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1. This is a defendant’s second appeal filed in the year 1981. It was

admitted vide an order dated 08.09.1981 and following two questions of

law were framed:
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“(i) Whether on the facts pleaded and found by the Courts
below, the entire plot No. 262 could be held to be graveyard?

(i)  Whether the Courts below have failed to determine the
actual extent of the graveyard with reference to the correct legal

principles for doing so?”

2. Learned counsel for appellant fairly submits that aforesaid
questions of law are mixed questions of law and fact, therefore, the
Court is required to consider, whether in view of following submissions
any substantial question of law can be framed or not. In the light of
Rabindranath Panigrahi vs. Surendra Sahu, 2025 INSC 333 the Court
has to consider at first instance, whether the present second appeal
involves any substantial question of law and in case answer comes in
affirmative, question of law has to be framed and respondents will be
granted opportunity to argue and oppose it, however, in case answer
remains in negative, only consequence would be to dismiss present

second appeal.

3. The present second appeal is arising out of a suit filed in the year
1970 by plaintiffs-respondents, that land in dispute was used for last
more than 300 years as a Muslim graveyard, therefore, an interference

caused by defendant-appellant in said land be stopped.

4. According to plaint, the suit was filed under a representative
capacity under Order 1 Rule 8 C.P.C. For reference relevant paragraphs

of plaint, being paragraphs no. 2, 6 and 8 are reproduced hereinafter:

“D. Jg [ AR 715 FegdiT T el Hglal d HIT Bagye aoifedr &

13T g HRgfET (Gl ) F 37 NG BT FIEKT TR
3Gt HT 300 Eﬂ% agﬁaf; g Wag;‘s% q;:«/é?gﬁw ag%/u%
BABYT FAT & TR T T

& AT et F7d] T & AR I w?;gawg?#?‘/ HRTSA] 19577¢ 5 5 Terd 41
FHTH TTGIE T Fa¢ T8 8/

XXX

6. 78 1% JEga T el Hglal 3 Fellerdy R 7 Jaalelg @ aeaed
Y& &3 Glg TTZ HAAT 13537 9T SHI¢ HTHIGT [6&13 §3T 971 HaaTelg IR 7
HGRZqI T ST JHCTHI TR ] Hglal &l T8 41 g7 3 &1 1 T8
STTTH] 145718 @ = 5T G 47 T4 ATHIIT Bl &Y A7 FHeoil H il
HGaTelg &1 ARG 145778 U2 TTHIRTST @3- & g & BT 781 6/
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XXX

8. 7 1# HR FqeIeig 7 JRIGH FIEedl = @3 @i ol R &g arHierd
3?737‘2773?73;@317?37? Waﬂqﬁ#(g@vaﬂqﬁ?@ T TgiaT
T 57 JHeTHI ¢ gt 7 ZR@ G FE T FE T BT TR P TR

U?’/q’// asnr ddd)/ Hlad 6’4‘7(1(’7"#7/ qd &7 jd?(’-//v’ 5’?777'/(’7'5'/01/ q/dl &1l g-‘v’(ﬁ/

[3ar&? ST FEIaT T Fioa FARIT F1 AT G 37 7T & BIae
g@ﬁaaﬁ@a}#?&refﬁyﬁa & HEZT @ gRT Ryg=led I~
F TIN 58T 1T &7 8 HoWodio 147 3547 57T TET 817

5. Defendant-appellant has opposed aforesaid plaint that he has
purchased land in dispute, therefore, he has a right to make construction
thereon. Land in dispute was never used as a graveyard and in case it

was used, it was limited to a very short part of it.

6. Trial Court after exchange of pleadings framed following four
issues:
“l. Whether the plot no. 262/4/1 area 18.14 acres has been used as

“Quabristan” by the muslim Community for the last 300 years as
alleged in the Plaint?

2. Whether the plaintifts have acquired easementry and customary
rights for the use of the disputed land as “Quabristan” as alleged in the
plaint?

3. Whether no dead body has been buried in the disputed land for the
last 20 years & 15 so, its effect?

4. To what relief; if any, is the plaintift entitled?”
7. Aforesaid suit was partly decreed vide a judgment dated
29.01.1976 and land in dispute was identified being land used for
graveyard and a land which could be used by defendant-appellant. Both
parties have filed separate appeal before the District Judge, Hamirpur
and impugned order therein was set aside vide a judgment dated

05.10.1977 and matter was remitted to Trial Court to pass a fresh order.

8. In pursuance of above, Trial Court re-heard the matter and vide a
judgment dated 26.04.1978 allowed suit in entirety and entire land in
dispute, i.e., 18.14 acres, was held to be always used as a graveyard,
therefore, claim of the defendant-appellant was rejected in entirety. For

reference relevant part of order is mentioned hereinafter:

“15. IFT 13397 T TE & [ TR 7 [3anaa 7 Fl g g TH &
BT & &7 H JIIT FaT 189G 1597 & Sid: T aT Hiaedr & g




9.
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Dedicated (FHY) HT 14T 34F HldNFT g1 17 G 5 gaerar-i #1
F5 F1 & T8 o TIT0T T[4 13537 81 38 Fe1R TG ZI7T [aaniaa 5 ¢
a1 &1 T BT easementry TF customary JTEHRT 41 4G Elara1”

The required permission under Order 1 Rule 8§ C.P.C. was never

sought, therefore, neither rejected nor allowed by the Trial Court.

10.

Being aggrieved by aforesaid judgment, present appellant filed an

appeal, however, it was dismissed vide an order dated 02.03.1981. For

reference relevant part thereof is mentioned hereinafter:

“fagIT FQaeFdT FHere &1 317 G Tgen d T 1R 13 AT BFEA Eei
dl HIcT @ STl 3 3T 3905 a9 Fidll dqlse &1 3T T8 &igpa
1337 77T 8 13 FTeT 3 FTSTId] 3 3HHT 373717 78] &/ Yeng 33T 7 &l HT
& & srdierrell @1 e HI7+ 1 T8l 81 AT @ TR HerHIT SAfer 7
Hids T ST FihT JATET 14T ST S791 ST 1397 135 7 7 qd1 faaniaa
Gaf 7 BIAETT 81 3H 427 H#T Jf1e-T & 135G FHarel] 1 37ie & @15 4
STTFITT F1EeT 781 81 &7 70 7 ST JHGHT FIIEeT 1587 7T &l FHIeT HIH9TE
7 FiewT FETET 13547 317 T8 1T 13 UgTe] #1917 wTgT st afoar @iz
Y87 ST g7 3Ja A1 st 81 3HE Tg Ryi GIE &1 741 81 G1eq 7 sdienel] Hl AR
G @refl F0gaeq0-2 arql 7 &FR 191 8 1 G 18 Vg 14 [5a/Her H &s
81 3 37 GHIT ¥ &1 I & 1 Hid § HiFearT 81 37 gare Jdierelf &7
T BT T T8 & 13 FIFET YT 781 &/ HIeT @ FFIAIA 7 33T -]
g7 7 FHT Faed el Y] agedl @ [erd glar 81 i T& FHd GeHIT Hied
[TITT & SIAHIRGT FT &1 ST FISEAT THIT F7T & al &1 THal & & Fig
Ay =i saH 9y &far 7 T@Iar 8 & 3517 81 T F1 Tg T
TgaT & 13 T3 7 H FIFedT U % &7 77 & @1 55T 7 &1 Bl & A=
T&1 AT &/

Serelf #1 5717 & G T Tg 1297 7T [ 7% 7 FaearT T8 & amd &
FNF T T 4/5 FEETT 7 81 rdieelf i e @ @G FTfET 4T T
81 58 7z 1w mar & & @i 7 7ia & 2/3 HEE 9 81 7y 37H
F5 ®b 78] UBaT 8 Flie HiwT G & T §laT & 13 [anaa @rer 7
BT [RIT &/

ST B HR G STeil @ Fg ISTFT 4T & 13 3 Hi 7 25/30 Frer &
FIg o &3 gl FIF T 8 BIEAT P qTET G YT HT HAFR THT F
g1 81 7o T8 1 0% s H7 F17 el &1 i a T 1% &1 7T I
FIAAT Hd W & dl 7% F§ 7 a7 & T8 HRFR TIET T8 Eiar 8l
FIFEAT T HAT & & T8 YE&US T4 3 14 G &I 1397 57T G & I 5
TI% BT 3T FHH] THICT Ta] GIdT & 1T 58 JHR FT Y&V 18] 4] Fh &
1&&1 Sl F1 Gmfa 7 78] 81 al 81 36 = 7 Jdiene] #1 Tg ad i
HI7 F17 78] & 13 5761 5761 @3l 761 &, 61 aaT Sdienrel] &7 &ifAcd 71 ferdr
ST 3HFT FRUT Tg 8 15 il & AT GIe F&s &I GF 1357 7 5eeT Mg
& Ie19 GG TEaT &1 $HS HATET [dallad Tl @ AT Ure a1 741 55 &/
158 98 TE & 1% J7 YeEvg HIFEA F &7 H &I glaT T8T 81 FHardf
P AR G T I 3] JR BT % ISTIT 4T & Helal H&T @ GHTH 7
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HTeT & FHaNea] 8 T8 TI7 97 13 [3aned i & q&r 7 5-1/2 g 7 &
FIHETT &1 Fd: TTH] G FIGETT G FIge HIF-T TMed | GG Tg 41 dd
&g HI I g1 & FNF G 70 7 Fhler HIHAT 7 HiebT FI1gT 1397 47
I HHIeT & FRTT WSTHIT AT 7 41 HlehT HIIgT a7 9T T 3dier &
g YieTdiT A 7 7 HiwT GAlg 147 Hie G & @ 8 g7
YGUZ H FHHed 1&T &1 FTRIFT 9 ARF G Sfed 3T 2w F
I GIIRATRE Fsll @ &17 7 g] ST Fbal &1 Yowg qIq STisl ] &
IR 1 1477 8 7 13T 71T & S [5&] Ugel & #relaiiadl & ! U i
7 19T g7 17 YU G G ] 78 &t &1

S T T FGI FFIT 70 14777-2 F [T g7 &1

3 YR ITR)FT 7241 & TIE FIdT 8 13 AT Y&ve § FIFEd YT § HiX
3 Y&GUZ & FIad 1] 4] ZlFT @ &IAE GG 781 81 I SThardt grr
FIIFTIT AT [AaTled YE&UE Bl T 34 Fig 4l @A Jal g1 H7
ThT 51 3H T 3 HTER G Qg1 JIGw &7 [0 379- & U T&] & AT
FETET & T g1 &1 HT: T BT BT =TT & e Big off 722 73
GHE g1 A1aT T

B

giaare] 97 aiq elier @1 9ier 34 Jlad @ied @l SId] & 1agi JId® & 40T
g 3551 7 GEET 39T sTrar 817

11. Aforesaid orders are challenged before this Court at behest of

defendant-appellant by way of filing present second appeal.

12.  Learned counsel for appellant submitted that this second appeal
involves a substantial question of law that once plaintiffs/respondents
have filed a suit under representative capacity with specific declaration
that it was filed under Order 1 Rule 8 C.P.C. and if no permission was
sought and granted, said suit cannot be considered as a suit filed under
representative capacity and was liable to be dismissed at threshold.
Though he fairly submits that this issue was neither raised before Trial
Court nor before First Appellate Court. Learned counsel for appellant

proposed a question of law in following manner:

“Whether in absence of a permission for filing a suit under
representative capacity, as required under Order 1 Rule 8 C.P.C., it
would only result in dismissal of a suit filed under representative

capacity?”
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13. In support of his submission, learned counsel for appellant has
placed reliance on a judgment passed by Supreme Court in Kalyan Singh
vs. Smt. Chhoti and others, AIR 1990 SC 396.

14.  Per contra, learned counsel for plaintiffs-respondents has opposed
the above submissions that since this issue was never raised either at the
stage of Trial Court or before First Appellate Court, therefore, cannot be
raised for the first time in present second appeal as well as that Courts
below have decided suit and rejected appeal on merit after considering
material on record as well as spot inspection report that entire disputed

land was used for last many centuries exclusively for Muslim graveyard.

15. I have considered aforesaid submissions and perused the material

available on record.

16.  First of all the Court takes note of a judgment passed by this Court
in Sheikh Mohd. Murtaza vs. Sheikh Wajid Ali, 2025:AHC:208350 that
what should be the requirement to frame a question of law in a second
appeal filed under Section 100 C.P.C. and for reference relevant part of

said judgment is reproduced hereinafter:

"9p.  HITIH Tg YT FAT B I, FT FUH FHT @ IR @ [y
TAEIeOTTY fag T IFE10T @7 ST 8, 9% [y T8 Frictd FeaaH
T % AT HAEAG T A HId TEFET T A= 2094 e U0
390 @ TFIVT § IR [H017 BT T @7 FHI T 1T TET TE e far
T 13 1A JIaT Gledl & 13T &9 149 3¢ &1 IUgard 1T g1 FTey
HI [Eivrre fag @i [eia giar srfaard & s srdienelf 7 08 fdg @l
Tl [T 81 =TT FTFT [FEIVT T [FETRTT 79T Tg1 ITT1 3 FHR0T
G 1397 3¢ & FIaerE] F IugFd T F ST qeY §F Tg HIAT ST
TR f& fAf9~ 330 @7 Jovi@ A0/ & @il [@&ar ar aned o a
STl GIRT TRAT 7 HHeh1d =1FTerd 7 [HERT 3 [0 e fawg 7&gd &
7%} &, Tl T TE, T QT FiF fag TG e 1347 T 8/

93 YT FIIAT GIRT GIRA [0 31T TdTmT Igdid 3dier & 7rqd @
T gatdia T8l glar & 13 #ig farg ey qega &7 &1 3T srdiar @1
9T o 37 G 7 7w & Sl UT Fig BRI IT HIT FT Iowid gl &/
TIH AT 313 7 sdiciebdl & qHET Fladed UT GHRT [ 74T 8/
I 4917 @ et & QT gdid 78] 8T 8 1& Fdiciadl 4 #ig 4 lag
JFE1UTTe FTCToe BTN 81 HA: FYFT T TAIe BT G 79T T& &1

98, 1arg 3 GrRGIT 797 F1 T 1813 TiHAT Fladr @1 €T goo H 78] 31
Tt 81 3TFH TRT IETH FIITAT FIRT 3 140141 7 F 75 81 UFr 8 U
IV T () FIRT R Rl T 3177 T Tl T 7, 2099
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vg. &t snrenET gl 9203 8, T8 ITTH 1T @ 1T §d 7 qie
g amer @ Agar Oz @7 for. WA 7 ATGA (AT o AgdFarir
FaT o, 9969 TR arremdT vA &l 40 7 @it R (craaer)
Hia dwrser, (?008)a TH. &G &4 F 7HN 7 GieT 190141 @ Fafda
1337 31T SI7ERYT o} 15471 FFT @ Hgeaqul HeT i fa=a] Harg dlad 14+

“28. In Sir Chunilal V. Mehta and Sons (supra), this Court agreed with
and approved a Full Bench judgment of the Madras High Court in
Rimmalapudi Subba Rao v. Noony Veeraju and Ors.5 which laid down
the principles for deciding when a question of law becomes a
substantial question of law.

29. In Hero Vinoth v. Seshammal, this Court followed Sir Chunilal v.

Mehta & Sons (supra) and other judgments and summarized the tests to

find out whether a given set of questions of law were mere questions of
law or substantial questions of law.

30. The relevant paragraphs of the judgment of this Court in Hero
Vinoth (supra) are set out herein below:

"21. The phrase "substantial question of law", as occurring in
the amended Section 100 CPC is not defined in the Code. The
word substantial, as qualifying "question of law", means of
having substance, essential, real, of sound worth, important or
considerable. It is to be understood contradistinction with
technical, of no substance or consequence, or as something in
academic merely. However, it is clear that the legislature has
chosen not to qualitly the scope of "substantial question of law"
by suffixing the words "of general importance"” as has been done
in many other provisions such as Section 109 of the Code or
Atrticle 133(1)(a) of the Constitution. The substantial question of
law on which a second appeal shall be heard need not
necessarily be a substantial question of law of general
importance. In Guran Ditta v. Ram Ditta 551A 235: AIR 1928
PC 172] the phrase "substantial question of law" as it was
employed in the last clause of the then existing Section 100 CPC
(since omitted by the Amendment Act, 1973) came up for
consideration and their Lordships held that it did not mean a
substantial question of general importance but a substantial
question of law which was involved in the case. In Sir Chunilal
case [1962 Supp (3) SCR 549: AIR 1962 SC [1314] the
Constitution Bench expressed agreement with the following
view taken by a Full Bench of the Madras High Court in
Rimmalapudi Subba Rao v. Noony Veeraju [AIR 1951 Mad 969:
(1951) 2 MLJ 222 (FB)]: (Sir Chunilal case [1962 Supp (3) SCR
549: AIR 1962 SC 1314], SCR p. 557)
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"When a question of law is fairly arguable, where there is room
for difterence of opinion on it or where the Court thought it
necessary to deal with that question at some length and discuss
alternative views, then the question would be a substantial
question of law. On the other hand if the question was
practically covered by the decision of the highest court or if the
general principles to be applied in determining the question are
well settled and the only question was of applying those
principles to the particular fact of the case 1t would not be a
substantial question of law."”

The proper test for determining whether a question of law raised in the
case is substantial would be, whether it 1s of general public importance
or whether 1t directly and substantially affects the rights of the parties
and if so, whether 1t is either an open question in the sense that it 1s not
finally settled by this Court. If the question is settled by the highest
court or the general principles to be applied in determining the question
are well settled and there is a mere question of applying those
principles or the question raised is palpably absurd, the question would
not be a substantial question of law.

"o¢. Y GAIGTIeT THTH Hgal U8 TF (Y3 H Feeli@ad) & HiHe 8, T e
RTeTg8] Geall 7 F17 F1 d1e9] Ud =4 H HZTE Feal =147 &1 QU 713 &
U7 & HeAd §IT AR TG AR 1341, 5967 g [T & & [dgia
IFERT 167 717 & [ &l 1aTer 7 797 U '[afer &7 GRar J9T & Il &1

?8. 81T [d1< G- SIGHHCT @ TVl H, 3H ~=FIerd 7 F gcirer a+H
HEdl Ug & (Yd H Ioviledd) FIX = [H0E] T J&evT 1837 3i¢ A1 i
TET 1397 35 FIT Gl3fa fafer & o7 71y fafer & ge7 ¢ a7 fafer & qrearT
797 G/

30, 81 faig (Y3 7 Feida) TrEel 7 38 ZTTeTd 3 14019 @ HTiie T

728, GNET &TT 9o HIUIH] H FFT FTFII "13T8 T HRET JIT"
@ Glear T gRYTAT 781 197 a7 81 "3t & 797" @1 i F917 &
[T GIearT 9eg @7 37 & TR, Haeqe, dedla®, Ji4d edar,
HEEqUl T ARV 384 a@Hdl, G I URUIEE, a1 JTH
slerforE & fATdla GHsT ST TRy Flclie, 8 W & I faenaer
7 "G Tged ' U] Fl TISHT "l & GG TT" F AT H
gRYTINT 78] &e @7 [d%eq -7 8, SdT 1 Flaar @1 &RT 90§ a1
TG @ ST 933(0)(F) 518 3 =~ FITer] 7 1547 77 81 &
1318 & @RI 797 G 319 Sdier 31 Garg @l v, ag Haeqd
&7 G TTET FEeT [31e T TREIT 79T Tg1 G177 AR e 1357 T
T 17T 44IA 934 AIR 9$9¢ PC 299] & " [3fer &1 qrearT go7"
FIFIISL, TGT [& TBIchiT 13gHTT &7 oo A& (G @I §
TG ST, 9993 FIRT FT 134T T47T) & HlaH &g 7 qgar 191
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T &, [5G T [ gAT S "G 7 HAT [ 37T e dIHI
HEed T TR F97 T8 dices U GIear [afer &1 797 &7 571 Jereur
G TFIAT 11 FT GHIcTler @ FHIUT H [9969 TT (3) THHIAR 48&:
TSI 967 TTHT e305] TiAerT W5 7 Reareryel gear a1a a1
T I [THTEHTE 949 HZ 96¢: (9948) ? THUTS 220 (V)] F
HEIE 3= =TT @ QU 93 gIRT ey Y HEfci@Ed gl @
TgHIad T Bl (G GiiclleT HIHAT [¢969 T (3) TTHAR 4&8
VSIS 9967 U] 9398], THHIAT G5 440)

SIS g 131 BT F9T IR &7 & TH-T1T &l TEl 9F G HIGT bl
TG & IT Tl FIIedd 7 3T F97 T [3&ae & 139 &7 I
JHIcUE [FTRT 9T Fef FeT Ha9dd TS & AT J7 79, 1arer &1
TG Te7 171 G&T 3R, Fla T 7o, FTETRE &7 & Fared
STTTT 3 01T & STBTRd &1 47 Fla 797 3 [4e1e07 7 ] 157 i
FIe? TE 1Agia el aig @ @ad &1 37 Fae 37 19gial &
T F 13909 7GR ] Fe1 T 797 81, dl g 131e T TR 797
39, [T FFIUT T GITYT 797, U 1318 &7 TRaI 797 & T T8, Tg 7€RT
F BT I1ET GHEITT Tg FI7TT 135 T T8 TG 3 [l Heeaqur & a7 78
qGerI] 3 T @1 Feqer ST gerd: Tl &dr 8 Fie a1 §ar & at
FIT TE 57 I T T ST 737 & 1 39 Frreid GIT 39T Hlaq &7 G
[A9ERT 787 1337 7T 81 F13 797 AT 1T FIRT I9e1Re 14T 57T a7 81
T7 J97 @ [A910T H Iy 137 S drel A [Agia eiid & die 3
[AGIGT @1 G @3 T HTAH T97 & T qel9d 797 TET: Igehl & dl a8 797
fafer &1 QrearT 797 787 &1

(18 5/aT5 =ITTTerd ZIRT 135477 77477 8)
17.  Trial Court as well as First Appellate Court have considered the
issues framed in detail and on basis of evidence as well as spot
inspection report, it was held that entire land in dispute was used for the
purpose of Muslim graveyard for last more than 300 years. The spot
inspection report has not been much denied. Therefore, the Court finds
that so far as factual aspect is concerned, there is no illegality in

impugned orders.

18. Now only question is, whether in absence of any permission to file
a representative suit on behalf of entire Muslim community, as suit was
filed under Order 1 Rule 8 C.P.C., it would be a case that suit was not

maintainable?

19. In this regard Court takes note of a judgment passed by Supreme
Court in Hari Ram vs. Jyoti Prasad and another, (2011)2 SCC 682 and

relevant paragraph thereof is reproduced hereinafter:
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“19. The next plea which was raised and argued vehemently by the
learned senior counsel appearing for the appellant was that the suit was

bad for non-compliance of the provisions of Order I Rule § of the CPC.

The said submission is also found to be without any merit as apart from

being a representative suit, the suit was filed by an aggrieved person

whose right to use public street of 10 feet width was prejudicially
aftected. Since affected person himself has filed a suit, therefore, the
suit cannot be dismissed on the ground of alleged non-compliance of
the provisions of Order I Rule 8 of the CPC.

20. In this connection, we may appropriately refer to a judgment of the
Supreme in Kalyan Singh Vs. Smt. Chhoti, (1990)1 SCC 266. In SCC
para 13 of said judgment, this Court has held that suit could be
instituted by representative of a particular community but that by itself”

was not sufficient to constitute the suit as representative suit inasmuch

as for a representative suit, the permission of Court under Order I Rule
8 of the CPC is mandatory:.

21. In SCC para 14 of the said judgment, it was also held that any
member of a community may successtully bring a suit to assert his_

right in the community property or for protecting such property by

seeking removal of encroachment therefrom and that in such a suit he
need not comply with the requirements of Order I Rule 8 CPC. It was_
turther held in the said case that the suit against alleged trespass even if

It was not a representative suit on behalf of the community could be a_

suit of this category.

22. In that view of the matter and in the light of the aforesaid legal
position laid down by this Court, we hold that the suit filed by
Respondent 1-plaintifi was maintainable.” (emphasis supplied)

20. As referred above, purpose of Order 1 Rule 8 C.P.C. is that if the

permission is sought and granted the suit will be considered to be filed in
representative capacity and in case permission is rejected, it would be

considered that outcome of suit will be final between parties only.

21. Therefore, when in the present case though suit was filed
purportedly under the provisions of Order 1 Rule 8 CPC but since no
permission was sought, therefore, no permission was granted and,
therefore, suit shall be considered to be filed by plaintiffs only and list
shall remain between parties to suit only. The suit will not be considered
to be filed in representative capacity or for entire Muslim community.
Therefore, question of law sought to be framed cannot be framed since

not being a substantial question of law. In case no permission is granted
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under Order 1 Rule 8 CPC or not sought, the only effect would be that

outcome of suit will be final between the parties to suit only.

22. In aforesaid circumstances, since no substantial question of law

involved in present second appeal, it is accordingly dismissed.

September 10, 2026 (Saurabh Shyam Shamshery,].)
AK

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