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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

WRIT PETITION NO. 2092 OF 2026

Rohidas Chandar Dhamale and another … Petitioners

vs.

The City and Industrial Development 

Corporation (Maharashtra) Limited and others … Respondents

Mr. Sachin Punde a/w. Mr. Suraj Jadhav for petitioners.

Mr. Harshit Tyagi a/w. Mr. Soham Bhalerao, i/b. DSK Legal for respondent 

Nos.1 to 3 – CIDCO.

Ms. Pooja Patil, AGP for respondent Nos. and 5 – State.

       CORAM :  MANISH PITALE &

SHREERAM V. SHIRSAT, JJ

DATE     : 15th APRIL, 2026

P.C. :

. Heard learned counsel for the petitioners.

2. This is the second round of litigation concerning the grievance 

of  the  petitioners.  In  the  first  round,  this  Court  disposed of  Writ 

Petition No.7309 of 2018 by order dated 20.12.2018. The operative 

part of the said order reads as follows:

‘a) The  petitioners  are  at  liberty  to  make  a 
representation  to  the  SLAO  -  Respondents  No.4 
within 2 weeks from today in respect of their claim 
accruing to the petitioners under clauses 1, 5, 7 as 
enlisted  in  the  annexture  to  the  Government 
Resolution.

b) Respondent  No.4  is  directed  to  decide  the  said 
representation  with  further  4  weeks.  Respondent 
No.4 to  hear  the  necessary parties  before  passing 
any  order.  Respondent  No.4  shall  pass  a  brief 
reasoned order.

c) All issues on merits are kept open.
d) In case the petitioners are aggrieved by the order of 

SLAO,  the  petitioners  are  at  liberty  to  initiate 
appropriate proceedings.

1/2

PRIYA
KAMBLI

Digitally
signed by
PRIYA
KAMBLI
Date:
2026.04.15
17:56:37
+0530



6_WP_2092_26.doc

e) For a period of 6 weeks from today, status-quo in 
respect of house property shall be maintained.

f) Needless  to  mention that  after  expiry  of  6  weeks 
from today  acquiring  body  -  CIDCO would  be  at 
liberty  to  take  appropriate  steps  for  securing 
possession  of  the  whole  property.  The respondent 
authorities are free to take appropriate action.’

3. It is brought to our notice that despite the specific direction 

issued by this Court to respondent No.4 – Deputy District Collector 

(Land  Acquisition),  Raigad,  to  decide  the  representation  of  the 

petitioners within four weeks, till date, the representation is pending.

4. The petitioners claim that they have been approaching the said 

respondent repeatedly, but to no avail. It is also to be noted that the 

respondent  –  City  and  Industrial  Development  Corporation  of 

Maharashtra Limited (CIDCO) has also not taken any steps in the 

matter  with  regard  to  the  possession  of  the  petitioners  in  the 

concerned  structure,  while  this  Court,  by  the  said  order  dated 

20.12.2018, had directed to maintain  status quo in respect of  the 

property only for a period of six weeks.

5. Respondent Nos.1 to 3 are officers of the CIDCO and they are 

represented  by  learned  counsel.  Respondent  Nos.4  and  5  -  State 

authorities  are  represented  by  the  learned  AGP.  Since  all  the 

respondents  are  before  this  Court,  it  would  be  appropriate  that 

instructions are taken on their behalf, so that appropriate directions 

can be issued in this petition.

6. List under the same category of fresh matters on 22.04.2026.

(SHREERAM V. SHIRSAT, J.)        (MANISH PITALE, J.)
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