THE UTTAR PRADESH ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION
LUCKNOW
Petition No. 2299 of 2025

QUORUM
Hon’ble Shri Arvind Kumar, Chairman
Hon'ble Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh, Member

Hon'ble Shri Griesh Kumar Vaish, M'em‘ber (Law)

IN THE MATTER OF

Revision under Sub Rule 3 of Rule 3 of Works of Licensees Rules, 2006.

AND

IN THE MATTER OF
1. /Cha'ndan Singh, aged about 47 yearé, son of Krishna Pratap Singh.
2. | Rohit Singh, aged about 42 years, son of Krishna Pratap Singh

both residents of: House No. 7/3/9, Devkali Road, District: Ayodhya,
presently residing at: House No. 193A, Village & Post Kannupvur,

Jalalpur, District: Ambedkar Nagar.

e —

....... Revisionists
VERSUS
1, U.P. Power Transmissibn Corporation Limited, Basti.
2. Sub Divisional Officer, Electricity, Sub-Division- Gid‘ahi, Basti.
3. Executive Engineer (Transmission), Basti.
4, District Magistrate/CoHector, Am.gdkar Nagar.
5. Tehsildar, Tehsil-Tanda, District: Ambedkar Nagar.
....... Respondents
THE FOLLOWING WAS PRESENT
Sh. Chandan Singh, Revisionist.
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ORDER »
(DATE OF HEARING: 20.08.2026)

The instant Revision Petition has been filed by the Revisionist challenging the Order
dated 05.11.2024, passed by the District Magistrate, District Ambedkar Nagar in
Application No. 63 /103TR0%0 / HI0TTa =IT0—3MT2T / YA /2024 in compliance of
direction/order dated 05.07.2024, passed in Writ-C No. 13205 of 2020 (Chandan
Singh & another Vs. U.P. Power Transmission Corporation, Basti & others). The

Prayers in the Revision Petition are as follows:

(a) Issue/reject the order dated 05.11.2024 passed by the District Magistrate,
Ambedkar Nagar and directed to give compensation the revisionists.

(b) 1Issue a direction to the opposite parties to péy the compensation according
to the present circle rate with interest to the revisionists as asked by Tehsil
report dated 05.09.2019. ‘

(c) Issue any other suitable order or direction which this Court may deem just

and proper in favour of the revisionists.
(d) Allow the revision with cost in favour of the revisionists.

BRIEF FACTS OF THE PETITION

The Revisioniéts have filed the present revision challenging the Order dated
05.11.2024 passed by the District Magistrate, District Ambedkar Nagar in
compliance with the direction/Order dated 05.07.2024 passed in Writ-C No. 13205
of 2020 (Chandan Singh & another Vs. U.P. Power Transmission Corporation, Basti
& others). The Revisionists had also approached the Hon’ble High Court, Lucknow
Bench, Lucknow by filing Writ-C No. 3520 of 2025 (Chandan Singh and another Vs.
UPPTCL, Basti and others), which was disposed of vide Order dated 15.04.2025.
According to the Revisionists, the cause of action for filing the present revision arose
on 05.11.2024 upon passing of the impugned Order and further in view of the Order
dated 15.04.2025 passed by the Hon'ble High Court.

The Revisionists submitted that Respondent No. 1 i.e UPPTCL, Basti had issued a
letter under the Electricity Act seeking details of the land for which compensation
was to be paid and a copy thereof was sent to the Tehsildar, Tehsil Tanda, District
Ambedkar Nagar for verification of ownership and determination of compensation

accordi ¢ e\circle rate. It was submitted that all required information/details
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of the land along with supporting documents and decrees of the Civil Court were
provided by the Revisionists; however, the Tehsil authorities started misguiding and

making the matter difficult for them.

The Revisionists. submitted that initially the Tehsildar, Tanda mentioned a wrong
Gata number in his report by recording Gata No. 100 in place of Gata No. 99. Upon
objection being raised by the Revisionists, the Tehsildar admitted the mistake and
submitted another report dated 05.09.2019 stating that Gata No. 100 had been
mentioned in place of Gata No. 99 in the earlier report dated 27.05.1999. It was
further submitted that although the correct Gata nuvmbe'r was thereafter reflected,
the Tehsildar again misguided the matter by not rhentioning Ehe names of the
Revisionists as owners in the said report. According to the Revisionists, Respondent
No. 2 i.e Sub Divisional Officer,' Basti thereafter addressed another letter dated
11.12.2019 to the Tehsildar requesting him to resend the report mentioning the

name of the owner.

It was further submitted that in response to the aforesaid letter, a report was
received from the Tehsil on 08.01.2020 wherein the name of the owner was again
not mentioned and it was merely statéd that the land was found in the shape of a
plot and. that no one was in possession thereof. The Revisionists contended that
neither the name of the owner was disclosed nor was any value given to the Civil

Court decree.

The Revisionisfs submitted that due to the aforesaid misleading reports they were
constrained to approach the Hon’ble High Court by filing Writ-C No. 13205 of 2020
(Chandan Singh & another Vs. UPPTCL, Basti & others), which was disposed of vide
Order dated 05.07.2024. According to the Revisionists, during the proceedings the
counsel for the respondents argued that they were bound by the revenue records,
accordingly, the matter was referred to the District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar for
examination of the matter and for passing a reasoned and speaking order. However,
the District Magistrate passed an arbitrary order without considering the decree of
the Civil Court.

The case 6f the Revisionists is that a dispute arose regarding old Abadi Gata No.
268 and new Gata Nos. 99 and 100 in the year 1946, whereafter Regular Suit No.
463 of 1946 for deciarétion and possession was instituted by their forefather,
Bajrangi Singh, before the Court of Civil Judge, Faizabad. The said suit came to be
decreed by the Munsif North, Faizabad on 15.11.1946.
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10.

1R

The Revisionists further submitted that thereafter old Gata No. 268 was divided into
two parts, namely Gata No. 99 and Gata No. 100, and the name of the School of
Basic Shiksha Parishad was recorded therein. It is submitted that subsequently Suit
No. 101 of 1985 for declaration and injunction, based upon the decree of 1946, was
instituted by the father of the plaintiffs against the State of Uttar Pradesh through
Respondent No. 4, District Magistrate, Gaon Sabha, Basic Shiksha Parishad and the
School, which was also decreed on 28.07.1990 by the Additional Civil Judge,
Faizabad.

The Revisionists submitted that in Suit No. 101 of 1985 both the District-Magistrate
and the Gaon Sabha were parties and, therefore, cannot deny the Civil Court
decree. According to the Revisionists, since the said judgments and decrees were

never challenged by the respondents by way of appeal, the respondents remain

.bound by the same. It is further submitted that maintenance of revenue records is

the duty of the Collector and any failure on the part of the Collector cannot prejudice
the Revisionists.

The Revisionists has contended that the District Magistrate neither discharged his
duty nor followed the binding decrees of the Civil Court and decided the matter
arbitrarily merely on the ground that Execution Case No. 02 of 2024 is pending.
The Revisionists has therefore submitted that the Order dated 05.11.2024 is liable
to be quashed and that they are entitled to compensation according to the circle

rate along with interest.

In support of the present revision, the Revisionists have, inter alia, urged the

following grounds:

i. Because District Magiétrate and Gaon Sabha both are bound by the Civil Court

Decree.
ii. Because to maintain the revenue record is duty of Collector/District Magistrate.

ili. Because if Collector or respondent did not perform his duty the Revisionists
cannot be punish for this.

iv. Because the orders of Collector dated 05.11.2024 is arbitrary, unsound and is

liable to be quashed.

v. Because not examined all records of the Revisionists.
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12.

13.

14,

vi. Because not mentioned and rely upon civil court’s two decrees from that he is

bound.

Reply of Respondent No. 3 — Executive Engineer, UPPTCL, Basti dated.
27.04.2026 |

UPPTCL submitted that during the construction of the 400 kV NTPC (Tanda)-Basti
transmission line, Tower at Location No. 82 was erected on Gata No. 99 situated in
Village Khairpur, Pargana and Tehsﬂ Tanda, District Ambedkar Nagar, as reported
by the Tehsildar, Tanda.

UPPTCL further submitted that the ownership of Gata No. 99 has not yet been
determined by the District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar. Consequently,
compensation in respect of the said land could not be disbursed to the landowner.
UPPTCL submitted that upon determination of the ownership of the land by the
District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar, the compensation amount shall be transferred

to the concerned landowner in accordance with the applicable rules and regulations.

Reply of Respondent No. 4 - District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar dated.

'05,06,2026

The District Magistrate has submitted:its reply to the Revision Petition. The facts

are as follows:

“HIGTAIT TN GIRT GIRA HIEeT [l 28.04.2026 FT fFicwa 3o fw=ad &-

6. In view of the divergent submissions made by the Revisionist and the
observations recorded by the District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar, this Commission
is of the considered view that there exists ambiguity with respect to the issue of
title dispute. In these circumstances, a clear and specific response from the District
Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar is necessary to clarify the position.

Accordingly, in order to examine the matter effectively and without .entering into
issues relating to title, which is admittedly beyond the jurisdiction of this
Commission, the District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar is directed to file a
comprehensive reply within three (3) weeks, positively, clearly indicating:
7. (a)whether the decree relied upon by the Revisionist has attained finality and
whether the same pertains to the land in question;

(b)the present status of disputes, if any, and their scope;
Thereafter, the Revisionist may file its rejoinder, if any, within two (2) weeks
thereafter. _ ‘
8. The matter is listed for the next hearing on 09.06.2026."

TR T T & B A HRIT G WIRE 3 R 28.04.2026 & HeRA A
YO & aROET F YT qF A segad Rufy & gdw F wuehy ud ey o
ST, S0l S 3EHEER & HUdr =l SufSents, evsT 3 o HEdr
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171/ €Yo/ #t weeel fHE-3MEaA2026 foetien 21 HS, 2026 F AEAA ¥ 3=l fawqa smear
YA B §l IR IH W YW d JgHe VST SeUe IFSHGIR & TeTEd
HNT & TAHT BHAT a§ 1426-1431 F WIAT FEAT 146 T AT FEIAT 99 METET AN 6(2)
& W # IR § TUT S Thaedr MFR T 41 G 45 7 §ff TMer - 99 TRaT 01-02-17,
Y A 6(2) & W 3 3T §1 S Tehed IR T 41 % AR ET FEAT 99 XA
IMeT HEAT 268/1 § T AT HEAT 100/0.1930 80 SFTIA FToEaqel, Fag [ & a7 Gof i
gl
A& oY 9T FEAT 99 T T FEAT 100 T TN TReT0T ahtel IR Orm arm & amer
99 # Taretell T WFIT 61 PTx 61 T Fel 3721 TNPE U 0.0346 §o 3 T ST EI;T T
AT YT e HE&AT 100F AT HEAT 99 T AV A AlF R @relr gl
frarrEleRat & Rrar oo gara Rie qanr =mre 3R Rfaw s, b # #e ag dem
101/85 =0T yerq g s=lre affen e aRve ganr SdAe e &1 arg dfora B o,
oA TR 28.07.1990 T HETRIA AT GaNT $H 3R &7 36 Tk R a=r &%
"gTaT aTdT UhuEY alg Sqd o WY ITANCT fRAT ST § 99T argIed ffH wiaw 7 268/1
ThelT 01-02-17 TWAT HEAT 146 T 7T FFaT 100, 15 FaET 0547 @rer we&am 85 forwehr agegdr
ey & Ha A & AT § & Ty A Ig 9won 67 Sl § 5 a8 geu adr fr § 59
T @ WiAarERTor @ fhel TR | IS Ga Fg ¢ a2r fdarderor wr SR vt sanger
e & fow afvid far smar & & farfea offr @ear 99 war 01-02-17 7 ardr & Feanr
e@d # HIE FEALT o HT AU HH FEA-100 W UT gT&qa I 7 FE 3R T |
U aidl & feaqol el g@el H HIS gEAST oF HI"
FAA H 3FT HA W IHEGF F Feall @ H faaE 1 3EH H afnfed #fF w
Y I FHesll GW@ gl ¢ Hidh W A @relr 93 {1 3AGH ganT S AR 28.07. 1990
& MR 98 foetell & @F A T ST § Joad §5 S{f& T H3TAST FI AT Y HAT
& o WY g1 fafae ey garr aika 3 & @dldr W 3w o S d@aa 78§
IeEAT § foF T2 0T & HEY H AT Tecd U GaRT AT 3TT w1
gellgIalG, UsHIs a@as # Re arfean: Re-H/13205/2020 =egs g T 310 Falrd Fodtoqray
A FRANYA faffcs gt 9 3eg AT & = o, o AT 3w ~aEey

GaRT f&eTieh 05.07.2024 T $H 3MT T NS IR fHar T o7 -

“"This petition is disposed of with a direction to the respondent no.4-District
Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar, to look into the dispute and after giving appropriate .
opportunity of hearing to all concerned and examining all records pass appropriate .
reasoned and speaking order within a period of three months from the date a
certified copy of this order is produced before him.”

39 Y F AT g AT A Teeet Rig GaNT Doty 3rdsheR & THe
geaTdest S feRam I, oA FAfRd gAaTs A §U SH FREET & i 63/sT03Nodo
| ATo 3T 7qTo G2 / Yo fEaTe/2024 fEeATH 05 FATFeR, 2024 GART FcATAGH I [l EdROT
o o g &

s gay 7 forem affsw Ruam 3O, 3FesetetR garT 39 faenfieny, evsr &
AR 9T & AIH G 39y HUA IR AT F GERT I FAT AT § e
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15.

16.

YT F HF G GEAT 101/85 FOU T Rig ST werarard afew Raw oRwg 9 37 A
TR 3T R 28.07.1990 F R FITEd I AR Stor (FrefSe) giada rarear
& gHEeT WHATTT eeta S 09 FUH 4 URT-151 STodre AT IRAT §l- W7 ey &
#f& & wefd g

TE o 3raera AT T ¥ B R 28.07.1990 H aTe HEAT 101/85 0T FarT fHE
A T e R aRvg F Sl oToTEA-01/2026 ST FeEEe, BgyX <TUsT
AT g g 30T 3 wrefaray i 15.12.202, oWoH010/2013 e hawelm fesTier 18.07.2014
e R s g W w2y 3 fafaer st (®refZe) gfadar / wodro
SoUHo, IAEAT & THET TLTATEITIIHT, SR FToEhel mgt,m'w SoYo [T THK -
CERT ForereX, thoTale/3/ieaT GarT i HoyoTio-14/26 TYHR SollH Tegel [HE 3MG STSTERN
T Rt 25.02.2026 F FAETET R FRE STo (Wofe) gfaeh, sreAr & wwat
aferer R arr & S B R Rfae st (dref¥e) gy, st & =gy # e
gl

59 TFR 97T [@aTRa SfE er FEAr 99 @ ET 100- T H dad @ oA o
TE & 7 & sgw #7 3T aet W B &7 3w gwe & vd qd GO g & aay
H 385w GaRT Yege Gedidas #T [AEAROT @R ST gar & G IHd g H aered
WWWOZ/ZOZW?‘WW@?WWW@WWW#W

“RifFer o757 (]ofR0) ETUST HFSSIAIN GART TR HIE? AT 09.02.2026 & faeee Rerer
grfATT g ST (5o[30) ETUST JFIZHAIR & AT & FHET [aaRTET &1

Rejoinder filed on Reply of District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar dated.
21.07.2026 ’

The Revisionists submitted that, in compliance with the Commission’s Order dated
28.04.2026 and with reference to the present status Qf the subject land, the report
submitted by the Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Tanda vide Letter No. 171/ST/Chandan
Singh Report 2026 dated 21.05.2026 is factually incorrect and suppresses material
facts relevant to the adjudication of the matter.

The Revisionists submitted that a declaratory decree and permanent injunction
have been passed in favour of the Revisionists, whereby the Government of Uttar
Pradesh, Junior High School Fatehpur and Gram Sabha Khairpur have been
permanently restrainéd from interferihg with the peaceful possession of the land
bearing New Gata No. 99 (Old Gata No. 268/1) and from cutting trees standing
thereon. The Revisionists submitted that, on the basis of the judgment dated
15.05.1947 passed in Case No. 463 of 1946 titled Bajrangi Singh vs. Indradev

'Singh, the learned II Additional Civil Judge, Faizabad passed judgment in Original

Suit No. 101 of 1985 on 28.07.1990 and decree dated 10.08.1990 in favour of the -
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17.

18.

19.

father of the Revisionists. Since then, the father of the Revisionists and thereafter

the Revisionists have remained in possession and occupation of the land.

The Revisionists further submitted that the report states that the land on which the
electricity tower has been erected, namely Gata No. 99, is disputed and vacant.
However, the report neither discloses the nature of the alleged dispute nor identifies

the persons with whom such dispute is stated to exist.

In this regard, the Revisionists raised various concerns and submitted that it is
unclear whether the judgment and decree passed in their favour have ceased to
have legal effect. The Revisionists questioned whether any competent court has
granted relief in favour of the Respendents and, if so, the same should be produced
on record. It was further submitted that if the land was truly disputed, the authority
under which the transmission tower was erected on the said Gata number ought to
be clarified. The Revisionists also questioned whether erection of the tower despite
the subsisting decree amounts to disobedience of an order passed by a competent
court. Further, the Revisionists submitted that if they were not regarded as owners
of the land, the Respondents ought to explain the circumstances under which their

consent was_obtained through a consent letter.

The Revisionists submitted that, pursuant to the application dated 10.06.2019, the
Sub-Divisional Officer, Transmission Sub-Division-I, Basti and. the Tehsil Lekhpal
corrected the erroneous reference to Gata No. 100 and substituted the same with
the correct Gata No. 99. It is also contended that compensation payable to the
Revisionists was unnecessarily delayed due to the incorrect mentioning of Gata No.
100 by subordinate revenue officials and that the error was rectified only after the

Revisionists filed the aforesaid application.

20. The Revisionists further submitted that the observation in the report that their name

is not recorded in the revenue records is misconceived. It was _contended that the
land is c.Iassified as abadiv land under Categdry 6(G), and therefore the name of the
claimant cannot be entered in the Khatauni. The Revisionists submitted that the
decree passed by the competent Civil Court remains binding and valid and has been
deliberately ignored in the report. It was also alleged that the authorities
responsible for verification had previously litigated against the Revisionists and,

therefore, a misleading report has been submitted with the objective of delaying
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21.

22.

23.

24.

The Revisionists further submitted that although the Respondents have relied upon
various litigations and proceedings, none of the orders passed therein pertain to
Gata No. 99. According to the Revisionists, the proceedings relied upon by the
Respondents relate to Junior High School and merely because a suit or proceeding
has been instituted, the property cannot be treated as disputed in the absence of
any specific order passed by a competent court.

In support of the aforesaid submissions, the Revisionists placed reliance upon the

judgments:

i. Sanjiv Kumar Singh Vs State of Bihar oh 24 January 2023, Bench: A.S.
Bopanna and Hima Kohli, Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (C) arising
out of impugned final judgment and order dated 18.08.2022 in CWIC No.
11593 of 2022 passed by the High Court of Judicature at Patna, wherein it was
observed under Order XLI Rule 5 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 that
filing of an appeal is not an automatic stay of the decree.

i. Madhavan Nair Vs Bhaskar Pillai (Dead) by LRs, Supreme Court of India,
New Delhi, before Hon’ble Mr. Justice Shivaraj V. Patil and Hon'ble Mr. Justice
D.M. Dharmadhikari, Civil Appeal No. 6124 of 1997, Filing No. 14285 of 1997,
CNR No. SCIN010142851997. |

iii. Ashish Kumar Vs Union of India, 2023 AHC'158937-DB, before Hon’ble Mr.
Justice Mahesh Chandra Tripathi, Writ-C No. 20359 of 2023.

On the basis of the above submissions, the Revisionists has contended that the

subject land bearing Gata No. 99 is abadi land falling under Category 6(G) and that
ownership thereof stands clearly declared by the competent Civil Court.
Accordingly, the Revisionists prayed that compensation in respect of the said land
be released in their favour without any further delay.

The present Revision Petition has beén filed by the Revisionists challenging the
Order dated 05.11.2024 passed by the District Magistfate, Ambedkar Nagar
pursuant to the directions issued by the Hon’ble High Court in Writ-C No. 13205 of
2020 (Chandan Singh & Another vs. U.P. Power Transmission Corporation Ltd., Basti
& Others). The Revisionists have contended that despite the civil court decrees
relied upon by them in respect of Gata No. 99, situated at Village Khairpur, Tehsil
Tanda, District Ambedkar Nagar, compensation for the land affected by the 400 kV

NTPC (Tanda)-Basti Transmission Line has not been paid to them. The Revisionists
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have alleged that the impugned order has been passed without properly
appreciating the decrees passed in their favour and have accordingly sought setting
aside of the Order dated 05.11.2024, along with a direction upon the respondents
to release compensation in their favour at thé prevailing circle rate albng with

applicable interest.

25. Inorder to examine the aforesaid issues, it is necessary to first consider the findings
recorded in the impugned Order dated 05.11.2024 passed by the District
Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar. The relevant extracts of the said order are reproduced
hereunder:

“HY garT A A dege g YT &@e FUT g Rg & Goardae / grdAr g7 i
12.07.2024 # 3ifa @edl vd 33 7 I Fena, A qardT YT G T TEHIT STUsT
GART 379+ 94T H e SIHeNET Gr5a] va 39 [SIelieer), ervsT &or Jferimst e,
30590 9G¥ ZIrEIAA HRIRVT [GfACS, STai9q el r IT&IT FT Haeldhd va gRefierT
f2r a2, forerd g Rfad g3m 13 Fgafy 3ided GanT 39 Jeardaa/arefar u7 & aadad
H ATYGT 347 T § [ AR AT H AT HIA T FF aig G gl § R
GoAdrs &I A9 AR f@ai# 04.10.2024 &) I17 GarId NG fawr@us @ dgHier eTvsT
& JH T AT AHRTH GART FURA §IAT 39 GrelaArad & &l JReA91T 1A, @rar &0
00146 areT H&AT 99/0.2890 80 BHAT aY 1426-1431 & FFEIHd Gellst] T B0 T
1419 & &INT T SIGIA T g HEAT 02/2024 3749741 TogeT g 3fa a7 dfaw
aRe" &7 ale faarrEha g & &9 & Rfder 57 (F0120), ewsT & FARTE gaRT TR
AN B ST Teqd ) T, R wgte gl & 3 WA i7 3 e & adHeT #
&t RBfdeT ~r—ag HFsIRAaGIN A gie fFanrrha & sHt g e H useq f@wer &
HOFRIYFHTIRET & FRI T FSr & e ST 3 IRIeeT 39 fFAEFN, TosT ZaRT
FEGT A G HIEAT H'IAAE H 3FT JA W 3dgH F Feol @ H fAang &
Hrdae #T Heall G TRl & AF G A @Ay g2 §1 TH FET A GArFT GG GaRT
IFT A & FaE H AT HI SRl ITeSE FNET A S FrErerd [fder sier (H050),
SoTrarg {0 H0 55/2022 'gege g §e1A dd% T aRyg & Faftd & F 3eeid faar
T &1

SiferRirst 31fAG=dr, 3090 GIa¥ ZTrdlAIA HRUNCT [AfACS, sleda aeci #I ITEAT 3 ZaRT
Tg qIId FIT TAT § [F"TeT H&AT 99 AH ERGY dHie EIUST Selde HFESHRAIN H
400 F0F0 ZTUST G TRYTT &l5aT F7T Ea¥ 70 137 APDD+3 FTae &1 forerdr {7 Famaan
8 I A wge g aRT [3vFiFd FifRIsT HiAAT 3o FrEed # GG o
JISTEd 3ieiaEl # aler G&7 99 G¥ AT wegel Mg @ 1A G5l o gl & FRUT A F3TEST
FT AT gl 13T ST HHT| AGHIT STUST & HICel JHIEIT 3 IR 3T A IToed i3l
H 4 gega g & 17 &1 8l & HRIT FT G197 dxad & IWIed & 3090 WFR &
SATTATGel FEIT 2023/ FTle-H1-3-2028 Q7% 06.09.2018 & e I H3TTa 3 rciiet

TN A
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27.

28.

29.

& FRT FrfaTEr & ST @S FTAF S FIT H 3T [Fenfaw, evsT 7 A9 HEdr H
SFaf@a 3T & "= ararerT Glader 9% Rfder s7e, torare §aRT Herdla §&ar 101/85
'gwor gAY fAE G 30 R YRYE GART FHT e A0 fae# 28.07.1990 #
TR BT &7 el O3 3iehet [T ST FHT gl 81"

S TR GO A AT FEIAT 99 I ERYT WA T FEeIe ETUST SHeAYG HFR5FAN
foras 400 F0H0 eTUsT FEAT GRYOT FET FT elev 70 137APDD+3 T 8 AT HIA
TSTET HREEF F e A Tgeee R & A1 gof AEF & T Hdaw & Feow G A fAarg &1
3H1P5F FT Fea GG TE & HF W HH @rdft g5 §1 aiq §&ar 02/2024 F=aled)" TrgeT
s Jfe e Qe fer gRye” @7 aig Farreha gia & dae & [Afde & (0120),
ETUST 3 SRR GART SR FeANR & @R e KA & datr # fafder S,
HEISIRAIR & are fAaRTeNeT & O fRUT # 30590 TR & UrTAG HEIAT 2023/ et
$-3-2028 ReF 06.09.2018 3 @R Il & Tar # A FITEA & HAAA # G
Friargt 2T ser fafeaareT el &/

mmaﬁwmwémam#ﬁﬁaﬁzmﬁwa@rlﬂ%/ﬁa
H2020" g5 [F5 Fo T 3050 YR ETaiBeeT FRINIT [I1ALs, Sedq aed T 3"
H HO AT gaRT GRe @R Rei# 05.07.2024 & GAEY H A GART T¥G

. TRIEEA/TAT 97 Rafla 12.07.2024, IRIFAFER CAqGaRT faAeciRel &3 Sier gr
26.

The Revisionists have challenged the Order dated 05.11.2024 passed by the District
Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar on the ground that the same was passed without

properly appreciatihg the civil court decrees relied upon by them.

However, the Commission notes from the material placed on record by the District
MagiStrate, Ambedkar Nagar that prqceedings relating to the aforesaid decree,
including recall/restoration proceedings concerning the ex-parte judgment and
decree dated 28.07.1990, are stated to be pending before the competent Civil
Court. It has also been brought on recdrd that proceedings instituted by Junior High
School, Fatehpur, Tanda and applications filed by the State authorities concerning

the said decree are under consideration before the competent Civil Court.

The Commission, however, observes that the District Magistrate has examined the
material produced before him and recorded findings regarding the status of the
land, the revenue records, the poss’e:ssion over the land,ﬁand the disputes and

proceedings stated to be pending before the competent Civil Court.

Therefore, so long as the proceedings arising from Original Suit No. 101 of 1985
(Krishna Pratap Singh vs. Chairman, Basic Shiksha Parishad & Ors. ) and the

connected recall/restoration proceedings remain unresolved, the Commission does
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30.

31.

32.

33.

not find it appropriate to interfere with or quash the Order dated 05.11.2024 passed
by the District Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar. |

The Commission further notes that Respondent No. 3, UPPTCL, has not disputed
either the existence of Tower Location No. 82 on Gata No. 99 or its obligation to

pay compensation in accordance with the applicable rules and regulations.

The Commission observes from the reply filed by UPPTCL that compensation has
not been withheld on account of any dispute regarding liability to pay compensation
or amount of compensation. Rather, UPPTCL has categorically stated that
compensation could not be disbursed due to the absence of a conclusive
determination regarding the person legally entitled to receive such compensation
and that the compensation shall be released upon determination of the rightful
claimant by the competent authority.. ‘

In view of the above, the Commission finds that the present dispute does not relate
to the liability of UPPTCL to pay compensation or dispute regarding amount of
compensation but primarily. concerns the entitlement of the person claiming such
compensation. Since the entitlement itself is dependent upon issues presently
pending before th‘e.competent Civil Court, no direction for release of compensation

can be issued by the Commission at this stage.

The Commission further observes that its jurisdiction under the Electricity Act, 2003
read with the Works of Licensees Rules, 2006 is confined to matters concerning
compensation arising from the execution of works by a licensee. In terms of Rule
13(2) of the Works of Licensees Rules, 2006, where any difference or dispute arises
as to the amount of compensation determined under the Rules, the matter is to be
determined by the Appropriate Commission. Further, Rule 3(3) provides that every
order made by the District Magistrate under Rule 3(1), including matters relating
to cbmpensation payable by the licensee under Rule 3(2), shall be subject to
revisionvby the Appropriate Commission. However, the present dispute substantially
pertains to questions of title, ownership, possession and revenue entries in respect
of Gata No. 99, which are matters falling within the domain of the competent Civil
Court and revenue authorities. The adjudication of such land and revenue disputes

lies beyond the jurisdiction of this Commission. Accordingly, this Commission

cannot enter into or determine the claims relating to ownership or title over the

subject land and its examination remains confined only to issues arising under the

compensation framework contemplated under the Works of Licensees Rulés, 2006.
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34. The Revisionists has cited certain judgements mentioned at para 22, but the
Commission notes that fact of those cases are different from the present petition,

hence they are not relevant in the present Revision.

35. Therefore, the contentions raised by the Revisionists are found to be devoid of merit
and are, accordingly, rejected. The Commission further finds no ground to interfere
with or quash the Order dated 05.11.2024 passed by the District Magistrate,
Ambedkar Nagar at this stage. -

36. Accordingly, the Revision is dismissed._

- bowspy

(Griesh Kumar Vaish) (Sanjay Kumar Singh) ' (Arvind Kumar)
Member (Law) Member - Chairman

Place: Lucknow
Dated: 03 .09.2026
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