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IN THE HIGH COURT OF SIKKIM

ORDER SHEET
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Advocates for the appellant

Heard the learped Counsel for the appellanl on

adrmIssion
i This sccond appeal anses from the judgment and
! . " i i 52 i L
k decres ol the learned Dhstricl Judpe (South & Wesr) dated
]

28.9.2002 reversing the judement of the leamed Cnal Judse,
East Sikicim and dismissing the suit brought by the plaintifi-
appellant  Man reliet clamed by the plaimtiflin the swit was
with respect o possession over the disputed land
Admittedly, plaintift is the owner of plot Mo 1044, Leamed
Dhstrict Judge digmisqed the st on the growmd that the
plaintid lailed 1o prove that the dispuled land falls part of
plat No.104A.  Learned Counsel for the appellant submits
that there was no wssue an the point whether the disputed lamd
did not Torme part oF 104 A& Treooure view, the question whether
the disputed land lTorms part of 1044 s cosvéred by Issue
Mo, 1D which states - “Whether plot Mo 104A falls outside
the plaintiff's compound and 15 in the possession of the
Health and Family Wellare Department 7 Tnocue visas nn
substantial guestion of law arises m this appeal. The appeal
15 disnvissed in Hmine
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T wiew 0f the order passed today in REA Noo| of

2003, this  Misc Application No.212003  has hecome

mbruciuous and w sccordimgly dismissed
& [

M Ftl""| b AN AT E L'ﬁ‘“”“']q”ll-"f-ﬂ
o L ."i?.r.r}_';.l':r:m.r.-u' Xinglh ) { K Dayal }
Judge Chicf Tustice
LA 2 TA2003



2003:SHC:47-DB


