior to 09.09.2005. 6. In view thereof, the
suit field by respondent no.1 in the year 2007, despite her father having been expired in the year 1970, is

maintainable.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024 Fa HCBM040005632014

Jaipal Singh v. Roshni

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2022-10-12 - CW/19123/2015

g HAAT Hul & SeaR, SvoT 3R Tt FAnyTa & ad @ Heifdd g1 arferenterd| = o SRRt 3R ats 3iith 1A=y & et
fofal et gAY & oft1 faame &1 g Jg1 Hindu Succession Act, 1956 @i Section 6 # 2005 & deiad & 15 dfeal & dg-alfde
(co-parcenary) SifeRT &t et & T ol
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frofa ST Jed AT A fa1am st ok e srgure shed gg atfeienT sl @RS & {1 =marer = gz fos o &
g1 SfeR ST g1 o hRUT fidT et 2005 # Sifad g1 SuTEfiies 81

“The Apex Court further held that since the right of coparcenary daughter is by birth, it is therefore not
at all necessary that father of daughter should be alive as on 09.09.2005. Learned counsel for the

petitioner does not dispute the legal position.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2022 |9 RJHC020611442015

es Chandrasekaran v. Vijaya
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-01-05 - AS/577/2016

g AT Juf & sear ofk Wifiad & fIaRi & J&fda g1 ardt 3 Ueh adiiad & SR IR YUl IR 31U+ 3= SR o grar
forar o, f9 Farelt srarerd 3 a8 sgd gg @Tiet o fea fos afiaa wfora =8t ot =marer = e fRar i Hindu Succession Act
& dgd afedl st off et & T AU ifdenR ured &1 fa=far et =T ek M AT T gaTel &d gY, ITerd A gt i ok
dfeat guft & Tar 38 &l gehaR 8, el 81 Ieh far &h 7 deted rfAfaw & @ 811 8 ugd g3 8t | uRumEasy, I 3
T o &1 ot TSt o feam ik s SavifarenTiRat & duf< A e el arensk 3@

frofa HETY Jed ATATeRd = tharelr G & firar grr FAsaifed als oft awfiaa it 2007 7 S 7 & a1e gerell g1 areft o,
ag It & TG TEaRIdT SifwRY et yenfaa &t o Terdt ol Yeft axiiaa t fafdes weror o &1 &1

“From the above judgment, none of the Wills alleged to have been executed by the father which should
come into effect after his death in 2007 will affect the rights of female heirs to claim their share by birth

and disposition by Wills are not saved.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Fd HCMA010039012016

9 Ganduri Koteshwaramma v. Chakiri Yanadi
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011-10-12 - 2011 INSC 757

g AT fgg IR (Tertes) i, 2005 & dgd sfedi o Tgariier ¥ui (coparcenary property) # SfeRT @ Hefdd
&1 =T 3 RuiRa farar foh 2005 & GeMterd & &g, Teh a3t 79 T gt 3¢ 6l aRg Teards a1 Sidl §1 59 SifIhR ot a1y 34 d«
dh FAeTaT & STaT ek foh Tufxy &1 forsarer (partition) 20 f&&eR, 2004 & uget 7 8 T g1l Ifck sifam f&ehi (final decree) uiika
B T Ugel gt G ] 81 T T, =R = {47 ok URfNe f&eht (preliminary decree) @t 9=mifed fhar ST Henar 81 Gatea
TG = Ie ATGTerd o {077 el Uefed gU ZTae hid oh I8 QT ahi TgTel o fea, forad dfeal st dufa # g@r fgear ur &t
SRR e T el

frofa  GdTed AT = Sl QT fohar o Sta den sifaw fSsht grr favrsr gt are Fsarfea =8 gt i, a9 de aRfee
feeht A feart ot s o STER A iR g=: faaRa forar S aehar 81
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10

11

“Where a Hindu dies after the commencement of the Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005, his
interest in the property of a Joint Hindu family governed by the Mitakshara law, shall devolve by
testamentary or intestate succession, as the case may be, under this Act and not by survivorship, and the
coparcenary property shall be deemed to have been divided as if a partition had taken place and,- (a) the

daughter is allotted the same share as is allotted to a son”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011 Hd ESCRO10001632011

Anand Vardhan Prasad v. Viajaya Lakshmi Srivastava
HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2024-10-16 - FA/141/2013

g AT Uqgeh YU & dear (partition) & Tfad g1 ar<l (Plaintiff) = aeh e fos faenfea duftar fég sifiavoid aRkar (Hindu
Undivided Family) <t g, fSi=8 geistt & uTe fomar mam 11 ufderfeat (Appellants) @1 arar ot fos 3 dufiat @-3ifsid (self-
acquired) off 3R 37 TR aTE! & SIS AHR 81 51 fraRoT =mrer™ (Trial Court) 3 arél & vt # o &3 gy A &6 ufat
et URaR &l &1 JegER, =rTerd = ardl 3R ufaardl Twem 2 il 41.66% fowar 3R 2w ufderfedt sl 8.33% fewam uar &< a1
ST | I=T Ty 7 39 ScaR & 31mesT i gfe h

frofr  SIRGS S =aTerd = fAofg far fs afe sifaw &bt & forw srfaret wfaa &, at afeal o) st & g e & s
gl

“notwithstanding that a preliminary decree has been passed the daughters are to be given share in
Coparcenary equal to that of a son in pending proceedings for final decree or in appeal. It has also been
clarified on this question that whether the suits/appeals are pending before different High Courts and

Sub-ordinate Courts, the daughters cannot be deprived of their rights of equality.”

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2024 |id JHHC010124872013

Km. Deepika Rani v. Vinay Bansal

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-09-18 - FAPL/148/2017

g ATHE U ST are 9 Tefdd g fS/s argt (Km. Deepika Rani) 7 3ro= 918 (Vinay Bansal) TR €@me@l & TR o T g1
&Y T ShgT AT foh Ik U &t g & a1 34 Jufa & 1/7 af fewan forraa & e an ufaard) 3 &fda w0 @ fodh a9sid & sgm
Irél ¥ ke ¥ Uah Gift Deed TR g&1eR ohxar feg| fA=ett sreterd & Order 7 Rule 11 C.P.C. & dgd aTc ol @TRT e T T, 78
A gy foh fog ITRifAeR sifafas &t ar1 6 & g ardl &1 dufl § @ls SifhR T8 A1| 3= TR A $9 AT i Tefd UraT
3R dT1E ot 8Tl eheq ot fAdeT feam|

frofa  FATEIATG I=d T = AT foh 2005 o HLMerd & 1% Siel Siifad W U= YT Ugarieh g, Aol a1 I9ehl SI-H 9ee 9
Ug g3 Bl
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“The Apex Court in the Case of Vineeta Sharma vs. Rakesh Sharma and others, (2020) 9 SCC 1... has held
that daughter born before date of enforcement of the 2005 Amendment Act has got same rights as
daughter born on or after the amendment... w.e.f. 09.09.2005, she becomes a coparcener w.e.f. the date of

Amendment Act, 2005 (i.e. 09.09.2005) irrespective of whether she was born before the said amendment.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha UPHC011762902017

12 Rangashamaiah v. Rangahanumaiah

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2022-01-20 - RSA/1171/2015

Ig ATHAT Ogeh JUfT & faTe § Tefdd 81 9 are #, ardt 3 oo o7E & a1y Uit & dear & 7 it off, O Rl seredt 3
Fe1 Y +ff Fg-@mt (coparcener) AT g 1/6 fewa smafed fomar umi srdierend a1 aeh o s <ifeh Yeh 981 <l §g 2005 &
Teme ¥ ugel g gehl off, iy 38 STRITAeR | MfHe 781 fhaT ST 91 q | =™ = Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma
HTHA T gaTeTl & g4 e fohat o 3E 51 & &t g-Tar! gt o1 37T, I9eh! g MY & Usel gs 81 a1 d1& H, 399 39! [T
TR IS UG 81 UgdT| =AraTerd = St @RS e & 3R AT foh §d St & ST STRIMGRRT ot 3191 fgwem oM & gaheR &

frofa  Theiceh Sod AT = TE foha foh 71 8 Icua Ggarideh! SifAehR ot It ehl Tened gd Heg & TATW gl fohdT ST
GehdT| ITch I aIRY IThT T8 AU # Fert & ader &l

“The creation of a coparcenary right is by birth and creates a right in the female by virtue of her birth in
the family. Her death in the family, either before or after the Amendment, will have no effect on her
status as a coparcener. Once she is born in a family she becomes a coparcener by operation of law and

this status is defi nite and perennial.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2022 Hia KAHC010527322015

13 Channabasappa v. Parvatevva
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023-12-18 - WP/105363/2023

g AT feg ITITAGR (Herted) sifafad, 2005 & dgd sfeat & dgarfie (coparcenary) SifdeRT @ d&fda g1 amfenrendt 2
frereft srarerd & I amar et el & oft e 31 gdf-ra el & wrpht arfal @t wuf F R 37 & $7RR e areft o
QTiST & off | arfiehTendf T adh o foh 9 et 2005 & Tetes T uge 1R 1 off, gaferg 3 ava gA RS & ghaR A8 &
=T = Supreme Court & Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma #THet &1 gaTel &d g3 e fohar o gar a8t a1 wgailRien
SRR SIS BidT &1 37d:, dTe fUar Siifad gt a1 =g, a1 3t &t g deie & ugal & -l 4 g1 713 g1, I9ch aiky gufd # g &
PR & | <RI A ATt WTRST & &

frofa  Shriech Sod T = o e fos dfeh afeat @t st & a9 agarfiet sifder ura g, suferg gd-a afeat & arat
&l i St & arial & i iR o gt

“Therefore, what emerges from the above said principle is that Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act,
2005, has virtually damaged the concept of Mitakshara coparcenary because daughter is treated like a

son and she is entitled for a share on par in a coparcenary by birth.”
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HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023 Hia KAHC020144752023

14 Chancharapu Madhusudhan Reddy v. Chancharapu Charishma
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024-01-25 - AS/2154/2002

Ig 1% uTiRaTiRes duft & fawrer iRk 39 W @ifia & ard & d&fid o1 arfedt = grar forar o faanfea d@ufa &9 (ancestral) sk
e fgg uRar (joint family) i ufxt of, Safes ufdanfeat e aes ot fo 3 @-31fSia (self-acquired) Tufar off | =mare™
1eT 3R Ieea Rents (Pahani) @1 faseor s g ag MufRa fovar s eifea et g 9uft & Sutsi (nucleus) & 9w i 18
oft| 35es sifafved, =maTe A fEg STRIfdaR stfafae (Hindu Succession Act) & UTaeT=T & dgd uf<t i Uepfd T Jeieh
faam sifam Fofa &, S=a =amarers 7 @redl & SR W Zrae Sié & Frepl Y g ard g arfeat & frs & ard =t a8t sgran

frofa delTTHT Ied <IATerd = AT o fUrar et 7 bl faf =g o oft 81, af dgea uRar ok dqes dufiai srggoor §, ot
dfeat +ff g fare Y gehar 81

“Thus. the Hpn'Lrle Supreme Court held that a woman/daughter shall also be considered as a - r;int legal
heir as a son and can inherit ancestral property eqrrirlly as a male heir, inspective that the father was

not alive be{ore the Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005 came into ,..ffect.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024 a HBHC010113642002

15 Kamlakar Purushotam Inamdar v. Rajani Shriram Madiwale

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024-06-14 - SA/336/2015

gg AT Ueh dufl & favTe ok @nfiea & deifdrd omi 7e ardt (Plaintiffs) 3 arar fmar & feanfea afrat 3eh forar <t off ofk
Ik e & a1e 3§ 399 SRR i fgwier off | ufaanfeat (Defendants) = g R 'partition deed' @1 gaTell & §Q fasTsT @l
oYy foma, o8 =amaTera 3 1eg & are1a | @ikt e fean| et srerera oiR srdiefia srarera = dufat & upfa (-ifSia ar
Aqen) R TTféat o foedl WR srevr-arent I & ot | = =amarera = e foha o dufxy &t uepfar & smer wR feedt et RaiRor fmar
ST Af@T | =TT = Vineeta Sharma vs. Rakesh Sharma & @A & Sfeiich § HTHe T Yt e b forg uedt &t
TEufd & S usi ol R @ SO famam

oo S Ied AT A [afRa fohar o faeiar st o fGenfAder & agd Sét o1 Tgariient fgd s+ & 3gigfaea
(retroactive) ¥U & @] gidT & 3R 38 ardl ol MueRT 9 fRAdeR 2005 & AR g1 A1 |

“The dictum of the Apex Court as noted from the decision of Vineeta Sharma ((supra) is that the daughter
acquires interest in the coparcenary by birth and the rights can be claimed with effect from 9th
September 2005. The provisions were held to be of retr oactive application as they confer benefits based

on an antecedent event, the antecedent event being birth of daughter.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha HCBMO70172612015

16 Vedhavalli v. Venkatesan

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2024-10-23 - SA/141/2020
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17

18

g ATHAT UTIRaTeh Tt & dear ¥ Heferd g1 arfeat = amar foram foq 'Suit Properties' Oqer 9uf 8, 9o I8 S-ch [ewd e
aAfRy| ufdardt 3 adh e & T vt ot A 7 A & HROT GeorHT Tei a1 el § SR I gert Afgen & dar g8 o oft
ufl it ghaR &1 grad dhid 7 anfeat & uet & uRfes fEdht uilRa &1 I =amarera 3 woe o 3 9o ufdardt o gorr faarg ggeft
Uit & g gQ g3 T, a8 YL (void) §, 3afiy 39 Hefe ¥ 0T §Y o= Hg-alfdeh (co-parceners) gl A1 ST Gehd 3R Fufa &
a1 U & ghaR el &1 e 7 fog STRIfYeR i am & uraem & STYR W arfed] & 38 @l denfird sea gg srdie &t
fAgerT forar!

fFrofa TGN Iod AT = {7 [Ia18 & 3= U1 hl Tgariich! SR &4 & 3ehR o T ofiR fa=iar it Rigid a1 urerq
&R §Y hael a4 hIfAT ITRIFRIRAT & feat et denfad fra

“Notwithstanding that a preliminary decree has been passed the daughters are to be given share in

coparcenary equal to that of a son in pending proceedings for final decree or in an appeal.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha HCMAG11474532019

Basappa Maharudrappa Holi v. Parawwa
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023-11-24 - RFA/100148/2018

g AHaT Oqges Juf 7 Ao ofk ifiart & 33 @ §afaa g1 ardt (plaintiff) = ah f&ar fos a8 Sk ufaardt (defendants) g&
T feg uRar & dew § ik ag dufxy & 1o 1/3 2 & gohaR &1 ufdardl = adh & foh e sl il ueiehR = a9 & shRoT
arg 'non-joinder of necessary parties' & TR TR WISt fohar ST A1fgq | Fraeft sierera 3 ardY ok o ag-i ot 1/5 fewa
ge™ fhaT| I= =rITerd = Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma ATet T gaTetT &d g el foh fog Savifaer (daem) sifafaas,
2005 & SER, sfeaf Tg-a1des (coparceners) &1 =T = el siarerd o Fofa dl sRemR @1 iR 711 foh e a8+ o gl
Y &1 R IR Tl

frofa  helicen Ie ATy 3 Afofa foram fon foefiar emf & fesnfadan & aga o+t shifaa afeat agarRe €1 ora: s & are
T 37 gaft ol et e o I8 IHTH fRedT errdfed ehear =amrdTd 2

“In view of the law laid down in the case of Vineeta Sharma supra, the argument of the learned counsel
for the appellant cannot be accepted because the relevant law which has to be applicable is that under
the provision of Section 6 of Hindu Succession Act, the daughters who are alive on the date of the

amendment are treated as coparceners.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023 Hia KAHC020060962018

Prakash & Ors. v. Phulavati & Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2015-10-16 + 2015 INSC 793

Tg AT Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005 it ¢IRT 6 i ReaT § Hefdd o, faty = 9 59 o91d =R o a7 a8
Heied gdadt (retrospective) &1 =maTera = FufRa forar fos ag dsiters geeardt 78T & ok ag chact 361 ATl § a1 81T & STaf
coparcener Sfifad & 3R 9 f&deR, 2005 St a1 IHF 1< A & AN E1H o THT Sifad dfeat disg off | =T = we fRar i
2005 & faFeR 20 & uget gg fohelt it HehR & fas=H (partitions) a1 g&diaRUT (alienations) 39 deMe & Ui T8l 8111 Slgd
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T AT SR fremfient 3 S0 & SR R, Ig sy fFepter T foh Hsiter T 3224 haet |fasa=gEt (prospective) THTT ST
|

s 39 Fota 7 g FaffRa frar mar a1 fos 2005 &1 deitem dhaer "Sifad dgarfiel &t siifaq dfeai” R amgiar g1 59
=1 Od ot a1g & fosfiar st A & st dis g1 e (overruled) @R far mam|

“the amending provision itself was expressly applicable 'on and from' the commencement of the
Amendment Act, i.e., 9th September, 2005.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2015 did ESCRO10001492015

19 Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-08-11 - 2020 INSC 487

Tg ATHeT Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005 & dgd afedt & 2iferRi 6t same @ deifad g1 =marera 7 fAofy fean
et et ST 8 8 'coparcener’ AT ST, =T SehT 59 2005 & HMEA T Uget §31 81 a1 a1e H| I8 IR 'unobstructed
heritage' & ¥4 & =7 @ fiieta &, 3k 59 frQ ug ermages &Y & & far 09.09.2005 @ Sifaa & | =marera 3 we fwar &
2005 & MY T UTE 'retroactive’ &1 59 3rettar, raTerd 3 I8 oft et fah Section 6(5) & dad Hif¥e sear (oral
partition) o &raT <l ST ¥ WRR g haT ST HehaT; TH &A1 hl chdl Usiiend adTast! a1 <IraTerd oh fesht gRT 8 g fhan
ST ATy

frofa  Tated AT 6l i =<mareien i dis 3 we ik sifaw 0 @ aifta frar ik afeal o1 ggad sfdar ST @ &
gid1 &, safer fUrdT a1 2005 & Shifad gir emasaes 81 81 Hifeh Sear ol chdel STATHRUT ATHA § 31 ITesi-ch G&diasti &
a1y g TR fohar <1 Tehar &1

“The provisions contained in substituted Section 6 of the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 confer status of
coparcener on the daughter born before or after amendment in the same manner as son with same
rights and liabilities... Since the right in coparcenary is by birth, it is not necessary that father coparcener
should be living as on 9.9.2005.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Ha ESCRO10000042020

20 Vavilapalli Rajeswari v. Bavera Appalanaidu
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023-10-20 - AS/2863/2001

g AT Yeh UTRATRe Tuf & seaR & Tafdd 8, STt ardt () = org= forar Y qes dufy & srom fgwar #ivm o1 el serera
aré} ot Tuf 7 1/6 e far o ik farg @ & wu 8 40,000 0 6 weld wmwa a1 A fam an ard) 3 39 et @l g 3
g S T | STt &t | Iea e = ur ok faTe e & A R far gR i 78 sndiedt a1 i SR T8 @ iR ufaardt
(foram) T Trfed &ea & et 3T foh S99 are) & fqare & g sramuRor @< forar o1 a1 a1l 3 9ufty & 3o sifder amr e anl
ArTery 3 fig SRR A & graemi & ded ardl et IdeT If=d geh UaH i gy 3Ttiiel el Wienr fohar ofk et srarera
& Aol & demtes foRan)
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frofa  STTE TS S <RI = 8¢t & g @ forare oo & a7 wR &Y 718 ford) oft ardiel) ot @il fomam o foefiar emf amwet
T Jeoid e Y < ol guf Fgarident fgw fEam

“Subsequently, in Vineeta Sharma v . Rakesh Sharma 3, the Hon“ble Supreme Court held that if a
daughter is alive on the date of enforcement of the Amendment Act, 2005, she becomes coparc ener with

effect from the date of amendment...”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023 Hid APHC010151752001

21 Achutuni Sitharavamma v. Turaga Ananda Rao
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023-06-13 - CRP/1364/2010
Ig AT feg ITUTIaR (Herted) sifdfas, 2005 & dgd afeat & dgarfie (coparcenary) SifdeRT di aaren @ dafad g1 g
w0 ¥, 1993 # U URfAe f3eht (preliminary decree) umika & 72 oft, foa# frar i gg 1961 & g1 & hroT dfe & SRy
ot DT g 1T 24| 916 J, et srered A dfeat & et F fedht & denter foham, @feh fhe 3@ Tefier (review) & amenw @ g R
&1 =1 =amarerd 3 A i & =afies Rigidl a1 uTe e gY AT feh 2005 & HiteH & Ugel Hufxi T ardides e
(partition by metes and bounds) =&l 31 o1, 3afiy dfeal Hgarde & €U H 0= AfARRT 1 ETaT R Fehll 81

frofa  SATE UGLT I AT A AT foh 1o &Y haet URfAes f3eht arafaes fauwre 8l 81 arafdes favs (registered
deed a1 decree) 20 faEsR 2004 ¥ Ugat 71 g < fAA H, et &t farfrar emf fAofa & aga gof ofk dsifdd fRed & ey
A

“Therefore, the above judgement makes it clear the amendment to the Hindu Succession Act, 1956

granting equal rights to the daughters to inherit the coparcenary property had retrospective effect and
was not confined to the date of 9th September 2005, being the date on which the 2005 Act was enacted.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023 Ha APHC010038522010

22 Prasanta Kumar Sahoo & Ors. v. Charulata Sahu & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-03-29 - 2023 INSC 319

g ATHeT Oqgeh YU & deanr (partition) § T&fda g1 =marerd 3 fAofy fear fah fég Saxifder sifafeam, 1956 &t a1 6 # 2005 &
Geied & a1, sfear off duf & gor 8 di gnar &1 feh dear a1 gerear sifad 5l (final decree) TRd g1 dak =erar wgat
2, gafo ard sroeht AT & ST 39 TMem o1 1y & Tl &1 =araTer = e 3k foh TufRy o1 deart a9 d gof A8t AT S
ST9 den 3ifaw fEht 781 g SIdl | 596 3retren, =T 3 ag oY et ferar f Order XXIII Rule 3 of the Code of Civil
Procedure & dgd g9siiar fafea & ofik a+ft uedt &t wgnfa @ g1 sifqard 8, s ag s 81

frofa  Hated AR J A e Sifaw fSeht arRa 817 & uget deh fauTsT a1 Geneam THTE g1 gidl, 31d: 39 SR gy fehddt oft
faemft geema (S 2005 a1 Gne) a1 o1y afedt et e sifvard g1
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“A preliminary decree determines the rights and interests of the parties. The suit for partition is not
disposed of by passing of the preliminary decree. It is by a final decree that the immovable property of

joint Hindu family is partitioned by metes and bounds.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Hid ESCRO10003232023

23 R. Kala v. Sundaramoorthi
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-11-20 - SA/385/2017

Ig ATHe Oges Suf (ancestral property) & secar @ T&fdd &1 arél (Appellant) 3 3= fUrar 6 dufy & gar g & 7 &
oft, Afer Fereft srareral 3 ag /T ok <k ardt <t Amél Hindu Succession (Tamil Nadu Amendment) Act, 1990 & ugd g5
oY, 39feIT g dhadt 31U+ fiar & G & g1 gheR &1 High Court 3 Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma #™e & Supreme
Court gRT RefRd &I T uTeH &d §Q a8 e fohar f& dfeai S+ @ 8t coparcener § 3R fég StRifderR sifafaas & 2005 &
Gy & are T &l 7eg Y faf smrfiies 81 =amarera 3 ardt &t 'A' Schedule dufa & 6/25 @1 fgwdm ueH snvd gu et
Srererdt & Aot et genfaa foma

frofa  FETY Ied =ATATeRI = AT foh hala Titerd, 2005 & AR g & a1e, fdars i fafd & H&fa asa-wda dmn smmifie
1 g & 3R A8 Y At & TEH gl ur 2

“By virtue of coming into force of the Central Act in the year 2005 giving equal coparcenary rights to the
daughters and all sons, the date of marriage of daughter as fixed in Tamil Nadu Amendment Act has also

become irrelevant.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Fd HCMA011639772017

24 G. Sekar v. Geetha & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009-04-15 - 2009 INSC 503

g AT Hindu Succession Act & 9RT 23 & faeiiu= (omission) 3R 3Tch U9 & Tafdd g, ST Uget Aigell SaRTehTRAT e
ek mare (dwelling house) & faTST ahl HiTT @t  AehdT A1 =amaTera A fAafRa forar fes af 2005 & e a1 Igea Afgan
ITRIfAeRTRAT & Ufdl AEHTd el FATE AT 3R <iffies FAMAT YR AT AT1 =rarerd 3 A7 o 39 ufdse &l gag ST & a1,

AfgT STRITAGRT 319 3= FY & frer &t 7T el & g o &1 59ah sifaiRem, =amarer 3 afiaa (Will) &t derdr & ey &
fArelt SraTerdt & ST el sRER T, ifeh aiiad o UHTOT H 1R Hedgsier uRfRfaat Aisg off ok ag s & agar Rig

EEGRIERIT

frofa  gared IR = AT foh 2005 & fOumht deiier o urufie &g Afe Samarsit et THTw ST T, 971 URT 23 &
Y & a8 AfgATY Igeh 3imard o Ao & forg ot ke @ &1

“when a repeal of provisions of an enactment is followed by fresh legislation by an amending Act such
legislation is prospective in operation and does not effect substantive or vested rights of the parties

unless made retrospective either expressly or by necessary intendment.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009 Hid ESCRO10008672009
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fRg Igufder (detya) safdfyga, 2005 & arc wgefla ... IV - g&gH &7 g

25 Tej Bhan v. Ram Kishan
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-12-09 - 2024 INSC 945

Tg AT Hindu Succession Act, 1956 @it Section 14 &t 2aReaT 3R 39 SU-Tsl (1) 3R (2) & g & siqdse & Tefdd &1
AT A UrT foh 39 UraeTe Y SAReAT oht Ao fUse shs ant # weR faRiet fofa feg g €, fSrereh ot st sifAfgyaan
R 3= 8t 71 &1 adae dte 7 | 3 fes Hieger Fofa &t ofik & =manediar 6 dist grr fog 7 & it smoe # fortemah €,
3afeIg 38 ersT & g Ta a1t dts (larger bench) &1 e fehaT ST SiTasdeh &1 TR, <TaTerd 3 HTHe i R & T
=rareier & gHeT S o1 e fean a1fds s & 59 Ayl fig w RAfG we 6 s g

frofa  Gared AT i @eUts 7 fig ITufdaR sifdfagm, 1956 &t aRT 14 & dgd Afgars & guf Wi sifdeRT &
LT Stfeetdnatt ofR =amfien foRtersal et Sad §g AT Y Goh a9l Uie & aer dafeia fomam

“Interpreting Section 14 of the Hindu Succession Act, 1956... The question is of some complexity and it
has evoked wide diversity of judicial opinion not only amongst the different High Courts but also within

some of the High Courts themselves.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Hd ESCRO10006052024

A EHIOT

g B Vitark Al gRT 9rasi=eh 0 T IUared fAufal 3R Iuahreral & st & STUR R dOR fohar T §1 I8 dhaet RO Tgradr & forw ¢ iR
FILA 9eTg (legal advice) =gl &1 fnedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence # IualT & & ugat @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g fAufa (source judgment) & g W= ¥4 T T fohar ST A1fRY |
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