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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 69 OF 2016
WITH

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 70 OF 2016
WITH

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 71 OF 2016
IN

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 9699 OF 2015
IN

FIRST APPEAL NO. 1352 OF 2016

Digambar Gunderao Lonikar & Ors.  ..... APPLICANTS

VERSUS

The Executive Engineer, Majalgaon
Canal Division No. 7, Dist. Parbhani

&Anr. . RESPONDENTS

WITH

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 72 OF 2016
WITH

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 73 OF 2016
WITH

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 74 OF 2016
IN

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 9704 OF 2015
IN

FIRST APPEAL NO. 1353 OF 2016

Laxmikant Sadashiv Lonikar & Ors.  ..... APPLICANTS

VERSUS



2 R.A. 69.2016 in F.A. St. 12625.2015.0dt

The Executive Engineer, Majalgaon
Canal Division No. 7, Dist. Parbhani
&Anr. L. RESPONDENTS

Mr. S.M.Kulkarni, Advocate for Applicant.
Mr. S.C.Arora, Advocate for R.No. 1.

CORAM : T.V.NALAWADE, J.
DATE : 20™ APRIL, 2016

ORAL ORDER :-

The present application is filed by the
respondent in C.A. No. 9699 of 2015. By the Order dated
29/02/2016, this Court condoned the delay caused in filing
Appeal by the acquiring body. This Court considered the
matter on merits. One circumstance was brought to the
notice of this Court that in R.D. No. 87/2007, when one
Officer of acquiring body, though of other place, was added
as party respondent, the same was objected and so the said
officer was deleted. Other circumstances are already
considered by this Court. The main circumstance which was
considered by this Court is in reference to the acquiring body,
the party — respondent in the proceeding and on that basis
the application was allowed. It can not be said that
something was not considered by this Court which the
original claimant from the Reference wants to show to this

Court.
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2. In view of these circumstances, Review

Applications stand rejected.

[T.V.NALAWADE, J.]
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