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second Appeal No.scm& Y 20@0

'_ (Memorandum ef Second Appeal U/Section 100 of CPC)

_APPEI;I.MH‘ Lo _Prakash Tradmg COmpany,threugh
'--'PI.AINTIFF L Partner Kamal Kishore Rathi;

' .. 8/o sita Ram Rathi, resident of
. "Rathi xunj ,Gaanara Burg,mistt
_'Durg (H!P)Q

Vers us

'Y I

- ,RESPONDENTS - ‘14 Kan ‘Mal Jain s/o not known

‘DEFENDANTS . . .- Proprietor. Parakh Traders
Loov. o .7« Rajnandgaon Di ,tr::n.ct L

e Rajnandgaoa A D

ilirg ;iistrict D

|
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HIGH COURT OF CHHATT]:SGARH AT BILASPUR

Single Bench: =~ Hon'ble Shri Justice P. Sam Koshy

Second Appeal No. 905 of 2000

: 'Aggellant 1 - ' ~Prakash Trading Company
Plaintiff T
B VERSUS

P - R Respondents ~ Kan Mal Jain'and others
-7 Defendants

l ; .Pres_ent: . Shri Sunil Sah'u,r counsel for the appellant.

~Oral Order o o | l
(01.10.2013) S __

The mstant second . appeal has 'be'en preferred by the
appellantlplaintlff herein challengmg the judgment and decree dated -
©27.42000 passed by the District Judge, Durg in First Appeal No. 45-A11999
‘whereby the Iower appellate court i.e: the District Judge, Durg had conflrmed _
the judgment and decree dated 19 7.1993 passed by Addltlonal District
| Judge, Class-| in Civil Suit No. 21-A/1 993.

2" ~The appellant plalntlff had filed a sunt for recovery of Rs.11 300/-

" against the respondentsldefendants on _purchase of 120 bags of Tiwra Dal

o o e _f_f_rom the appellant, which according fo the appell_anﬂplaintiff wa_s not paid for.

, - 3. Adter. die consideration of the facts of the case wherein the =
| | respondents/defendants have entered into agreement and - proceeded ex-

"parte the trial Court v:de |ts judgment. and decree dated 19793 has

i  dismissed the said suit and drawn a decree accordmgly

4. Belng aggneved by the judgment and decree passed by the trial
.Court, the appellant had._preferred a first appeal before the lower appellate
court and the lower appellate court vide impugned judgment dated 27. 4.2000

. rejected the appeal preferred by the appellant.’ The appellant in the instant
'second appeal has assalled the sald order

5. After. considering the ‘submissions mad_e by counsel for the :
'appe’ll"antlplaintiff, after perusal of judgment of the trial Court and also after _ " L ‘,_
appreciating the evidence that has come on record, | find no- substantial o :

question of law involved |n the instant second appeal and the same is liable

to be dismissed and is accordingly dlsmlssed "No order as EESE///;,j :

‘ o sd- :' ?il -
o o '. o N p. Sam Koshy |
o L T T udge -




