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HON'BLE CHANDRA KUMAR RAI, J.

1. Heard Mr. Manik Chandra Y adav, leaned counsel for the petitioner,
Mr. Anirudh Pratap Singh, learned counsel for respondent no.4 and

learned Standing Counsel for the State-respondents.

2. The instant petition has been filed for the following reliefs:

(a). Issue a writ, order or direction in the nature of certiorari to quash impugned order dated
11.11.2025(Annexure-1) passed by the Deputy Director of consolidation, Azamgarh in Revision No.
131/2022, 20225415600000131), Mithai Lal versus Basdeo and others, under section 48(1) of C.H. Act,
and order dated 13.07.2022 (Annexure-2) passed by the Consolidation Officer, Phoolpur, District
Azamgarh in case No. 262, under section 42, U.P. C.H. Act, related to village-Hafizpur, Pargana

Nizamabad, Tehsil Sadar, District Azamgarh.

(b). Issue a writ, order or direction in the nature of Mandamus directing the respondents to delete the
excess land of 0.700 kadi from the gata no. 76 and the same may be entered as Bachat land in gram

Sabha Hafizpur.

3. Learned counsel for the petitioner submitted that the impugned orders
have been passed in illegal and arbitrary manner. He further submitted
that the area which has been entered in settlement cannot be changed in

any manner. He further submitted that the proceeding initiated by the
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petitioner has not been decided in proper manner, as such, impugned
order should be set aside and claim of petitioner should be examined

afresh.

4. On the other hand, learned counsel for respondent no.4 submitted that
there is no illegality in the impugned order passed by the Consolidation
Officer and Deputy Director of Consolidation. He further submitted that
the finding has been recorded while passing the impugned order rejecting
the application filed by petitioner along with others, under Section 42 of
U.P.C.H. Act. He placed the finding recorded by the Consolidation
Officer as well as Deputy Director of Consolidation while passing the
impugned order. He placed further application filed by petitioner which is
annexed as annexure along with writ petition. He further submitted that in
order to harass the private respondent and linger on the proceeding in the
Court the petitioner has initiated misconceived proceeding before the
consolidation authorities, as such, writ petition filed by petitioner should

be dismissed.

5. | have considered the argument advanced by learned counsel for the

parties and perused the records.

6. There is no dispute about the fact that the application dated 9.1.2008
filed by Shri Ram and others including the petitioner has been rejected by
the Consolidation Officer vide order dated 13.7.2022. There is also no
dispute about the fact that the revision filed by petitioner against the order
of Consolidation Officer dated 13.7.2022 has been dismissed vide order
dated 11.11.2025.

7. In order to appreciate the controversy involved in the matter, perusal of
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relevant portion of the order passed by the Consolidation Officer will be

necessary, which is as under:-

TG Thdwal ARRRT HATR, HSTHG |
oo 3TTfe §9 T TR |

T TEAT 262/2022 9RT 42 3090 Fehs—< ARAIH|

UTH-IHSTYR, TIHT-(ASTHISTE, dadiie-aeR, SHue-HASHIG |

vt

UATae! ohl AdellchT (ol 7T Ud IHY Uef o g SATEa<hnTor ol A1 711 9 Usdell § Fere
et o1 uRefie foram | wm eiftheTqR | e HeAr 392 d1¥ied, SiafdeE YT Ferdg
Yo & A1 HAf9rE! | 3ot 8| T qhewal ATGRRI a1g AT 15052 HTfS F=id oRT 9
& ATeYT fadir 11 10.1987 R TMTeT |E&AT 76/2.400 o TJ W Hdlfdeh HidhT el TeEAT
76/2.680 TSt B AT 37T UTRd okl 7T €1 3t UehR dchawa) SRR HeX TSI dTg
&A1 202 F=did gRT 42 dloth0 28.12.2007 GRT qdlfdeh HRite difcierl T Fenfea
foram T 81 Itk STeRll o fawg fonedt wem =amarer | hlg aTdiel a1 Y& UrelHr U3t Uegd
81 TR TT| Ik HATGST S I T@d §U URT 425 o Ild 50 AT GRT g hrdarel
fopam ST fafer Sd 76T &1 9RT 42 o Sl 70T Ua felfUehia Jfe ot gt gt ol &l 39
T hl AATERR YT & | UL Y01 H HeRIch deha=a] ATl d1¢ H&AT 15052 31
F=HId URT 9o 3A1QY faAieh 11.10.1987 T Fehard] ATUSN TR HA~Id URT 42 d1G Fe
202 dloth0 28.12.2007 & fa&g Har =rerd | 91 SR R AT HidTel el A1y
AT| IR YU SId Iehaal AAAFH, 1953 H GRT 42F SFAld dehal AGRNT @l
TG HATABR Tehaal ohl 39 AT & Thadt Iua=4 o T daR fhd U fordt stfeg
# feiftes a1 TTurT Faeel o A g FRA Dl Afth USH H IR 81 IR U S Tkl
AT, 1953 & 4RT 41 & "W F -ered ARFHTH 1901 & eI 9 qUr 10 &
Ius=y Tt TR T 81 of-wrerg atfafem 1901 1 €T 201 % srid Uuala smesit &
faeg, greertus Urelr U=t o1 Tfae fohdm 71T €, STafch 9RT 202 & =i TG H g8 |l AT
Teh I YR A T WU fam 71 1 37 IuRh faaa & SiUR W 3tk Sufy @it g
qng 3|

e

SWIRAFER AR A1fe gRT U&gd el uof feiferd 09.01.2008 fwed forar irar @1 are
Hagh HRidTe! UTdal e g 2l

Thaa] AR
TAR, HSTHIG |
8. Perusal of the order passed by the Consolidation Officer as quoted
above fully demonstrate that the application dated 9.1.2008 filed by Sri

Ram and others including petitioner has been rightly reected. It is

material to mention that the Deputy Director of Consolidation has
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dismissed the petitioner's revision considering the order passed by the
Consolidation Officer and the point raised by the petitioner before the
Deputy Director of Consolidation which requires no interference in

exercise of jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution of India.
9. No interference is required in the matter.

10. The writ petition is dismissed accordingly.

(Chandra Kumar Rai,J.)
March 26, 2026

Rameez
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