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Ref. No. MCHI/PRES/18-19/297
June 4, 2019

To

Shri Ajoy Mehta

Chief Secretary
Government of Maharashtra
Mantralaya,

Mumbai - 400032.

Sub: Copy of the letters submitted to Dr Ranjit Patil
Respected Sir,

We have submitted two letters to Dr Ranjit Patil, State Minister for Urban
Development Department with regard to the following subject:

1) Constant policy flip-flops in DCPR 2034 leading to undue stress and loss of

development  potential to Societies and Land Owners

2) Suggestion/ Objections and Request in regards to the Notice issued by the
Government of Maharashtra under section 37 (1AA) & proposed modification
to Regulation 30(A)(3)(a) of DCPR 2034 of Greater Mumbeai. (Road Set Back)

Sending for your information and necessary action please.

Thanking you once again

Your sincerely,
For CREDAI-MCHI ;

Nayan A. Shah Bandish Ajmera Sanjiv Chaudhary MRICS
President Hon. Secretary Chief Operating Officer

Encl.: As above

/%@\P*@/__
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Maker Bhavan II, 4th Floor, 18, V. Thackersey Marg, New Marine Lines, Mumbai - 400 020.
Tel: 4212 1421, Fax : 4212 1411 / 407 » Email: secretariat@mchi.net » Website: www.mchi.net



MANAGING COMMITTEE
2018 - 2019

PRESIDENT
Nayan A. Shah

IMMEDIATE PAST PRESIDENT
Mayur Shah

VICE PRESIDENTS
Deepak Goradia
Boman Irani
Harish Patel
Nainesh Shah
Domnic Romell

ADDL. VICE PRESIDENT
Sukhraj Nahar

HON. SECRETARY
Bandish Ajmera

TREASURER
Mukesh Patel

SPECIAL PROJECTS
Parag Munot
Sandeep Raheja
Jayesh Shah
Sanjay Chhabria
Rasesh Kanakia

HON. JOINT SECRETARIES
Navin Makhija
Sandesp Runwal
Shailesh G. Puranik
Dhaval Ajmera
Pratik Patel

JOINT TREASURER
Nayan Bheda
Munish Doshi

CO-ORDINATORS
Sandeep Shah
Tejas Vyas
Shailesh Sanghvi
Pritam Chivukula

COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Jagdish Ahuja
Jitendra Jain
Deepak Gundecha

INVITEE MEMBERS
Praful Shah
Rajesh Prajapati
Sachin Mirani
Nikunj Sanghavi
Rajeev Jain
Shyamal Mody
Digant Parekh
Rushank Shah
Samyag Shah
Jayesh C. Shah
Sunny Bijlani
Sahil Parikh
Naman Shah
Suhail Khandwani
Ricardo Romell

PAST PRESIDENTS
Dharmesh Jain
Vyomesh Shah

Paras Gundecha
Pravin Doshi
Mohan Deshmukh
Mofatraj Munot
Rajnikant Ajmera
Late G. L. Raheja
Late Lalit Gandhi
Late Babubhai Majethia

CREDAI-MCHI UNITS
PRESIDENT, THANE
Ajay Ashar

PRESIDENT, KALYAN-DOMBIVLI
Ravi Patil

PRESIDENT, MIRA VIRAR CITY
Ashit Shah

PRESIDENT, RAIGAD
Ateeque Khot

PRESIDENT, NAVI MUMBAI
Prakash Baviskar

CREDAI-IEENO
@aw

. TR, g8 (9E), T

Ref. No. MCHI/PRES/18-19/283 Ft @ =
VRIETE A, e UHETE @cid . May 29, 2019

é‘t 2—3"1(

To, IPE TR, e IR
Dr. Ranjit Vitthalrao Patil

State Minister for Urban Development Department

Government of Maharashtra

Mantralaya,

Mumbai - 400032

Sub: Constant policy flip-flops in DCPR 2034 leading to undue stress and loss of
development potential to Societies and Land Owners

Respected Sir,

The State Government has proposed modification to Sanctioned DCPR 2034 that would
deny original FSI benefits to landowners who are willing to handover a part of the plot
that comes in the way of road widening or road development. In the past such rights
were given in lieu of surrender of road setback by Landowner that was over and above
the permissible FSI. Last year, the State Government had amended the DC Rules,
permitting the construction rights over and above the Permissible FSI in such cases.
However, again, State Government turned back to disincentives landowners affected by
road reservation by coming out with propose modification to DCPR 2034.

This is the 3rd time in just over 2 years when the state government has modified its stand
on this issue. After the advent of new TDR Policy in Nov 2016, where the FSI
compensation for land required for public reservations and road widening was raised;
to that effect Municipal Corporation had cleared many proposals for road widening
where FSI was given over and above Permissible FSL. But this was halted in January 2018
by way of proposed regulation to cap the FSI over and above the Permissible FSI. Then
again in Nov 2018 the State government altered its position acceding to the demands of
construction industry to revise rules conferring additional construction over and above
Permissible FSI for such cases (road setback) by way of Corrigendum. Again, the State
Government reversed their own Corrigendum by proposing a modification to
sanctioned provision in 2019 to cap the FSI for road widening/ setback by denying
incentive FSI over and above permissible FSI. In other words, the State government has
positioned itself that FSI benefits in lieu of road setback can only be administered within
the Permissible FSI and not above it. So there was lot of flip-flop between 2016 and 2019
for road setback issue.

The owner who is not affected by road widening will get 100 percent FSI benefit without
losing any portion of the land and the Owner who is affected by road widening/setback
would enjoy on the same or less benefit but should suffice with lesser plot of land as
some portion of plot affected by setback needs to be handed over to planning authority.
In fact, if any landowner is giving away his land or portion of land for the development
of the city then such owner should get more FSI as compared to the Owner without any
reservation. Such an Owner who handover the plot for the development of the city
should not be penalized; On the contrary he should be incentivized. The owner cannot
be made to suffer in the name of Public purpose, just because his plot of land is being
fasten with road reservation by state government. Certainly, this is not the objective of
planned and organised development for implementation of Town Planning under
MRTP Act and thus the proposed modification violates Article 14 of the Constitution.

CREDAT-IEEN0
Maker Bhavan II, 4th Floor, 18, V. Thackersey Marg, New Marine Lines, Mumbai - 400 020,
Tel.: 4212 1421, Fax : 4212 1411 / 407 » Email: secretariat@mchi.net - Website: www.mchi.net
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The DP 2034 started with FSI on Gross Plot Area so that the Owners surrendering the
land for public purpose get the better FSI as compare to the Owners without reservation.
Further, it was proposed that since the Owner is surrendering the land, he is additionally
compensated for the same. That was the correct way to compensate the Owners who are
surrendering the land for public purpose as per MRTP Act. After 4 years and after
suggestions and objections, the final outcome is discrimination and injustice to
landowners. Once the propose legislation comes into force, then landowner, with road
reservation clamped on it, would get very less incentive once he surrenders the portion
of the road reservation to the Planning Authority.

The Additional FSI and TDR benefit on Gross Plot area was always protected for plot
affected by reservation even before the advent of DCPR 2034. Additional FSI/TDR was
permissible over and above the Permissible FSI for reserved plots. The Planning
Committee appointed u/s 28(4) of MRTP Act had recommend better benefits for
landowners with reservation as compared to landowners with no reservation and this
idea was recommended by Planning Committee, which was reinforced by Municipal
Corporation by way of approval through Corporation Resolution. The Planning
Committee was totally aware that benefits of what landowner would get without any
reservation while developing his plot could not be compared with landowner whose
plot is affected by reservation because the latter owner suffers from severance of
ownership of plot affected by reservation when he handover the same to Planning
authority. So the latter owner should get not only 100 percent FSI on his truncated land
but also he should be compensated for severance of ownership of portion affected by
reservation. So clamping of reservation on land should be privilege to landowner other
than a curse if we compare his benefits with the landowner who is not affected by
reservation. Otherwise, the propose modification once comes into force would expose
itself to the vice of Article 14 of the Constitution, which provides for Equality before law.

The State through this propose modification is contemplating to give no compensation
for severance of ownership of land which is affected by road widening/development,
which is arbitrary, discriminative in nature and violation of Article 300A of the
Constitution. The propose modification takes away the portion of the land affected by
road setback in the name of Public purpose effecting severance of ownership of plot
from the landowner without giving him any adequate compensation for the same. A
Good Town Planning can survive only if there is successful implementation of DP and
landowner with reservations are induced/ entice to come forward voluntary to
surrender their reservation who in lieu expect better FSI/TDR benefits than the
landowner with no reservation, while developing the plot.

One factor out of many discriminations is that several projects have being sanctioned
between Nov 2016 and 13th Nov 2018 and until now in 2019, where benefit of road
setback was given over and above the Permissible FSI and even they won't be affected
by reversal once the propose modification comes into force. It is arbitrary and
discriminative that some Landowners would take the benefit of road setback by utilizing
FSI over and above the permissible FSI and subsequent landowners would be get
disincentives and would have to suffer with less FSI in lieu of severance of ownership
of plot affected by road reservation. Once the propose legislation comes into force then
Landowners affected by road setback would be discouraged to come forward as they
are only going to get the less benefit then the Landowner who has no such road setback,
if they go for development of their respective plots.
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Another aspect of discrimination is that RG with less than 1000 Sq.mtr is excluded from
Accommodation reservation; there is no basis for the same. For example: the AR policy
says that RG should be minimum 1000 Sq.mtrs; which means Owner having RG of 1100
Sq.mtrs shall retain 330 Sq.mtrs and handover 770 Sq.mtrs but he is entitled to get an FSI
on entire plot of 1100 Sq.mtr and over an above 770 Sq.mt. But if the landowner is having
less than 1000 Sq.mtr plot then he is not entitle to AR policy and is subject to suffer with
no mistake from his side.

Another aspect of discrimination is that for all the reservations in Accommodation
policy the Planning authority is allowing over and above the permissible FSI. However,
the same benefit is not conferred to road setback and RG less than 1000 Sq.mtrs.

Since all this as above could be adequately challenged before Bombay High Court, once
the proposed modification comes into force because as of now the proposed
modification do not have any force of the law.

PARAMETER OF JUDICIAL REVIEW OF SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION:
Please refer to State of Tamil Nadu v. P. Krishnamurthy, (2006) 4 SCC 517.

CREDAI-MCHI's PRAYER

Sir, with a very objective view of the various policy stands of the Government and in
order to avoid a scenario where one section feels highly discriminated and
disadvantaged against, CREDAI-MCHI earnestly request for the following;

1. The Notice TPB-4319/CR-25/2019/UD-11 on 7.3.2019 be immediately stayed. Also,
the rule for providing FSI against the road setback handover as approved in DCPR
2034 published on 12.11.2018 be continued.

(a) In proposed provision, words “within admissible TDR limit” should be replaced
by “over and above the permissible FSI as per Column 7 of table 12, on remainder
plot”.

2. To unilaterally extend the benefits of Accommodation Reservation policy to RG of
less than 1000 sq. mtr. as well.

We look forward to your kind consideration and confirmation of acceptance of our
above suggestions.

Thanking you,

Your sincerely,

For CREDAI-MCHI

Nayan A. Shah Bandish Ajmera Sanjiv Chaudhary MRICS

President Hon. Secretary Chief Operating Officer
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Ref. No. MCHI/PRES/18-19/284

May 29, 2019
To, \
Dr. Ranjit Vitthalrao Patil @9&3
State Minister for Urban Development Department ST 2 ex~ 2
Government of Maharashtra e T C[

Mantralaya, - _ .
Mumbai - 400032 st '

ST RIET, WETE wee
Suggestion/ Objections and Request in regards {o the Notice

Sub:
issued by the Government of Maharashtra under section 37
(1AA) & proposed modification to Regulation 30(A)(3)(a) of
DCPR 2034 of Greater Mumbai.
Ref: Notice no. TPB-4319/CR-25/2019/UD-11 dated 7 March 2019.
Dear Sir,

With reference to the Notice no. TPB-4319/CR-25/2019/UD-11 dated 7t» March
2019 and on scrutiny of the Development Control and Promotion Regulations
(DCPR) - 2034, CREDAI-MCHLI, on behalf of its more than 1200 members, is
submitting the suggestions and objections as stated below.

SCHEDULE

Regulation Existing Provisions Proposed Provisions

No.

Last Provided further that FSI | Provided further that FSI
provision of | equivalent to TDR as per | equivalent to TDR as per Table
Regulation Table 12A of Regulation 32, | 12A of Regulation 32 in lieu of
30(A)(3)(a) in lieu of road widening or | road widening or roads

proposed in D.P. or under the
MMC  Act1888 as  per
Regulation 16 may be allowed
to be utilized on remainder
plot within admissible TDR
limit. However, if the TDR
/FSI of Road widening of very
said plot is balance after
utilizing it in the admissible
TDR limit, then such balance
TDR/FSI of road widening
may be allowed over and

roads proposed under the
D.P. or the MMC Act, 1888 as
per Regulation 16 may be
allowed to be utilized over
and above the permissible
FSI as per column 7 of table
12, or remainder plot.

above the permissible FSI

CREDAI-MCHI’s OBJECTIONS

CREDAI-IE00
Maker Bhavan II, 4th Floor, 18, V. Thackersey Marg, New Marine Lines, Mumbai - 400 020.
Tel.: 4212 1421, Fax : 4212 1411 / 407 « Email: secretariat@mchi.net « Website: www,mchi.net
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The Urban Development of State of Maharashtra has issued a Notice No:
TPB-4319/CR-25/2019/UD-11 on 7th March 2019.The said Notice refers to
a benefit of Road Setback for Development of Plots under DCPR 2034.

The said subject has been discussed at length before it was concluded
under your approval & published in the DCPR 2034 on 12.11.2018. The
same is again proposed to be modified which will cause major
embarrassment to the Government & also make large number of projects
unviable. Also, the purpose behind which this decision was taken before
was to encourage plot owners to hand over road setbacks to the
development of city infrastructure.

The Hon. Chief Minister of Maharashtra had proposed to widen all roads
across Maharashtra to minimum width of 9 mtrs, with fire safety in mind.
During the interaction the Hon. Chief Minister had opined that there will
no loss of FSI to any plot owner in lieu of the widening of roads. The same
was the basis of providing FSI over and above for handover of road
setback.

The said FSI will encourage the plot owners to handover road setback
which will result in better development of infrastructure across the State.
The compensation provided under land acquisition act 2013 provides
monetary compensation which is much higher.

o If the said modification is implemented it will mean a large part of
infrastructure that could have come to the city under principle of
accommodation reservation will not happen. Which will mean
huge number of plots in the city of Mumbai won’t get widened as
the FSI potential will drop substantially.

o There are many projects which half way into development in lines
with the GR of 16.11.2016 & many are which have reached
different stages of approval. At this point reducing the
development potential will hamper the development in a big way.
This will mean projects will run into losses & litigations.

The above has come as an extremely rude shock to the entire industry
specially for projects that are abutting larger roads which have bigger
road widening in form of setback. This will effectively mean huge number
of projects will run into unviability & the old already crippling buildings
will become serious danger to life of many occupants who will be left with
no options for redevelopment as without the FSI compensation against
the setback of road it’s virtually impossible to develop.

Below are the details of publications, approvals issued at different times
with authorities:
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Date & No: Authority Clause no. & clause as | FSI over
published & above
for
handing
over of
Road
Setback.
TPS-1813/3067/CR- UuD 5.4.1(i11): FSI Loading limit on
122/MCORP/12/UD- | Department, | such plot (Maximum Building
13. State of | potential) shall be the basic
(Annexure-A) Maharashtra | FSI+ TDR+ Additional FSI | YES
on payment of premium if any
+ Road widening FSI of the
very said plot if any.
31.7.2017, Approved | Committee DCR 30, Table 12, 3 (a):
in BMC House Appointed | Additional BUA equal to area
(Annexure-B) by Chief | of land so surrendered to
Minister of | MCGM/Appropriate
Maharashtra | Authority shall be allowed to | YES
to  correct | be consumed over and above
the DCPR | the permissible BUA (as per
2034 errors. | column no.7 of Table no 12
above) on the
remainder/balance plot or may
be availed in the form of TDR
as per these Regulations.
8.5.2018, GR | UD DCR 30, Table 12, 3 (a):
Published. Department, | Additional BUA-equal-to-aren
(Annexure-C) State of | efHand—so—surrendered—to
Mabharashtra | MEGMApproprinte
Aunthority shall be allowed to | YES
be consumed over and above
the permissible BUA (as per
column no.7 of Table no 12
above) on the
remainder/balance plot or may
be availed in the form of TDR
as per these Regulations
410.2018 UuD DCR 30, Table 12, 3 (a):
(Annexure-D) Department, | Additional BUA-equal-to-aren
State of | ef—tund—so—sirrendered —to
Maharashtra | MEGM/Appropriate
be—causnned onerapd abowe
eolunn—no7—ofTable—ne—12
&b&?’é‘.}—m}—ﬁﬂ:‘ NO
remainder/balance plotor may
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Date & No:

Authority

Clause no. & clause as
published

FSI over
& above
for
handing
over of
Road
Setback.

TDR as per regulation 32
Table 12(A) of the land
surrender to
MCGM/Appropriate
Authority as per Sr.No.2
above may be allowed in the
form of FSI as per column no.6
of Table no.12 above on the
remaindetr/balance plot within
the admissible limit of TDR.

12.11.2018
Published
(Annexure-E)

GR

ub

Department,
State of
Mabharashtra

DCR 30, Table 123(a):
Provided further that FSI
equivalent to TDR as per
Table 12 A of Regulation 32,
in lieu of road widening or
roads proposed under the D.P.
or MMC Act 1888 as per
Regulation 16 may be allowed
to be utilized over and above
the permissible FSI as per
column 7 of table 12, on
remainder plot.

YES

7.3.2019 Notice TPB-

4319/CR-

25/2019/UD-11

(Annexure-F)

uD

Department,
State of
Maharashtra

DCR 30, Table 123(a):
Provided further that FSI
equivalent to TDR as per
Table 12 A of Regulation 32,
in lieu of rond widening or
roads proposed under the D.P.
or MMC Act, 1888 as per
Regulation 16 may be allowed
to be utilized on remainder
plot within admissible TDR
limit. However, if TDR/FSI of
Road widening of very said
plot is balance after utilizing it
in the admissible TDR limit,
then such balance TDR/FSI of
road widening may be allowed
over and above the permissible
FSI.

NO
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CREDAI-MCHI's SUGGESTIONS

e The proposed modification is against the principle of the provision of
Right to fair compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition,
Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act 2013.

o Under the Act it is necessary to allow the fair compensation for the
land reserved for public amenities, social facilities and utilities in
the development prepared under the provision of MRTP Act 1966.

o Under the Accommodation Reservation principle, the benefit of
the land surrendered is given by way FSI /TDR on the gross plot.

* Road widening must be incentivized to its maximum, for early and
speedy implementation of road handing over. Road is placed at top of all
the DP utilities, as it acts as “Corridors of business” and “Spine of the
city”. By such regressive amendments, the State is trying to paralyse the
City Development Plan.

e As the fundamental principle of “Solatium”, the landowner parting away
his land for public purposes must be rewarded than “Legally accruable
dues”, and hence such “Over and above in situ” is the correct principle.

CREDAI-MCHI’s PRAYER

Considering the above, on behalf of its more than 1200 members, CREDAI-
MCHI would like to urge as below:

e The Notice TPB-4319/CR-25/2019/UD-11 on 7.3.2019 be immediately
stayed. Also, the rule for providing FSI against the road setback
handover as approved in DCPR 2034 published on 12.11.2018 be

continued.
o In proposed provision, words “ within admissible TDR limit”

should be replaced by “over and above the permissible FSI as per
Column 7 of table 12, on remainder plot”.

We further request you to call us for personal hearing before the Suggestion /
Objection Committee by sending intimation on above mentioned address and
consider our bonafide request.

Thanking you,

Your sincerely,
For CREDAI-MCHI

o5 QV\/V‘({

Nayan A. Shah Bandish Ajmera Sanjiv Chaudhary MRICS
President Hon. Secretary Chief Operating Officer



