IN THE HIGH COURT OF SIKKIM

ORDER SHEET
REGULAH SECUOND APPEAL

....... SR R R TR R R | of 1oy 2003
; PHULMAYA MHATI Petitioner/Appellant
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Order | Ordar taken on Order

| 17320038 Presenl Mo Anmole Prasad sed Wy, T. B Thapa
Adwacates for the appellant.
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Heard on the application B condonation of deliy.

Delay 1z condoned subject Loy oljection

RS A M0 323
| [Meard on adnnssion
Substantial question put in by the appeltant is = Whether
| the fincing that the sale deed dared 26 11.7% marked exhibit P
| was sufficiently proved by the plaintifl and whether afs
! admission into evidence in the suit was vitated due o a
I misreading and misappreciation of the law relating o the proof
and sdmission inla evidence of the same™

Afer hearing the learned Counsel for the appellant and

perusing the judgment of the il coun and alse of the lirsc

appellate court, hath of whom have decreed the suit in favour of
the plaintiff-respondent against  the appellant and the other
three persans who were impleaded defendant Moz 2 o 4 and
more particulariy, paragraph 35 ol the judgment of the tial
cour which mentions 1hat on 164, 1982 the power of attorney
executed in [avour of the appeflam was presented before the

Rowistrar which was confirmed by the sefler that the proposed
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attornes: can sienoon Ins beball recerve balacce, conaderalon

valoe etc, We have no doubt that the sale deed wias executed

arises for decision The appeal 15 dismisses in liming
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