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1. Heard Mr. Anuruddh Chaturvedi, learned counsel for the
petitioners, Mr. Rajesh Kumar Tiwari, learned Additional Chief
Standing Counsel for the State-respondents, Mr. Rajesh Kumar
Dubey, learned counsel, holding the brief of Mr. Monu Mishra,
learned cousnel for respondent Nos. 5 and 8 and Mr. Deepak Gaur,
learned counsel for the Land Management Committee.

2. The instant writ petition has been filed for the following relief:-

"1. Issue a writ order or direction in the nature of
Certiorari quashing the order dated 29.09.2025 passed
in Revision No. 2480 of 2025 by Respondent No. 2,
Board of Revenue U.P. at Prayagraj.

Il. Issue a writ order or direction in the nature of
mandamus directing the Respondents to not to
interfere in peaceful possession of the Petitioner over
the land in dispute during the pendency of the Revision
before Respondent No.2."

3. Learned counsel for the petitioners submitted that revision under
Section 333 of U.P.Zamindari Abolition and Land Reforms Act
(hereinafter referred to as the U.P.Z.A & L.R. Act) filed on behalf of
petitioners was entertained and interim order was granted staying
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the operation of the order dated 22.05.2025 and further directing the
parties to maintain status quo. He submitted that stay vacation
application as well as counter/ objection affidavit has been filed on
behalf of respondent Nos.5 and 8 in the aforementioned revision. He
submitted that rejoinder affidavit has also been filed on behalf of
petitioners in the aforementioned revision. He further submitted that
last date fixed in the revision was 19.9.2025 but Board of Revenue
has passed the impugned order on 29.9.2025 in arbitrary manner
vacating the interim order passed in the pending revision.

4. On the other hand, learned counsel for respondent Nos.5 and 8
submitted that stay vacation application was filed in the aforesaid
revision and copy of rejoinder affidavit was not served to the learned
cousnel for respondent Nos.5 and 8. He submitted that no
interference is required against the order impugned and proper
direction be issued for disposal of pending revision within time bound
period.

5. | have considered the arguments advanced by the learned cousnel
for the parties and perused the record.

6. There is no dispute about the fact that revision was field on behalf
of petitioners against the order affirming the lease of private
respondents and board of revenue in revision has initially granted
interim order. There is also no dispute about the fact that under the
impugned order interim order granted in favour of the petitioners in
the pending revision has been vacated and 17.12.2025 was fixed for
disposal of revision.

7. In order to appreciate the controversy involved in the matter
perusal of interim order dated 5.6.2025 passed in the pending
revision will be relevant, which is as under:-
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8. Perusal of the order sheet of the pending revision as annexed at page
No0.104 of the writ petition will be also relevant, which is as under:-

3MER sfte ot fAawoT
_______ %Ommmﬁw
o fafta fafr fafar Hrarat
1 ........................... A 05/06/2025 _________________________________________________________

URAS

3 29/08/2025 15/09/2025 | WURiHe GFd1g
REEIE
IR ED

4 15/09/2025 19/09/2025 fafay
REEIE

5 19/09/2025 fafay 12/11/2025 fafay

9. Perusal of the order sheet of the pending revision as quoted above
demonstrate that 29.9.2025 was not the date fixed in the revison as
such impugned order passed on 29.9.2025 cannot be sustained in
the eye of law.

10. This Court in the case of Ali Sher Vs. State of U.P. through
Collector, Bijnor and others, 2007 (102) RD 498 has held that if
order under appeal or revision has serious consequence then
operation of the order must be suspended till the pendency of the
appeal/ revision. Paragraph Nos.4 & 5 of the judgment rendered in
Ali Sher (Supra) will be relevant which are as under:
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"4. 1t is well settled that once an appeal or revision is
entertained by a higher Court against an order having
civil consequences stay normally should be granted to
avoid swinging pendulum unless the Court for the
reasons to be recorded finds that there is no case for
grant of stay as observed by the Hon'ble Apex Court in
the case of Mool Chand v. Raza Buland Sugar
Industries.

5. Considering the facts and circumstances, impugned
order dated 16.11.2006 is hereby quashed. Writ petition
stands allowed. Appellate Court is directed to disposal
of the appeal of petitioner in accordance with law as
expeditiously as possible preferably within a period of
two months from the date of production of certified
copy of this order before him and till the disposal of
appeal as directed above, parties shall maintain status
guo with regard to nature and possession over the land
in dispute.”

11. Considering the facts and circumstances of the case, impugned
order dated 29.9.2025 passed by Board of Revenue is liable to be set
aside and the same is hereby set aside. The writ petition is
allowed. The respondent No.2-Board of Revenue is directed to
decide the aforementioned revison expeditiously preferably within a
period of two months from the date of production of certified copy of
this order. It is further directed that till the disposal of the
aforementioned revision, the effect and operation of the impugned
order dated 22.05.2025 passed by Additional District Magistrate
(Judicial) Lalitpur shall remain in abeyance and the parties shall
maintain status quo with respect to nature and possession of the plot
in question.

(Chandra Kumar Rai,J.)
January 6, 2026
PS*
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High Court of Judicature at Allahabad



		2026-01-09T15:50:16+0530
	High Court of Judicature at Allahabad




