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I . 10, SEC/MTG/1T7/5753 /117. Bombay lMetropolitan Region

E Development Authority, :
} 1 18th Floor, New Admn., Building,
; - ' Medame Cama Ddad,
3 ‘ Opp.Mantralaya, Bombay=400 021,

b 8 Dated : 1ist October, 1977.

The minutes of the seventeenth meeting of the
Egxecutive Committee of the B.,M.R.D.,A. held on the 23rd
3 September, 1977,are enclosed.
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Secretary, Executive Commitiee,

S
-

To: ' ' TP~ ktjf

sari 5.V.Bhave, Chief Secretary to the Government of ">,
Mgharashtra, General Administration Department,
Mantralaya, Bombay-400 032, =~ Chairman,

snrli B.M., Adarkar, Chairman, Transport & Comunications
Board, B.M.RaD.he = Member.

3y

shri C.M, Correa, Chairman, Housing, Urban Renewal and
Bcology Board, B.M.R.D.A., - Member, {

F Shri N.G.E., Murti, Chairman, ater Resources Management
I Board -~ Member, :

sari B.G. Deshmukh, Municipal Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation of Greater Eombay, - Menmber

shri P.V.Nayak, Metropolitan Conmissioner and
vice-Chairman, Executive Committee, B.M.R. DAy

; sari R.5. Pal, Secretary to the Government of
| Mgharashtra, Urban Development & Public Health Deptt.,
4 Mantralaya, Donmbay-32 =lMember, ‘ !

Shri B.S.Dhavle, lManaging Director, CINCC, Bombay, - Member,
{i Invitees:

The Financial Adviser, BMRDA.
The Deputy Metropolitan Commissioner, BMRDA,

The Member=Secretary, Housing, Urban Renewal & Econlogy
Board, BMRDA. |

E i The Member=-Sectretary, Transport & Communications Boeard,
; I BMRDA o |

i g The Member-Secretary, 7ater Resources Managerment Board,
| The Legal Adviser, B.lM.R.D.A,
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f 4 MIIUTES OF T”E SEVENTEENTH ME TING OF THE EXECUTIVE

| j =T COMTTTEE UF T SUBEY ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁU&IE%TTWTW§t§E?““"“
”VET TEND AULJORITY °

held on the 23rd Scptetber, 1977,

T N Pt <5 4 )

p1ace : Special Committee Room, Fifth Floor,
e Mantralaya, Dombay -~ 400 032,

e e :
MenberSPresent: y .
- " |

Shri S.V.Bhave, Chief Secretary to'thé Governmernt
of Maharashtra, GAD, Mantralaya, Bombay-koq 032
Chairnan,

Shri P.V,Nayak, Mctropolitan Commissioner and ‘ *
Vice-Chairman, Exzcutive Committee, DMRDA. :

Shri R,S.Pal, Seecretary, U.,D.& P.H.D. - Member.

Shri @Desai Muniecipal Gommissioner,
Bombay Munlcipal Corporation -~ Member,

\lc De
; : Shri B.S.Dhavle, Managing Dierector, CINCO = Member.
: | Shri B.N. Adarkar, Chairman, T & C Board, =~ Member,

Sari C.M, Correa, Chairman, HURE Boord - Member.

(i A

shri S.D. Sule, Secretary, Executive Committée, BEMRDA.,
Invitecs ¢ b

} 5-3 The Financial Adviser, CMRDA,

‘ ; 1 The Mermber-Secretary, HURE Board, BMRDA,

' he Member-Secretary, T & C Board, BMIDA,
The Member-Secretary, W.R.M, Board, BMEDA,

Shri J.R.Patwardhan, Deputy Municipal Commissioncr,
Bombay Municipal Corgorat1on, Bombh2y,

shri X,N,Patel, Legal Adviser, BMRDA,

i Iten Mo.1 : Confirmation of the minutes of the
el last (Sixiconth) meeting.

: Minntes of the sixteenth meeting of the Executive
| Comittee held on the 26th August, 1977, were confirned,

Iten No.2 : Action taken on the minutes 5f the
legt | Sixteenva) meeting.

: Action taken on the minutes of the sixteenth me°ting
of the Executive Committee held on the 26th August, 1977,
was noted.

; Item No,3 * Ann1ioﬂtvonv*or permission under Section
s _ 17 ot Lﬂb Do lleils Dedle ACTs 1974,

{ The applications, bearing the followlng “egistration _
Numbers,were placed on the u&bl@. %

A P

1) 28/3/8/71 33/L8/8/7'
M* 2) 29/6/8/77 S 34/2358/77 e
l 3) 30/6/8/717 35/23/8/77 :
’ 1/8/8/77 9) 36/95/8/77
32/8/8/17 (10 37/3/9/77

.3 Tt e bR, T
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The Commitﬁee;cbnsidered each application and
decided as follows: - ; :

(1) Avpplication Mo.28/3/8/77(Yusuf loman Loynmoon)

The Committes found no merit in -the justification
given by the applicant for reconstruction of a building
for residential, office and wholesale trede purposes with
4,245 F,5,1, The Committee considered the plea of the

applicant that the original building was in good conditit®§

and had collapsed due to no fault on their part,and that
what is intended is the reconstruction of the building
for the pre-existing purposes and to the Dre-existing
extent of 4,245 F,5.I, The Committee found the plea
untenable, observing that the Notification of the Authori'§
‘epplies with equal force to both the construction and 5
reconstruction of a building. The Conmittce felt thet,
if the desired pernission were granted, the overall
development of the Metropolitan Region is likely to be
affected adversely. The application was, thercfore, rej¢§

(2) Application MNo.29/6/3/77(11/s Mazgaon Properties)

The Committee found no merxit in the justification
given by the applicant for reconstruction of the build §
for shops and residential tencments, increasing the £10 §
area of the building from 1780 Sq.Ft. to 5386,65 5a.Ft
The Committee noted that the proposal was to accommodete
5 new residential tenants in addition to the existing
tenants, The contention of the applicant that, uniess
the F,8.I, of 1.66 is allowed, it would not be possible
to make the scheme viable, was not considered relevant
The Committee felt fhat, i# the desired pormission wert
granted, the overall development of the Metropolitan Fef|
is likely to be affected adversely. The application '
wes,therefore, rejected.

(3) Application No,30/6/8/77(Co-owners Constructloﬂ
and Pinance Corporation.

The Cornmittee found no merit in the justification
given by the apslicant for recomstruction of the build’]
for maoidential tenements, and did not consider the
application fit for grcnt of permission, The Committee
noted that the proposal was to accomuodate 6 new resid®
tial tenenents'in addition to the existing tenenents.
The contention of the applicant that, unless the FJSJ'
of 1,66 is allowed, it would not he possible to meke

MWL 7
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the schene viable, was not considered relgvent, The
Com*xttee felt that, if the desirsd permission ﬁere
granted, the overall develonmcﬂtof the Metropclitnq Region
ig likely to be ﬂ”ﬁected adversely. The applicatlon was,

therefore, rejected,

(4) Application No. 31/8/9’17(niv1o10na1) {
Encincer Fhones {u) Khar eleahono ; le

Zxzchange.

The Committee docided that the permission. applied
for, viz, addition to the exigting buildina of the Xhar
Telephone Exchaﬁge at Linking Road, in Municipal ward
191, to the extent of additional floor area of 1914,u0
Sg.Metres with the proposed F.3.I, of 1,65 forluwe as
telephone exchange, including offices of the essential
maintenance staff, should be granted, subject to
obtaining the approval of the Government required under
the Developnent Control Rules for Greater Bombay.

(5) Application No. 20/8/8/77(Divigional . !
anzineer Phones, (B), wWorli.) i

The Conmittee decided that the perm1581on apulied
for, viz, construction of a building to the extent and
for the purposes nentioned helow, with the froposed FL8. 1,
of 1,78, in plot No,131 A - Scheme No,2 on Pandurang
Boghrar Marg in Muniecipal Ward 'E" sbould be granted,
subject to obtaining the approval of G> vernnent reguired
under the Developzent Control Rules for Greater Borshay =

Telephone Exzchenge = 6739.895
Mail Motor Service - 4447,.328

Total 10857,é23 '

(6) Aﬁklloatlon No 33[18/8/77(JV8.Unique f
Lruerurl o8 (indig ) I

The CO“ﬂlttGe Zound no merit in the Just1ficatlon
given by the appllcan+ for change of use of the Lremives
fron res cidential to Bank and other Offices, aﬂd did
not consider his aupllcation fit for grant of ﬁermisslon.
The Comnittee observed that the plea of the applicant
that the existing 1ocation.isidea1 for, commercial offices
was contrary to the letier and the spirit of the Authority
notification, which ig intended to prevent further growth '
of office premises in the City of: Bombay. :The Committee i
fe1t that, if the desired permission were grunted, the

e \\, AR
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/the overall development of the Motropolitan Region is
likely to be affected advarsely.

The application was,
therefore, rejected. '

(7) " Application No.34/23/8/77(1/s Shan
Construction Co. Ltd

The Committee found no merit in tho Justification
given by the applicant for construction of a building
f;r warchouse and office, and did not considér the
application fit for grant of permisgion, The Commitice
felt that the conétruction of a warchouse would increas
congestion .and truck transport in South Bombay., The

_ Committee con91dered the pleaﬁf the applicant that th
proposed warchouse would be us ed by M/s Colgate Palmolive
(India) Pvt.Ltd. for the purpose of their factory situatel
on the adjacent plot, but it was not considered sufficient
to justify the increase in the nurber of warehouces in

South Bombay. The Committee folt that, if the desired

pemigsion were granted, the overall developnent of the
Metropolitan Rogion was likely to be affectead adversely.
Having regard to the aforesaid the Comﬁittec rejected
the applﬁcation." 'i ‘

(8) _palication No.iz

Rafaneﬂand

72_[&]77(Smt.1ndravati

: The Committee did not find sufficient nerit in thae
Justlfieation given for the addition to the existing

building for officoburposes with the proposed inercasec

in the F.5.I, from 1,66 to 2,81, and éid not consider

the application fit for grant of permiscion, The
Cormittee congidered that the Plea of the applicant
that the proposal was to reinstate the previous tenant

~was not accéptable. . The Committee felt that, if the

degirea perniqslon were. granted, the overall develop-~

nent of the Metropolitan Region was likely to be
affected adversely.

The applieation was, therefore,
rejected,

(9) Application 110,36/25/8/77(Premii Pragii)

The additional details Turnished by the apprlicant

under hig letter, dated the 22nd Septenber, 1977, were
Placed on the’ Teblo.

in the justification given by the apylicant for recon-
struction of building for of

fice purpose with an
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increase of F.S.I, from 1,62 to 4.43, and did not
consider the application fit for grant of yermigsion.
The plea of the awplicant that he had already incurred
expenges and nade commitments for developnent of
property on the basis of plans approved undexr the- 1~w1
Plamming Scheme (Mand¥i) was not considered acceptdic,
The Comnlttes noted sre Pepart ot theBMGithat cthe If

Town Planning Regulations had been suspended éince 1973,
and the Development Cont rol Rules were applicable. The -
construction of a building for office purposes and

that, too, involving F.8.,1, of 4,43 would miiiﬁaté
against the spirit of the BMRDA notlflcation. The Comnittec
felt that, if the desired pamission were granted hhe
overall developnient of the Metropolitan Region is

likely to be affected adversely. The app11cation was,
n | therofore, rejected. '

(10) Application No. 37/3/9[77(Free Press Journﬂl
Lstate Ltdgl

31y, } The Comnmittee found no nerit in the justification
:d given by the applicant for the construction of & building
for Printing Press, MNews Paper Offices and other offices
yith the proposed F,85.I. of 3.49, and did-not:consider
the apylicatiom fit for grantlof perﬁiésion. The
Comiittee noted that the proposed building would accoma-
odate over 5000 employees, and observed that this

would lead to additional burden on the trensport and
othor civie services in the Southerm tip of the City.
The plea of the a.licant that the allotnent of the

plot in the Backbay Reclanation was made hy GOVern“ent
and accepted by the applicent on the understanding

that the F.S5.I, would be 3.5 was nob considered to be
scceptable., The Committee fell tbat if the desired

f ] pernission were granted the overall deve10pmentof the

‘ ] Metropolitan Region wes likely to be affected adverselY.
The ngllcatkon.was, therefore, rejected.

‘ The Committee then passed tﬁe iollawing Resolution:~-
LR ] Resolution 0,63 r 8 ‘

Resolved thet, in exerciseof the p0wers COnferred on

it by clause (v) of sub-section (2) of uection 7tof the

EMRDA Act, 1974, read with sub—section (1) of Seection

13 of the said Act, and all othor powers endbliné it :

-V'f _-'.:,—-..W S e
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in this bahelf, the Committee hercby ~

(1) refuses permission on behalf of the Authority
undor sub-section (3) of Seetion 13 of the sdid
Act, to persons or authorities, who have presented
ayplications, bearing the following Registration
Nés;, for the reasons recorded in the minntes :-

(1) 28/3/8/77;
- (11) 29/6/8/77;

(iii) 30/6/8/77;

(iv) 33/18/8/77;

(v)' 38/23/8/77;
(vi) |35/23/8/77;
(vii) 36/25/8/77;

(viil) 37/3/9/77;
and
(ii) grants pernission on behal? of the Auvthority under

sub=gection (3) of Section 13 of the said Lct 0

persons or authorities, who have presented applicai~

ions, bearing the following Registration Nos., to
undertake the development toithe extent applied
for by then respectively :-

(1) 31/8/8/77;
(1i) 32/8/8/77.

Item MNo,4:~ Reporting exerciseof powers delegated
‘ by tae Executive Cormities,

The Conmittee considered the agenda note, and
passed the following Resolution.
Resolution NOHGQ.

Resolved that the cased of exevo1oeof ,owers delegated
- by the Bxecutive Committee, which are reported in the
statenment in the Agenda Note, are noted;

Iten Ne.h:~ Application fyom U, u.o.R Consulate
Qoalafratson 1o, 06/1[7/?

The, Committee noted that this was an application
intended in effect for reconsideratlon of its earlier
refusal to grany pernission to rceonstruct a building
“containing office ;remlses as roeorded under Resolution
. No, 60, dated the ?64L August 1977. Hav1ng 80 noted,

: tLe COJmittee folt it wag incompetent to consider such
an aﬁplication for tﬂe reason tha t the Comnittee had
.exhausted itg power to grant or refuse permission end .

PR

had begs
added b

' an aupea.

(1) of &
Devclops

if such

Iten HO.




had become functus officio, The Committee, however,,
added that it was open to the applicant to prefer

: .93

an appeal to the State Governnent under sub-scction

(&) of Section 13 of the Bombay Metropolitan Region

Developrient Authority Act, 1974,against its decision,

if such an appeal were otherwise permissible. |

Iten No,6:~ Bombay Urban Transport Project- Consultancy
in organisation, staffing, adninistration,

and rProject Monitoring Systems and Finance
and Accounts. ‘ 8

In the course of the discussion on the item, the
Committee noted the fact reported by the representative
of the Consultants, ¥/s A.F.Ferguson & Co., ?haﬁ the
standard professional fees charged by the Faculty nerbers
of the Indian Institute of Management, Calcutta, for

h their services as Consultantsare Rs,500 per day, of
¥ or

- which Rs.200 is Lassed on to the Institute and Rs., 200
- retained by the Faculty merber concerned, T:o Committee
vPillcata

G hen pacsed the following Resgoluticn:- |

" LS

ied b Resolution No.565: =

In orercise of the vowers conferred by clause (vi)

of sub-section (2) of Section 7 of the BMRDA Act, and
all other powers enabling it in this behalf, the Executive
Committee approves the proposal to engage the Consultancy
sexrvices of Prof.Dr.Satyvesh Chakraborty & Frof,C.C.
Benninger at an estimated total cost of Rs,60,000/~

?ﬁ ' to assist A,F.Ferguson & Co, in their Consultaney

| assignment on Organisation, Staffing, Administration

and Projeet Monitoring Systems, subject to obtaining

‘ateq the concurrence of the World Rank to the proposal.
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