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1. The instant writ petition has been filed by the petitioner with

the following main reliefs:-

(i) Issue a writ, order or direction in the nature of Mandamus
commanding and directing the Respondent Authorities
including the Respondent No. 3 to adhere the Order dated
04.12.2014 passed by this Hon'ble Court in Civil Misc. Writ
Petition No. 52588 of 2014 [Razeena Bano and Another Vs.
State of U.R] and the mandatory directives given by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Lalita Kumari Vs. State of
U.R and Others reported in 2014 (2) S.C.C. Page 1 for

registration of the First Information Report in pursuant to the
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complaint of the Petitioner dated 01.08.2025 against the

accused PErsons,

(if) Issue a writ, order or direction in the nature of Mandamus
commanding and directing the Respondent No. 2 to take
appropriate action against the accused Respondent No. 3 for
willfully disobedient the Circular dated 06.11.2014 issued by
the Director General of Police, Uttar Pradesh as well as the
mandatory directives given by the Order dated 04.12.2014
passed by this Hon'ble Court in Givil Misc. Writ Petition No.
52588 of 2014 [Razeena Bano and Another Vs, State of U.P]
and the mandatory directives given by the Honble Supreme
Court in the case of Lalita Kumari Vs. State of U.R. and Others
reported in 2014 (2) S.C.C. Page 1."

Factual Matrix

2. The petitioner is a press reporter working for a news channel,
namely, News18. It is stated that on 01.08.2025, at about 07:00
P.M., the petitioner went to Jhusi locality to cover the flood
situation and capture footage of the affected areas. After
capturing the footage, while returning home in his car, and when
he reached Rahimapur, where four unknown persons riding two
motorcycles allegedly approached him and opened fire with an
intention to kill him. It is further submitted that the petitioner
narrowly escaped the multiple rounds of firing as he was sitting
inside his car, and the bullets struck the vehicle. Thereafter, on
the same day, the petitioner went to the police station Jhunsi and

submitted a complaint regarding the aforesaid incident.
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3. In his complaint, the petitioner specifically stated that, being a
reporter of a reputed news channel, he had incurred the
displeasure of the mafia associated with Atig Ahmad, as he had
aired several reports against him on the news channel. According
to the petitioner, the incident was committed at the instance of

the said land grabbers, allegedly associated with Atig Ahmad.

4. In the said complaint, the petitioner has specifically named
respondent nos. 4 to 11, as he was acquainted with them and
knew them to be close associates of the Atiq Ahmad gang.
However, despite the complaint, the local police did not take any
action and no First Information Report was registered against the

persons named therein.

5. Aggrieved by the inaction of the local police, the petitioner has
approached this Court by filing the present writ petition, seeking
issuance of an appropriate direction, order or writ in the nature of
mandamus commanding the authorities concerned to register an
FI.R. against respondent nos. 4 to 11 in respect of the allegations

made in the complaint.

Submissions on behalf of the Petitioner

6. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioner
submitted that the respondent authorities, particularly respondent

no. 3, i.e., the Station House Officer, Police Station Jhunsi, District
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Prayagraj, are hand in glove with the accused persons and,
therefore, have intentionally failed to register the First
Information Report against the persons named in the complaint,

despite repeated requests made by the petitioner.

7. He further submitted that the petitioner had also approached
the higher authorities, namely, respondent nos. 1 and 2, seeking
registration of FI.R. in accordance with the judgment of the
Supreme Court in Lalita Kumari v. State of Ultar Pradesh and
Others’. However, no action was taken by the higher authorities
with regard to registration of the FI.R. against the accused

persons.

8. Learned counsel for the petitioner next submitted that the
failure to register FI.R. on the complaint made by the petitioner
amounts to gross negligence on the part of the police authorities
and is in violation of the statutory provisions as well as the
mandate laid down by the Supreme Court and various High
Courts. It is submitted that the police are under a statutory
obligation to register FI.R. where the contents of a complaint, on
a plain reading thereof, disclose the commission of cognizable

offences.

9. In support of his submissions, learned counsel for the

petitioner has relied upon the judgment of the Supreme Court in

1 (2014) 2 SCC 1
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Lalita Kumari (Supra); the order dated 04.12.2014 passed by this
Court in Civil Misc. Writ Petition No. 52588 of 2014, Smt. Razeena
Bano and Others v. State of U.P. and 3 Others, and the judgment
and order dated 08.08.2023 passed by the Supreme Court in
Special Leave Petition (Criminal) No. 5883 of 2020, Sindhu Janak

Nagargoje vs. The State of Maharashtra and Others.

10. In view of the aforesaid facts and submissions, learned
counsel for the petitioner lastly submitted that this Court may
direct the police authorities to register the case against the
accused persons on the basis of the complaint made by the

petitioner.

Submissions on behalf of the State/Respondents

11. Per-contrg, learned Additional Government Advocate
appearing on behalf of the State-respondents has vehemently
opposed the writ petition and submitted that the instant writ
petition is nothing but a gross misuse of the process of law and is
based upon false and fabricated facts. It is further submitted that
the petitioner had concealed material facts while filing the present

writ petition.

12. It was submitted that, upon receipt of the complaint made by
the petitioner, the Station House Officer, Police Station Jhunsi,

visited the place of occurrence mentioned in the complaint and
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found that no such incident had taken place there. He also
recorded the statements of the local residents and other persons
of the vicinity, who informed him that no such incident had
occurred on the date and time mentioned in the complaint. It
was, therefore, submitted that the allegations made in the
complaint were found false and fabricated, and, consequently, no

FI.R. was registered against the persons named therein.

13. Learned A.G.A. vehemently submitted that the petitioner had
lodged a false complaint on 01.08.2025, as stated above. He
further submitted that, at the relevant time, when news reports
concerning the murder of Atiq Ahmad were being covered, several
press agencies, electronic media, news channels and reporters
were actively reporting from District Prayagraj. It is submitted
that, under the pretext of covering the news relating to the
murder of Atig Ahmad, the petitioner sought to project himself as
the sole prompt news reporter and, on that basis, intended to

obtain police security for himself.

14. It is further submitted that the complaint was lodged before
the police authorities only with an intention to get the security
and that the present petition has also been filed with the ulterior

motive of pressurising the police authorities for grant of security.

15. Learned A.G.A. also apprised the Court that, with regard to

the complaint dated 01.08.2025 lodged at Police Station Jhunsi,



CRLP No. - 23134 of 2025

the Assistant Police Commissioner, Circle Jhunsi, independently
conducted an inquiry at his level. In the said inquiry also, the
allegations made by the petitioner were found to be completely
false. It was further revealed during the inquiry that the petitioner
had a tendency to lodge complaints against persons with whom

he had rivalry, without any substantive basis.

16. Learned A.G.A. submitted that the Circular dated 06.11.2014
issued by the Director General of Police, Uttar Pradesh, is being
duly followed and complied with by the police department.
Therefore, insofar as the allegation regarding non-compliance of
the said Circular dated 06.11.2014 is concerned, the same is

wholly vague, baseless and devoid of merit.

17. Learned A.G.A. vehemently submitted that, in view of the
aforesaid facts and circumstances, the instant writ petition is

liable to be dismissed with heavy costs.

18. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of respondent nos. 4 to
11 have also opted the submissions advanced by learned A.G.A.

for the State.

Analysis and Conclusion

19. Heard Mr. Deepak Kumar Pandey, learned counsel appearing
on behalf of the petitioner, Mr. S.K. Ojha, learned Additional

Government Advocate appearing on behalf of State-respondents,
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Mr. Rajesh Chandra Dwivedi, learned counsel appearing on behalf
the respondents, perused the contents made in the writ petition,
material available on record, counter and rejoinder affidavits filed

by the State as well as by the petitioner.

20. The crux of the petitioner’s argument is that, despite the
complaint regarding the incident having been submitted first to
the concerned Station House Officer and thereafter to the higher
police authorities, no First Information Report (FIR) was
registered against the accused persons. It is further submitted
that the contents of the complaint clearly disclose the commission
of cognizable offences and that the failure to register an FIR is
contrary to the law laid down by the Constitution Bench of the
Supreme Court in Lalita Kumari (Supra). 1t is, therefore, prayed
that this Court may issue an order, direction, or writ in the nature
of Mandamus directing the police authorities to register FIR and
investigate the matter in accordance with the procedure
prescribed under the statute and the law laid down by this Court

and the Supreme Court.

21. On the other hand, the State has vehemently opposed the
petitioner’s complaint. It has been submitted that the Station
House Officer concerned verified the facts stated in the complaint
and found the allegations therein to be false and fabricated. It

has further been submitted before the Court that no such
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incident, as alleged by the petitioner, had ever taken place. In
support of its stand, the State has relied upon the contents of its

counter-affidavit dated 17.11.2025.

22. In view of the rival submissions advanced by the respective
parties, we deem it appropriate, in the first instance, to consider

the facts of the case in hand.

23. In the writ petition, it has been contended that the petitioner,
a News18 reporter, alleged that on 01.08.2025, while returning
after covering the flood situation in Jhusi, four unidentified
persons on two motorcycles opened fire at his car in Rahimapur,
allegedly with the intention of killing him. He further alleged that,
owing to his reports against the mafia allegedly associated with
Atig Ahmad, the attack had been carried out at the instance of
certain alleged land grabbers. Although the petitioner named
respondent nos. 4 to 11 as associates of the said gang in his
complaint submitted at Police Station Jhunsi, no FEI.R. was
registered. Aggrieved by the alleged inaction on the part of the
police authorities, the petitioner approached this Court seeking a

direction for registration of FIR against the said respondents.

24. After filing the impugned complaint, the police investigated
the matter and submitted its inquiry report to the effect that no
such incident took place as alleged by the complainant. We have

perused the inquiry report, annexed with the counter-affidavit
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dated 17.11.2025, which is reproduced hereinbelow for ready

reference:

"SI Rl IRILT- et o= & 99 SmRiat/fRiepraat &t Ieeivg fohar mam g, 39
QR fgaR SIREAT - USHTd UehUT <l Siid T 3HTdGeh 31dGeh Hohdl Ivs Y Wo
Yoo] ol Sit (Haret ffehaxr 3RT #10 9719946522 o W0 U <hl 3ieleilech
R TS SE Y AT UTd IR AT SHhRI R Siid bl T T
3G IWad & ardt &l Tt @t gdrn 6 &, dagerdar sfvsar e 99
YIRS gRT faieh 01.08.2025 et ag & ST &hl ehaisl ehid gU ardd
ST ET o7 I+t o\ 07 Soi gt Alex A1sfohe 9aR 04 3i7Td Afeaal & gRT T8
SF @ ARA 6 FId § srared wRR AT i S g Melt BR & fBwft g
Rt R anftl e SR Y TIfSIRT FIfthan Srclteh 3igHg & heldl Sig @ifalg,
3rge fgadl, arger Mg, o< g S Macg, s9ur AdT WEge W, 3R,
S, TgdSIH STAGR g 3= T g1 ¥ehd & oRilfch $9h Jd WX (37daeh) &
GRI YA-IST H TIGRT g 9Heh! o o TRy H Iekd cllvll b foeeg HehaHT i
GStiehd ST T g1 T UTd g TR Hidh W Yfeld gRT S e WR Uil
T b U9pR 3imdeer ot Sifid sflaraa & a1y &R & &8 39 Tgartt it
31N IaRft & gRT U Aler sfohed IR S gHATR 9aR FT Sd/ ™ 71T,
Sefeh 3Macer SfAd 2fiaeda gRT Iarm T & o AR gefha ) 04
EHATER T T IdT 711 37dgeh ot fad sfareaa & gRT odrn mar fb
ARRT Uil U IfGATQR WR Stotel HATG gt T o goig & gt ddtel g &Y
Uit U W g gl W Siolel WA TR g9 G-y H AFRI Udlel TH el
Yt gt deh foham mam dt Sfrdeeh U= Hgail & d1Y AR Udlel T
I g 3R PS &0 T A I81 T Tt T § AN & smdges & gganh @
IR Mt ¥ 3R g1 Hich W ST Ueidd T TR STHhIRT bl T df deiel T R
SITeT g Ugiel Sl Ut Wt HIS[g o071 3dgeh it 3fAd shiardd &t et wR
3l et & A2 8 Uek f3nft & iR qErt die & QIfge R SRarst & SR eftt
d § 3rrdaeh i et fEuh | Torg e @ Ar o Mol %t g8 ot aur qEd
Tiett die areft e R Gt ot ST @ I8 d2g Uemier # i g fo die 9 et
HARA o hIUT T AT 8l &l @1 ¢ fOiad ARA & 38T I TMelt I hl
gi® el g1 3fdgeh 4t MfAd Hiardd a1 &5 chl WeR ShaR i R e T
J g8l @ qraY e (U= HTEH) T MY AT WReg Fgaril & iy faudid
f3em & 04 fRfi0 oMt SR arf R T qUT 9 9T R geH Sdar|
31daeh ot fAd sfiarda & gRT U1 gFE=iST | fa@rd T JodfoHo-114/25
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aRI-191(2)/126 (2) 351(3)/308(3) BNS & &g off yurelt shrefarel = e o
Sreh IR IR fohaT ST @1 o1l ST Iad gear @ oft gieee gfawnfug foear
ST G 71 3raed ot offa sftarda & gRT dgdRk & Amig SifARgaTor Sig
@ifels, argel fgadt, srgel s, sma< &g S Mo, s¥ar Aar ¥dqd 9,
SR, ST, UgdLIH SAGR & faeeg &g IR STHIA &l heslgRt & Twry |
TR FAM Pl AB GHAT B3+ Pl I1d JdrT o @t &1 3aeed o Siffa
oftareda o gRT gd & g TR <l 71T <l ST gt At [k awareer & e &t oft
Uz fol@r mar o1, 3eesd gRT 9 S off =R &t #iT &Y WY gedr &
SR T P& il gRT g1 & 3 U 1l AIidtel At d Ghes
3@ Tt 91¢ Y @R HeRS & a1 dgi § kel &R gHmS fokieT gid gu
FgargR foRTeT R M Sl W ARRT Uil U W T WReg Ui / Sieid
WRATT g1 1471 ggi ¥ HAd 01 fhrto g avh @R Ugled vy WR 71 3R
SY- ST dLATd dgi ¥ Jrad AgATGR hl % 3 IfgATgR favig & aras
TS favTe Y R% T 39 SR 3idedh & gRT Il ST gt et 6t afis
ggd &t oft Ored st & NS T @ 37 T et & fiD ¥ 3R o R
§U 31 kel ST 38 &1 €T & Yd Teh Hick HTsfchel S99 WR g eafert getde
MR 98 & ag Hff 2T X T WS Al S X e, et o 99 aF
& | W3t W@l g1 "ol R & 31 U9 ISt WR &1 s HebM g gedl T &
3T UTH g R & el Ter & TF-g H g@drs ol T} dt 39 gRT Far
T foh §9 UehR <hl ehls ©CHT 8l g ¢! 31 deh o ST § Ig A Uk | 31
g ¢ fob 31Tdqah & gRT TR &1 & 38T & ST g7 ohe QT geAT hiRkd ot
et 81"

25. Taking into consideration the contents and averments made in
the writ petition as well as the counter-affidavit, it is evident that
the parties are at variance on the question as to whether the

alleged incident had actually taken place.

26. In view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances, the following

issues arise for consideration and adjudication by this Court:

Firstly, whether, in a case where the facts are disputed, the High

Court, in exercise of its jurisdiction under Article 226 of the
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Constitution of India, can issue an order, direction, or writ in the
nature of mandamus directing the police authorities to register an

FIR.

Secondly, whether the petitioner, without availing the remedy
available under Section 175(3) of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha
Sanhita, 2023 (BNSS), the present writ petition seeking a

direction for registration of an FI.R. is maintainable.

27. The power under Article 226 of the Constitution of India to
issue writs can be exercised not only for the enforcement of
fundamental rights, but for any other purpose as well. The High
Court has the discretion to entertain or not to entertain a writ
petition. One of the restrictions placed on the power of the High
Court is where an efficacious alternate remedy is available to the
aggrieved person. Exceptions to the rule of alternate remedy arise
where (a) the writ petition has been filed for the enforcement of
a fundamental right protected by Part III of the Constitution;
(b) there has been a violation of the principles of natural justice;
(c) the order or proceedings are wholly without jurisdiction; or

(d) the vires of a legisiation is challenged.

28. An alternative remedy by itself does not divest the High Court
of its powers under Article 226 of the Constitution in an

appropriate case though ordinarily, a writ petition should not be
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entertained when an efficacious alternative remedy is provided by

law.

29. It is also settled law that in cases where there are disputed
questions of fact, the High Court may decide to decline the
jurisdiction in a writ petition. These principles have been
consistently upheld by the Supreme Court in the cases of Chand
Ratan vs. Durga Prasad’, Babubhai Muljibhai Patel vs. Nandlal
Khodidas Barof, and Rajasthan SEB vs. Union of Indid® among

other decisions.

30. In this case, as discussed above, there are disputed facts

regarding the commission of offence as alleged by the petitioner.

31. This Court is of the considered view that if a person has a
grievance that his FIR has not been registered by the police, or
that having been registered, a proper investigation is not being
done, then the remedy of the aggrieved person is not to apporach
the High Court under Article 226 of the Constitution, but to
approach the Magistrate concerned under Section 156(3) CrPC.

[Section 175(3) BNSS].

32. The Magistrate, upon being prima-facie satisfied, can direct
the FIR to be registered, or if it has already been registered, can

direct a proper investigation to be conducted, including the power

2 (2003) 5 SCC 399
3 (1974) 2 SCC 706
4 (2008) 5 SCC 632
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to recommend a change of the investigating officer to ensure a

fair and proper investigation.

33. The Supreme Court has time and again emphasized that the
Magistrate has very wide powers under Section 156(3) CrPC
[Section 175(3) BNSS] to direct registration of an FIR and to
ensure a proper investigation, and for this purpose, can even
monitor the investigation. This remedy under Section 156(3) CrPC
[Section 175(3) BNSS] is not merely an alternative, instead, it is
the primary and preferred remedy that must be exhausted before
approaching the High Court under Article 226. The Supreme Court
in Sakiri Vasu v. State of Uttar Prades/r, has categorically held
that if a person has a grievance that his FIR has not been
registered by the police, or that having been registered, a proper
investigation is not being done, then the remedy of the aggrieved
person is not to approach the High Court under Article 226 of the
Constitution, but to approach the Magistrate concerned under
Section 156(3) CrPC [Section 175(3) BNSS]. The Magistrate, upon
being prima facie satisfied, can direct the FIR to be registered, or
if it has already been registered, can direct a proper investigation
to be conducted, including the power to recommend a change of
the investigating officer to ensure a fair and proper investigation.
The Supreme Court emphasized that the Magistrate has very wide

powers under Section 156(3) CrPC [Section 175(3) BNSS] to

5 (2008) 2 SCC 409



15
CRLP No. - 23134 of 2025

direct registration of an FIR and to ensure a proper investigation,

and for this purpose, can even monitor the investigation.

34. The Supreme Court has recently reaffirmed this position in
Sujal Vishwas Attavar v. State of Maharashtra®, holding that the
extraordinary jurisdiction under Article 226 cannot be used to
compel registration of an FIR where efficacious statutory
remedies under the BNSS exist and have not been exhausted. The
Court emphasized that grievances about FIR registration must
first be pursued through the statutory hierarchy of police
superintendent and magistrate before seeking writ relief. Similarly,
in various other recent decisions, the Supreme Court has quashed
directions issued by High Courts for the registration of FIRs under
Article 226 where the complainant had not exhausted the
alternative remedies available under the criminal procedure
framework. This consistent line of authority underscores the need
to curb the growing trend of litigants rushing to the High Court
without first availing the statutory remedies, as it not only defeats
the purpose of the procedure prescribed under the BNSS/CrPC
but also creates a surmounting burden on the High Court, which
is meant to exercise its extraordinary jurisdiction in rare and

exceptional cases.

35. It is a well-established principle of law that the writ

jurisdiction under Article 226 is discretionary and subject to self-
6 2026 INSC 442
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imposed restrictions, including the rule of exhaustion of
alternative remedies. Where an effective and efficacious
alternative remedy is available to the aggrieved person, this Court
ought not to entertain a petition under Article 226, unless
exceptional circumstances exist, such as a violation of
fundamental rights, breach of natural justice, lack of jurisdiction,

or where the statutory remedy is illusory or ineffective.

36. In matters relating to the registration of FIRs and
investigation, the statutory remedies under Section 173(4) and
Section 175(3) BNSS [or Section 154(3) and Section 156(3) CrPC]
are not only available but are highly efficacious, as the Magistrate
has the power to direct registration, order investigation, and
monitor the same. To entertain a writ petition in the first instance,
without the petitioner having approached the Magistrate,
effectively results in this Court acting as a forum of first instance,
thereby completely bypassing the structured statutory scheme,

which is impermissible.

37. The Parliament, in its wisdom, has enacted a comprehensive
procedural code governing the registration of FIRs and the
investigation of offences. Under Section 173(1) BNSS
[corresponding to Section 154(1) CrPC], every information
relating to the commission of a cognizable offence must be

reduced to writing and registered as an FIR.
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38. Where the police refuse to register an FIR, Section 173(4)
BNSS [Section 154(3) CrPC] provides the first statutory remedy:
the aggrieved person may approach the Superintendent of Police

or other higher police officers by submitting a written complaint.

39. If even that fails, Section 175(3) BNSS [Section 156(3) CrPC]
empowers the jurisdictional Magistrate to direct the registration of
an FIR and to ensure a proper investigation, including the power
to monitor the investigation. This statutory scheme is not a mere
formality, rather it reflects a deliberate legislative design to ensure
that grievances are addressed at the appropriate level before
resorting to constitutional remedies. To skip this statutory
sequence and rush directly to this Court under Article 226 is to
undermine the legislative intent and to treat the High Court as a

forum of first instance, which is impermissible.

40. It is well-settled, following the Constitution Bench judgment in
Lalita Kumari (Supra), that registration of an FI.R. is mandatory
under Section 154 CrPC [now Section 173 BNSS] if the
information discloses the commission of a cognizable offence, and

no preliminary inquiry is permissible in such a situation.

41. The police officer cannot avoid his duty of registering an
offence if a cognizable offence is disclosed, and action must be
taken against erring officers who fail to register the FIR. However,

what Lalita Kumari (Supra) does not sanction is the bypassing of
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the statutory remedies available to an aggrieved person when the

police fail to discharge their mandatory duty.

42. The judgment in Lalita Kumari was rendered to ensure that
the police perform their statutory obligation, not to encourage
litigants to approach the High Court directly without first availing
the remedies under Section 154(3) and Section 156(3) CrPC [or

their BNSS equivalents].

43. It has been observed with considerable concern that there is a
growing trend of litigants approaching this Court under Article 226
of the Constitution of India, seeking directions to the police to
register a First Information Report, without first exhausting the
statutory remedies available under the Bharatiya Nagarik
Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (BNSS) [or the Code of Criminal

Procedure, 1973, as applicable].

44. While this Court is sympathetic to the grievances of citizens
who find themselves at the receiving end of police inaction or
refusal to register an FIR, and while the right to have a cognizable
offence investigated is a valuable right, it cannot be countenanced
that the extraordinary writ jurisdiction of this Court be converted

into a first resort rather than a last resort.

45. The floodgates of Article 226 cannot be opened to bypass the

carefully structured statutory hierarchy prescribed by Parliament,
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which provides sequential, efficacious remedies for precisely such

situations.

46. While this Court is sympathetic to the plight of citizens who
find their right to have a cognizable offence investigated
frustrated by police inaction, and this Court fully appreciates that
the right to a fair investigation is part of the right to life and
personal liberty under Article 21 of the Constitution of India,
sympathy cannot override procedure. The procedure prescribed
under the BNSS/CrPC is not a mere technicality. It is a substantive
safeguard that ensures that grievances are addressed at the
appropriate level, with the Magistrate serving as an independent
judicial officer who can direct registration, order investigation, and
monitor the same. To allow litigants to bypass this statutory
scheme and approach this Court directly would not only
undermine the legislative intent but would also encourage a
culture of bypassing statutory remedies, which is detrimental to
the rule of law. This Court must, therefore, insist that litigants first
exhaust the statutory remedies available under Section 173(4)
and Section 175(3) BNSS [or Section 154(3) and Section 156(3)
CrPC] before approaching this Court under Article 226, unless

exceptional circumstances exist which warrant direct intervention.

47. It is high time to curb this growing trend of litigants rushing to

the High Court without first availing the statutory remedies, as it
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not only defeats the purpose of the procedure prescribed under
the BNSS/CrPC but also creates an immense burden on this Court,
which is meant to exercise its extraordinary jurisdiction in rare

and exceptional cases.

48. Taking into consideration of the disputed facts of the instant
case, law laid down by the Supreme Court and other discussions
in the foregoing paragraphs, the issue no. (i) and (ii) are

accordingly decided.

49. Therefore, we do not find any reason to invoke the extra-
ordinary jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution of India
for issuance of order, direction or writ in the nature of Mandamus,

as prayed in the instant writ petition.

50. Accordingly, the writ petition is dismissed.

(Tarun Saxena,J.) (Chandra Dhari Singh,J.)

August 12, 2026
Saurabh

Digitally signed by :-
SAURABH KUMAR
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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