IN THE JUDICATURE OF HIGH COURT AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

969 WRIT PETITION NO. 12578 OF 2017
Vikram Godha Patil

VERSUS
The Collector Jalgaon And Others

Advocate for the Petiti;).ner : Mr. Kale Ajeet B.
AGP for Respondents-State: Mr. S. P. Joshi
Advocate for Respondent No.3 : Mr. Shrirang Shashishekhar Dande

CORAM : ARUN R. PEDNEKER, }J.

Dated : August 26, 2025.
PER COURT :-

1. The learned Counsel for the petitioner submits that, the
compensationhas been graned to him in terms of paragraph 32 of the award.

Paragraph No.32 of the award, is noted below :
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He submits that the said compensation was granted on the basis of
his statement made in the Reference Proceedings and the valuation placed
before the Reference Court. In pursuance of such valuation, the award

determined compensation accordingly.

2. The learned Counsel further submits that, after four years of the

award, the State moved an application seeking correction in the award. He
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points out that the contention of the State before the Reference Court was
that the number of trees for which compensation was granted should be
based on the number of trees mentioned in the award made under Section
11 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, by the Deputy SLAO and not on the
valuation report produced before the Reference Court. Acting upon such
application, the Reference Court passed an order dated 14/07/2016,
wherein it was held that the compensation should be computed only with
reference to the number of trees mentioned in the award under Section 11,
treating the difference as arrears, and not on the basis of the valuation

report.

3. According to the learned Counsel for the petitioner, the impugned
order of Reference Court amounts to a modification of the award, which is
impermissible in law. He submits that the award can only be interfered with
by the Appellate Court, before whom appeals are already pending.
Therefore, the order passed by the Reference Court in Application

No0.05/2016 is not tenable in law.

4. The learned Counsel for the respondent seeks time to make

submissions in this regard.

5. List the matter, after part-heard matters, on 22/09/2025.

( ARUN R. PEDNEKER, J.)

vj gawade/-.
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