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Order No.07 : Dated 2274 December, 2023

I.A. No.11150 of 2023 in C.Rev. No.11 of 2021

1.
seeking leave of this Court fo
to go for substituted service

on the ground that even tho

The instant interlocutory application has been filed

r allowing the review petitioner
of notice upon sole respondent

ugh steps for service of notice

through registered post as well as ordinary process have been

taken twice, but the notice could not be served upon the sole

respondent.



2. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

3. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon the sole respondent.

4. Office is directed to do the needful.

5. I.A. No.11150 of 2023 stands allowed.

I.A. No.11151 of 2023 in C.Rev. No.12 of 2021

6. The instant interlocutory application has been filed
seeking leave of this Court for allowing the review petitioner
to go for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos.
4, 6, 7, 9 and 10 on the ground that even though steps for
service of notice through registered post as well as ordinary
process have been taken, but the notice could not be served
upon the aforesaid respondents. However, notice has been
validly served upon Respondent Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5 and 8 who
have also appeared by filing Vakalatnama.

7. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

8. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos. 4, 6,

7,9 and 10.



9. Office is directed to do the needful.

10. 1.A. No.11151 of 2023 stands allowed.

I.A. No.11152 of 2023 in C.Rev. No.13 of 2021

11. The instant interlocutory application has been filed
seeking leave of this Court for allowing the review petitioner
to go for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos.
2, 3, 5,9 and 10 on the ground that even though steps for
service of notice through registered post as well as ordinary
process have been taken, but the notice could not be served
upon the aforesaid respondents. However, notice has been
validly served upon rest of the respondents. The Respondent
Nos. 1, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 12 have appeared by filing
Vakalatnama.

12. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

13. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos. 2, 3,
5,9 and 10.

14. Office is directed to do the needful.

15. I.A. No.11152 of 2023 stands allowed.

16. So far as Respondent No.11 is concerned, it has been
submitted on behalf of the review petitioner that since the

concerned respondent has died, hence, the substitution



application is required to be filed.
17. Let necessary application be filed on or before the next

date of hearing.

I.A. No.11149 of 2023 in C.Rev. No0.23 of 2021

18. The instant interlocutory application has been filed
seeking leave of this Court for allowing the review petitioner
to go for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos.
1,2,3,5,7,8, 10, 11 and 13 on the ground that even though
steps for service of notice through registered post as well as
ordinary process have been taken, but the notice could not be
served upon the aforesaid respondents. However, notice has
been validly served upon rest of the respondent. The
Respondent Nos. 9 and 12 have appeared by filing
Vakalatnama.

19. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

20. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos. 1, 2,
3,5,7,8,10, 11 and 13.

21. Office is directed to do the needful.

22. [.A. No.11149 of 2023 stands allowed.

23. So far as Respondent Nos. 4 and 6 are concerned, it has

been submitted on behalf of the review petitioner that since



the concerned respondent has died, hence, the substitution
application is required to be filed.

24. Let necessary application be filed on or before the next
date of hearing.

I.A. No.11145 of 2023 in C.Rev. No.44 of 2021

25. The prayer has been made that since notice upon
Respondent Nos. 1 and 2 has been received by son and
nephew respectively, hence, the said notice has been prayed
to accepted to be validly served upon the concerned
respondents. However, interlocutory application has also
been filed for substituted service of notice.

26. We, after taking into consideration the fact that there is
no joint-ness of the family since no affidavit to that effect has
been filed, therefore, prayer made in the interlocutory
application for substituted service of notice is required to be
taken.

27. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

28. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon the Respondent Nos. 1
and 2.

29. Office is directed to do the needful.

30. 1.A. No0.11145 of 2023 stands allowed.



I.A. No.11146 of 2023 in C.Rev. No.45 of 2021

31. The prayer has been made that since notice upon
Respondent No.4 has been received by his nephew, hence,
the said notice has been prayed to accepted to be validly
served upon the concerned respondent. However,
interlocutory application has also been filed for substituted
service of notice upon all the respondents, i.e., Respondent
Nos. 1,2, 3,4, 5,6,and 7.

32. We, after taking into consideration the fact that there is
no joint-ness of the family, so far as Respondent No.4 is
concerned, since no affidavit to that effect has been filed,
therefore, prayer made in the interlocutory application for
substituted service of notice is required to be taken.

33. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

34. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon the Respondent Nos. 1,
2,3,4,5,and 6.

35. Office is directed to do the needful.

36. 1.A. No.11146 of 2023 stands allowed.

37. From perusal of office note dated 06.12.2023, it appears
that Respondent No.7 has died and, therefore, substitution

application is required to be filed.



38. Let necessary application be filed on or before the next
date of hearing.

I.A. No.11147 of 2023 in C.Rev. No0.46 of 2021

39. The instant interlocutory application has been filed
seeking leave of this Court for allowing the review petitioner
to go for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos.
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 on the ground that even though steps for
service of notice through registered post as well as ordinary
process have been taken, but the notice could not be served
upon the aforesaid respondents.

40. Though prayer has been made for substituted service of
notice upon Respondent Nos. 1 to S but it appears from the
record that Vakalatnama has been filed on behalf of
Respondent Nos. 1, 2 and 4 and they are being represented
through their respective counsel.

41. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed in respect of Respondent Nos. 3 and
S only.

42. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos. 3 and
5.

43. Office is directed to do the needful.

44. 1.A. No.11147 of 2023 stands allowed.
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C.Rev. No.47 of 2021

45. It has been submitted that notice issued upon the
respondents has been validly served.

46. Mr. Kumar Harsh, learned counsel has submitted that
he has filed Vakalatnama to represent the respondents.

47. Let the name of Mr. Kumar Harsh who is representing
the respondents be reflected in the daily cause list.

I.A. No.11143 of 2023 in C.Rev. No0.49 of 2021

48. The instant interlocutory application has been filed
seeking leave of this Court for allowing the review petitioner
to go for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos.
4,5,6,7,9,10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, 19 and 20 on the ground
that even though steps for service of notice through registered
post as well as ordinary process have been taken, but the
notice could not be served upon the aforesaid respondents.
However, service upon rest of the respondents has been
served.

49. Learned counsel for the review petitioner has submitted
that out of the aforesaid respondents Vakalatnama has been
filed on behalf of Respondent Nos. 10, 18 and 20 and they are
being represented through their respective counsel and
hence, there is no need to take steps for substituted service of
notice upon these respondents.

50. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view

that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
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is required to be allowed in respect of Respondent Nos. 4, 5,
6,7,9,11, 13, 14, 16 and 19.

51. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon Respondent Nos. 4, 5,
6,7,9,11, 13, 14, 16 and 19.

52. Office is directed to do the needful.

53. 1.A. No.11143 of 2023 stands allowed.

I.A. No.11148 of 2023 in C.Rev. No0.50 of 2021

54. The prayer has been made that since notice upon
Respondent No. 1 has been validly served. The notice issued
upon Respondent No. 2 has been received by his son, hence,
the said notice has been prayed to accepted to be validly
served upon the concerned respondent. However,
interlocutory application has been filed for substituted service
of notice upon Respondent No.2.

55. We, after taking into consideration the fact that there is
no joint-ness of the family since no affidavit to that effect has
been filed, therefore, prayer made in the interlocutory
application for substituted service of notice upon Respondent
No.2 is required to be taken.

56. This Court, considering the aforesaid fact, is of the view
that the prayer made in the instant interlocutory application
is required to be allowed.

57. Accordingly, the instant interlocutory application is
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allowed granting leave to the review petitioner to take steps
for substituted service of notice upon the Respondent No.2.
58. Office is directed to do the needful.

59. 1.A. No.11148 of 2023 stands allowed.

C.Rev. No.51 of 2021

60. It has been submitted that notice issued upon the sole
respondent has been validly served.

61. Mr. Rajiv Kumar Karan, learned counsel has submitted
that he has filed Vakalatnama to represent the sole
respondent.

62. Let the name of Mr. Rajiv Kumar Karan who is
representing the sole respondent be reflected in the daily
cause list.

C.Rev. No0.62 of 2021

63. It has been submitted that as per service report, the sole
respondent has received the notice but there is no
appearance. However, service is complete.

Civ. Rev. No. 11/2021, Civ. Rev. 12/2021, Civ. Rev.
No.13/2021, Civ. Rev. No.23/2021, Civ. Rev.
No.44 /2021, Civ. Rev. No.45/2021, Civ. Rev.
No.46/2021, Civ. Rev. No0.49/2021 and Civ. Rev.
No.50/2021.

64. The paper publication of notice in limitation matter
(wherever applicable) as well as admission is to be effected in
two of the National Daily newspapers, one Hindi and one
English Edition.

65. Since some of the respondents are residing in the State



Birendra/

-13-

of Bihar/Uttar Pradesh/Jharkhand etc., therefore, notice is
also required to be published in the Local Newspaper of that
area as per the permanent address of those employees as well
as the last known address of the employee.

66. Let affidavit be filed appending therein the paper
publication so as to pass further orders.

67. Learned counsel appearing for the review petitioners has
prayed for six weeks’ time for taking steps in the matter.

68. As prayed for, list these matters on 21.02.2024.

(Sujit Narayan Prasad, J.)

(Navneet Kumar, J.)



