
 

 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND AT RANCHI 
        S.A. No. 30 of 2006 

       ------ 
  Teklal Hazam  & Others    .... .... …. Appellants 
                              Versus 

Mahadeo Paswan & Ors.   .... .... ....    Respondents 
        ------ 
 CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR CHOUDHARY 
       ------    
  For the Appellants : Mr. Sudhir Kumar, Advocate 
  For the Respondent  : Mr. Anoop Kr. Mehta, Advocate     
       ------        

Order No.08  Dated- 30.08.2022  

     Heard the parties. 

Perusal of the record reveals that in the order dated 09.06.2022, 

passed in second appeal no. 30 of 2006 in the common order in respect 

of I.A. No.3845 of 2022 along with I.A. No. 3846 of 2022, due to 

printing error, it has wrongly been mentioned that deceased appellant 

no.1- Teklal Hazam died leaving behind only three legal 

representatives as appellant nos. 1 (a) to 1 (c) and the deceased 

appellant no.5- Ramsahay Hazam died leaving behind his only three 

legal representative as appellant no.5 (a) to 5 (c) but in fact, the 

deceased appellant no.1- Teklal Hazam died leaving behind his only 

seven legal representatives being appellant nos. 1 (a) to 1 (g) and the 

deceased appellant no.5- Ramsahay Hazam has only five legal 

representatives being appellant no.5 (a) to 5 (e). 

Considering the aforesaid facts, the order dated 09.06.2022 

passed in second appeal no. 30 of 2006 is modified to the extent that 

the prayer for substitution of the only seven legal representatives of 

the deceased appellant no.1- Teklal Hazam as appellant nos. 1 (a) to 1 

(g) and the only five legal representatives of the deceased appellant 

no.5- Ramsahay Hazam as appellant nos.5 (a) to 5 (e) is allowed. 

Accordingly, in view of the aforesaid modification, Registry is 

directed to incorporate the names, parentage and addresses of the said 

appellant nos. 1 (a) to 1 (g) and appellant nos.5 (a) to 5 (e) in the cause 

title of the appeal memo with red ink and mention the word “Dead” 

against the name of the deceased appellant nos. 1 & 5 respectively. 



 

 

The order dated 09.06.2022 passed in this second appeal is 

modified to the aforesaid extent only and this order be treated as part 

of the order dated 09.06.2022.    

     

 

                         (Anil Kumar Choudhary, J.) 
 

 S.A. No.30 of 2006 

  Heard the parties. 

 The learned counsel for the appellants prays for time. 

 Perusal of the record reveals that earlier time was allowed to the 

appellants as the last chance. 

 Prayer for time is allowed subject to payment of costs of 

Rs.1,000/- by the appellant to the respondents through the learned 

counsel for the respondents appearing in the record within two weeks 

and to file the proof of such payment in this Court within two weeks, 

failing which this appeal shall stand dismissed without further 

reference to the Bench. 

  If the proof of payment of cost of Rs.1,000/- by the appellants to 

the respondents through the learned counsel for the respondents 

appearing in the record is filed within two weeks, list this appeal after 

six weeks. 

 

 

 Sonu-Gunjan/-                (Anil Kumar Choudhary, J.) 


