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1.Heard SriKripa Shankar Shukla, learned counsel for the
petitioner and Sri Adya Prasad Tewari, learned counsel for the
respondents.

2. At this stage Court does not find any reason not to follow the
order passed by Co-ordinate Bench in Writ-A No0.3475 of 2026
dated 30.1.2026, since after order dated 15.6.2013, whereby
consolidated revision petitions was dismissed being not
maintainable and subsequently one of the separate revision
petitions was dismissed by an order dated 15.9.2025 and
challenge to it was allowed in above referred Writ Petition, whereas
present case is arising out of dismissal of other Revision Petitions.

3. For reference, order dated 30.1.2026 is reproduced hereinafter:

"1. Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned
Standing Counsel.

2. Petitioner by means of present writ petition has prayed
for following reliefs:

"I. Issue, a writ, order or direction in the nature of certiorari
quashing the impugned order dated 15.09.2025 and
05.11.2009 (Annexure No. 14 and 4) passed by the
respondent no.2 and 3, respectively;

ii. Issued, a writ, order or direction in the nature of
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mandamus directing the respondents not to interfere in
peaceful possession over the plot in question of the
petitioner i.e. Plot no. 117 situated in Village Barthauni
Tehsil and District Varanasi."

3. The contention of learned counsel for the petitioner is
that the proceedings under Section 41 of the U.P. Land
Revenue Act, 1901 was initiated against the father of the
petitioner, Late Hari Nath and the same was decided vide
the order dated 05.11.2009. Late Hari Nath and his brother
Baij Nath on coming to know about the order dated
05.11.2009 had filed an application for restoration dated
12.05.2010 but the same was also rejected vide the order
dated 05.02.2013 on the ground that it was time barred.

4. Being aggrieved by the order dated 05.02.2013 and the
order dated 05.11.2009, Revision No0.109 of 2013 under
Section 219 of the U.P. Land Revenue Act, 1901 was filed.
However, the revision so filed was rejected vide the order
dated 15.06.2013 solely on the ground that two separate
revisions ought to have been filed against the order dated
05.11.2009 and the order dated 05.02.2013.

5. It is submitted on behalf of the petitioner that in
pursuance to the order dated 15.6.2013, the revision filed
under Section 219 of the U.P. Land Revenue Act, 1901
against the order dated 05.11.2009 registered as Case No.
151 of 2012-13 before the Additional Commissioner
(Administration), Varanasi besides another revision was
filed against the order dated 05.02.2013 by means of which
application for restoration had been rejected.

6. It is contended on behalf of the petitioner that the
revision registered as Case No. 151 of 2012-13 has been
rejected solely on the ground that the previous Revision
No. 109 of 2013 has already been dismissed by means of
order dated 15.06.2013 and no second revision was
maintainable against the same order. The Revisional
Authority while dismissing the revision amongst others had
held as under:
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"6- T THATECt ol fafead sraciienT [Tl TSTael o Jddicd O ST
el & Tob 3R —araTerd gy uiika 3meer faAie 05-11-2009 o faeg
ERATY I o EaIRI, Fardl e sreftelt, T dheer, dedid 9 e
IRV GRT 39 AT o dHeT fAmest @=m 109/2013 gy s=m
YTy 31Tfe; ANfora fomam ram o, o raTe SwRr=a steer fartish 15-06-
2013 & AreAw & &G o 3 T O SR =T g1 uTRd
31eeT f&ieh 05-11-2009 & faeg g: FRET Afd fohd ST a1 &hig
e el g1 R Seree & 3R e fohd ST ana 1"

7. It is difficult to understand that once the revision
registered as Case No. 151 of 2012-13 had been filed in
compliance of the order dated 15.06.2013 passed in
Revision No. 109 of 2013 which was dismissed on

technical grounds that two separate revisions ought to have
been filed against the order dated 05.11.2009 and order
dated 05.02.2013 and not on merits, then as to how the
subsequent revision could have been held to be non-
maintainable.

8. Hence, it is evident that the impugned order dated
15.09.2025 has been passed without proper application of
mind and appreciation of relevant aspects of the matter in
controversy and as such is unsustainable in the eyes of
law.

9. Under the circumstances, the present writ petition is
allowed and the order dated 15.09.2025 passed by the
Additional Commissioner (Administration) Varanasi in Case
No. 151 of 2012-13 Computerized Case No.
C20131400001076 is set aside and the matter is remanded
back to the respondent no.2-Additional Commissioner
(Administration), Varanasi Division, Varanasi to decide the
revision afresh within a period of three months from the
production of certified copy of this order after affording
opportunity of hearing to all the concerned parties and in
due accordance with law. "

4. Accordingly, impugned order dated 16 9.2025 is set-aside and
matter is remanded to concerned respondent to hear the
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concerned revision petition on merit a fresh within three months.

5. Writ Petition is accordingly disposed of.

(Saurabh Shyam Shamshery,J.)

March 24, 2026
SB
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