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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY  : NAGPUR BENCH : 
NAGPUR.

WRIT PETITION NO. 679 OF 2025
BABARAO S/o SUKHDEV DHOTE AND OTHERS

VERSUS    
DATATRAYA SHASTHAN SHIKHAR MAHUR, THRU. SECY. AND OTHERS

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,                               Court's or Judge's Order
appearances, Court's Orders or directions and
Registrar's order

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Counsel for the petitioners absent.
Ms. P. C. Bawankule, A.G.P. for respondent nos.2 and 3
Mr. K. V. Sedani, former Member (Judl.), MRT present in-person.

CORAM : ANIL L. PANSARE, J.
DATE     : MARCH 27, 2025.

1. Heard.

2. On 06.03.2025, the following order was passed :

“The learned Counsel for the petitioner submits  
that the impugned order has been passed by Mr. K.V.  
Sedani,  Member  (Judicial),  Maharashtra  Revenue  
Tribunal, Nagpur Bench, Nagpur. The argument is that  
Mr. Sedani has, during his tenure as District Judge – 1,  
Darwha,  in  Miscellaneous Civil  Appeal  No.  12/2016,  
dealt with the order passed by the trial  Court below 
Exh. 5 and, therefore, he ought not to have decided the  
tenancy revision.
2]  Thus,  a  Member  (Judicial)  of  the  Maharashtra  
Revenue  Tribunal,  Nagpur  Bench,  Nagpur,  is  being  
blamed of deciding a case, which he had once upon  
dealt with in the capacity as a District Judge. 
3]  When enquired  with  the  learned Counsel  for  the  
petitioner as to whether the fact that Mr. Sedani had,  
in the year 2016, dealt with certain application related 
to  the  Trust,  he  answered  that  orally,  this  fact  was  
informed. The learned Counsel further submits that the  
order  passed  by  Mr.  Sedani  in  Miscellaneous  Civil  
Appeal  No.  12/2016  was  placed  on  record.  When 
further asked as to whether Mr. Sedani has referred to  
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his  order  passed  in  Miscellaneous  Civil  Appeal  No.  
12/2016  while  passing  the  impugned  order,  the  
learned  Counsel  failed  to  show,  from the  impugned  
order, that there is reference to the said order.  
4]  To  my  mind,  even  if  the  Presiding  Officer  had  
referred to the earlier order, unless it is brought to his  
notice  that  he  had  dealt  with  the  said  matter  and  
further that the matter was such that it will have direct  
impact on the outcome of the proceedings in revision  
and further that there are reasons to believe that the  
Presiding Officer has a bias mind or will get influenced  
by the earlier  order,  he would not  carry a  blame of  
intentionally  entertaining  the  matter,  which,  in  his  
tenure as District Judge, was dealt with in a challenge  
to the order passed by the trial  Court  in an interim  
application. 
5] As such, the petition is liable to be dismissed on this  
count alone.  However,  since the learned Counsel  for  
the petitioner has made statement across the bar that  
the fact of Mr. Sedani having dealt with the challenge  
to the interim application in the year 2016 was brought  
to his notice, let Mr. Sedani file report in this regard for  
passing further orders. 
6]  In  the  meantime,  the  petitioners  shall  deposit  
Rs.50,000/- with the Registry of this Court within ten  
working  days  from today,  failing  which  the  petition  
shall stand dismissed without further reference to the  
Court. 
7]  Copy  of  order  be  served  on  Mr.  K.V.  Sedani,  
Member  (Judicial),  Maharashtra  Revenue  Tribunal,  
Nagpur Bench, Nagpur, who shall file report within ten  
days. 
8] List on 26/3/2025.”

3. As  could  be  seen,  the  petitioners  made  certain 

allegations against the Member (Judicial) of the Maharashtra 

Revenue  Tribunal,  Nagpur  Bench,  Nagpur.   The  petitioners 

were accordingly directed to deposit Rs.50,000/- (Rupees Fifty 
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thousand  only)  with  the  Registry  of  this  Court  with  the 

consequential order of dismissal of the petition on failure to 

deposit the amount.  The petitioners have not deposited the 

amount and therefore, the petition stood dismissed in terms  of 

what  has  been  noted  in  paragraph  6  of  the  order  dated 

06.03.2025.

4. As such, the petition is listed for the purpose of filing 

report  of  Mr.  K.V.  Sedani,  Member  (Judicial),  Maharashtra 

Revenue Tribunal, Nagpur Bench, Nagpur.  Since the petition 

has been dismissed, the report is not required.  The Registry 

shall  proceed to recover the amount from the petitioners as 

land revenue.  No further order is required. 

            (Anil L. Pansare, J.)
Diwale
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