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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1120 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2708/2025

The Executive Engineer Minor Irrigation Division Latur Thro Gmidc Chh

Sambhajinagar

….Applicant        

VERSUS

Manohar Pundalik Bhosle Died Thr Lrs 1.1 Vilas Manohar Bhosale And

Ors

…..Respondent  
…..  

Advocate for Applicant : Mr. Swami Mahesh

AGP for State : Mr. V.S. Badakh.

Advocate for Respondents : Mr. Rajeev M. Gaikwad And Adv. C. V. 

Bodkhe Filed Caveat For R/no 1/1 And 1/4.
…..

WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1121 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2708/2025

           WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1127 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2711/2025

                            

WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1129 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2711/2025

                            

WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1124 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2714/2025

                            

WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1125 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2714/2025
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WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1122 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2718/2025

                            

WITH

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1123 OF 2025

 IN FAST/2718/2025

        

     
                               CORAM : S.G. CHAPALGAONKAR, J.

                          DATE  :  23rd APRIL, 2025.
 
ORDER :-

in C. A.NOS. 1120 OF 2025, 1122 OF 2025, 1124 OF 2025 AND 1127 OF
2025.

1. Heard  Mr.  Swami  learned  advocate  for  applicants  and

learned advocate for respondents.

2. Applicant seeks to condone delay of 888 days caused in filing

the appeal  against  award passed by Reference Curt.   Appellant is  the

Acquiring  Body  and  being  aggrieved  by  assessment  of  compensation,

seeks to file appeal.  Contents of application show that delay has been

occasioned  on  account  of  administrative  exigencies.   Contents  of

application are not controverted by respondents although they oppose to

condone delay on the ground that sufficient cause is not made out.

3. However,  considering  submissions  advanced  and  reasons

stated in the application, it is evident that applicant is required to follow

procedure  and  obtain  various  sanctions.   In  that  view of  the  matter,

appeal cannot be said to be intentional. Applicant has not derived and

advantage by making delay.  In that view of the matter, case is made out
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to condone the delay. Hence, applications are allowed. Delay of 888 days

caused in filing appeal  is  condoned.   Appeals be registered subject to

removal of office objections, if any.

[S.G. CHAPALGAONKAR, J]   
grt/-


