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TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINA No. 6

(Part of Villages Chikhale, Moho, Pali Khurd and Shivkar of
Taluka — Panvel, District — Raigad)

PRELIMINARY SCHEME
REPORT - Part A

1. PREAMBLE

The Government of Maharashtra in exercise of powers conferred under clause (b) of subsection
(1) of the section 40 of the Maharashtra Regional and Town Planning Act, 1966 (hereinafter
referred to as “the said Act”) declared by Notification no. TPS -1712/475/CR-98/12/UD-12,
dated 10th January, 2013, City and Industrial Development Corporation of Maharashtra
Limited (being a company owned and controlled by the Government of Maharashtra)
(hereinafter referred to as “CIDCQ”) as Special Planning Authority (hereinafter referred to as
“SPA- NAINA”) for 270 villages for an area notified as Navi Mumbai Airport Influence
Notified Area (hereinafter referred to as “NAINA™) as specified therein. The Sub-section (2)
of Section 21 of the said Act makes it obligatory on the part of any Planning Authority to
prepare and publish a Development Plan for the entire area under its jurisdiction and to submit
it to the State Government for sanction within a period of three years from its constitution.
SPA-NAINA, while preparing a Development Plan for the area under its jurisdiction, prepared
an Interim Development Plan under section 32 of the said Act for the 23 villages from Panvel
Tehsil of the Raigad District which are under immediate pressure of development. The
Government of Maharashtra, vide Notification No. TPS-1215/245/CR-332/2015/SM/UD-12,
dated 27/04/2017 had sanctioned the Interim Development Plan (hereinafter referred to as
‘IDP’) along with Development Control and Promotion Regulations (hereinafter referred to as
“DCPR-2017”) for the 23 villages of NAINA under Section 31(1) of the said Act which has
now come into force w.e.f. 04/05/2017. The excluded part (EP) of IDP was sanctioned vide
Notification No. TPS. 1215/245/C.R. 332/16/EP/UD-12, dated 01/03/2019.

Thereafter, the Government of Maharashtra vide Notifications dated 22/09/2015 and
18/03/2016 had declared Maharashtra Industrial Development Corporation Limited (MIDC)
and Maharashtra State Road Development Corporation Limited (MSRDC) respectively as
SPA, for some villages in NAINA. Thus, resulting SPA (NAINA) to 224 villages with a total
area of 474 sq.km. While sanctioning Development plan of balance 201 villages on 16.09.2019,
considering the contiguity of NAINA project, the UDD in GOM has excluded 49 non-
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contiguous village pockets. Thus, now the notified area of NAINA is for 174 villages
encompassing about 371.35 sq.km. area.

The Development Plan (DP) for 151 villages of NAINA along with Development Control and
Promotion Regulations (hereinafter referred to as “DCR-2019") was sanctioned by the
Government of Maharashtra vide Notification No. TPS-1717/MIS-2750/C.R.91/ 2019/ UD-12,
dated 16/09/2019 and also vide Gazette Notification dated 24/06/2022 and 26/07/2023 has
partly sanctioned the Excluded Parts of the DP under section 31(1) of the said Act.

In DCR-2017, a new concept of voluntary and participatory land pooling and development by
the land owners viz; NAINA Scheme has been approved under Regulations no.13. These
special regulations for NAINA scheme are dealing with voluntary land pooling and
development of areas from IDP lying within residential zones, within and outside 200 m from
the village Gaothans.

However, after various discussions, the Urban Development Department (hereinafter referred
to as ‘UDD?) directed CIDCO that, CIDCO should undertake Town Planning Schemes for the
implementation of the IDP as provided under the chapter V of the said Act. Further, the
Government of Maharashtra, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section
151 of the said Act, vide Notification No TPS-1817/973/CR-103/17/UD-13 dated 13/09/2017
has delegated the powers exercisable by it under section 68(2) of the said Act to the Managing
Director, CIDCO for sanctioning the draft Town Planning Schemes.

SPA-NAINA has accordingly decided to undertake series of town planning schemes under the
said Act covering as far as possible the entire IDP area leaving the densely developed areas
and village Gaothans for the effective implementation of the sanctioned IDP. Till date CIDCO
has declared 12 town planning schemes, its status as on 25/10/2023 is as follows (Table 1):
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Table 1 Details of various stages of NAINA Town Planning Schemes

Date of 7 A
TPS No. | Declaration - Villages Stage
g in Ha
in Gazette
Preliminary scheme and
TPS - 1 08/09/2017 19.12 Akurli, Belavali and Chikhale | Final Scheme sanctioned on
24/07/2022
Preliminary Scheme
Chipale, Devad, Bhokarpada, sanctioned on 03/11/2021
T2 GER22007 L Vihighar, Sangade and Belavali and Final Scheme
sanctioned on 29/11/23.
Nere, Vihighar, Moho, Koproli Preliminary Scheme
i 100= 2018 e and Chipale sanctioned on 29/11/2022
Adai, Akurli, Nevali, Shilottar
TPS - 4 21/06/2019 350 Raichur and Pali devad
Shivkar, Bhokarpada (Chipale),
TPS -5 28/06/2019 242 Devad, Vichumbe, Bonshet, Draft Scheme sancticned
Vihighar and Moho on 21/10/2022.
Arbitration Process started
TPS - 6 08/08/2019 243 Chikhale, Mgl}:‘i)‘;;ih Khurd and on 05/04/2023
Devad, Vichumbe, Usarli
TPS-7 | 18/09/2019 | 215 | gyued, Shivkar and Kolkhe
Palikhurd, Chikhale, Belavali, Submitted to DTP for
TPS - 8 20/12/2022 584 Ambivali, Wangani tarf Waje, consultation u/s 61(1) on
Loniwali and Moho 29/05/2023
Belavali, Sangade, Chikhale, e
TPS-9 | 20/12/2022 | 412 | Kon, Bhingar, Bherle, Loniwali, PR aionusold)
‘ 2 completed on 05/09/2023
Wardoli and Borle
Shivkar, Chikhale, Kolkhe 1 di
g 2 2 Publication u/s 61(1)
TPS - 10 29/10/2022 405 Kolkhepeth, Kon, I.’alaspe and completed on 05/09/2023
Deravali
Deravali, Kudave, Palaspe, .
TPS-11 | 14/10/2022 | 590 | Nandgaon, Turmale, Vadavali | _ublicationuws61(1)
i completed on 11/10/2023
and Shirdhon
Kondale, Mahalungi,
TPS-12 14/10/2022 504 Chinchavali tarf Waje, Morbe, Pubiication u/s 61(1)

Ritghar, Umroli, Usarli Budruk
and Vakadi

completed on 11/106/2023
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2. NEED OF TOWN PLANNING SCHEME, NAINA NO.6

Provision under section 59 of the said act, specifies that the proposals of the Development Plan
can be implemented by undertaking Town Planning Schemes and the procedure is detailed in
the Chapter V of the said act. Post approval of IDP, CIDCO was under pressure from the public
to provide infrastructural facilities at par with other developed nodes by CIDCO within Navi
Mumbai jurisdiction. NAINA area will get connected with Navi Mumbai by means of proposed
road linkages in the scheme. The physical infrastructure and road connectivity of Navi Mumbai
can be extended as a comprehensive system. The core gaothans, padas, already developed
pockets at edge and hills slope area were excluded from the scheme area.

With this background, SPA-NAINA had declared its intention for making of Town Planning
Scheme No. 06 (TPS 06) at part of Villages Chikhale, Moho, Pali Khurd and Shivkar of Taluka
— Panvel, District Raigad (admeasuring approximately 243 Ha) for the purpose of
implementing the proposals in the sanctioned IDP of NAINA and to introduce proper road
network with social as well as service infrastructure.

The boundary for TPS 06 is identified in the proximity of already published boundary of TPS
03 and TPS 05. The scheme located on east side of Mumbai Pune Expressway. Northern and
Eastern boundaries are coinciding with boundaries of Town Planning Scheme no. 03 and 05

and Southern Boundary is coinciding with Town Planning Scheme no. 08.

3. CONCEPT FOR LAYOUT OF TOWN PLANNING SCHEME

The Town Planning Scheme has to be prepared and implemented as per the provisions of the
said Act and guidelines of the Town Planning Rules 1974. The draft layout in the scheme was
prepared on the following principles which are adhered in all the Town Planning Schemes by
CIDCO for NAINA area which are published in the recent times.
e All landowners will contribute in general, equal percentage of land for the scheme and
DP proposal.
e Forest lands, water bodies, existing structures of valid permissions are to be maintained.
e Land owners will get at least 40% of original land holding in the form of a well laid
final plot.
e As far as possible final plots will be anchored to their original location.
e Approximate 10% open space and 5% amenity will be provided commonly in scheme

layout and distributed spatially on neighborhood concept.

e [JIN
/A i
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® As far as possible existing structures will be protected and a final plot to be given around
existing structures.

e The final plots are of regular shape and developable.

e As far as possible, land affected by the gas pipe line, or situated between river and blue
line, will be allotted unencumbered final plots to its nearby original location.

e As far as possible, scattered holdings in the same ownership will be amalgamated to
have a single bigger holding for better planning.

e Ownerships, tenures and area will be ascertained from the latest 7/12 extract.

® As far as possible, no land owner will be dispossessed in the scheme.

e EWS and LIG Housing sites will be provided below 10% of the scheme area as most
of the residents of the scheme area and the developers will construct the tenements to
suit the LIG persons considering the present demand in the area.

e Special scheme Regulations will be framed in addition to the sanctioned NAINA IDP
DCPR -2017 to facilitate the land owners to develop their final plots with ease.

e As far as possible the land owners will be encouraged to accept the compensation in the

form of FSI instead monetary compensation.

4. THE DRAFT SCHEME BY SPA - NAINA

4.1 DECLARATION OF INTENTION

SPA - NAINA had prepared the draft Town Planning Scheme by following all the formalities
and procedure and observing the legal provisions under the said act as tabulated hereinafter. A
notice of declaration of intention and plan showing boundary of TPS is attached as Annexure
1, Annexure 2 and Annexure 3.

Table 2: Declaration of TPS 06

Sr. No. Details Section Date

CIDCO’s BR No. 12214 to declare intention to
1. 60(1) 19/07/2019

prepare scheme

Extraordinary official Maharashtra Government
2% 60(2) 08/08/2019

Gazette (part-II)-for declaration of intention

Public notice in two iocal Newspaper:
3. The Asian Age (English) 60(2) 19/08/2019
Karnala (Marathi) P

/i 5|Page
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4.2

i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

THE SALIENT FEATURES OF TPS - 6

The identified Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No. 6 boundary admeasuring about
total area 243.38 Ha includes developable lands admeasuring about 227.47 Ha from
part of villages Chikhale, Shivkar, Moho and Pali- khurd of Taluka — Panvel, District
- Raigad. and is abutting on Mumbai- Pune Expressway and proposed Multi Modal
Corridor. The scheme is contiguous.

The scheme area is located in Raigad district of Maharashtra state between
(18.997892, 73.170234) (North), (18.974732, 73.153896) (South), (18.987457,
73.175958) (East) and (18.979927, 73.149275) (West). It is linked through a state-
of-the-art Expressway with Mumbai (50 km), the State capital and India’s
commercial capital. It is about 13 km and 28 km away from the ongoing Navi
Mumbai International Airport and India’s largest container port INPT, while 27 km
from Thane-Belapur Industrial Belt. It abuts Mumbai - Pune Expressway and
proposed Multi Modal Corridor.

The Scheme is bounded by;

e  On the North - Boundary of Town Planning Scheme 3 and 5 comprising part
villages of Moho and Shivkar.

e  On the East - Proposed Multi Modal Corridor (MMC).

e  On the South - Integrated Township Project

e On the West - Mumbai-Pune Expressway

NAINA area will get connected with Navi Mumbai by means of proposed road
linkages in the scheme. The physical infrastructure and road connectivity of Navi
Mumbai can be extended as a comprehensive system. The network developed in
scheme no. 6 will further extend into the remaining part of the Development Plan
(DP) of NAINA. The scheme abuts the proposed Multi modal corridor and is a major
point of regional connectivity for NAINA IDP.

. Major part of the identified pocket is virgin lands, hence less constraint for proper

planning. This scales out compact neighborhood development in IDP.
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Figure 1: Plan Showing Location of IDP and its surroundings
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Figure 2: Plan showing the Location of TPS 6 and its surrounding
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43 COLLECTION OF MEASUREMENT PLANS & CERTIFIED 7/12
EXTRACTS:

The office of Deputy TILR Panvel and Tahsil office, Panvel were requested to furnish
measurement and certified 7/12 extract of all landholders in the TPS 06. On the basis of
certified 7/12 received from Tahsil office, Panvel, the list of all landholders included in the
scheme was prepared. However, in absence of TILR (measurement plan), maximum possible
details of sub-division of survey numbers were collected and the scheme layout was prepared
on the base data of IDP of 23 villages/DP and physical survey of scheme provided by the
appointed agency (Shidore and Associates).

The area mentioned in the 7/12 extract was considered for preparation of the scheme layout.
The irrevocable consents of land owners for aggregating land parcels was also accepted from
the willing parties. The Base Map of this Scheme was prepared allotting every ownership-wise
holding, specific Original Plot Number (OP No.) was shown in green colour on the Base Map.
All the available revenue details such as village gaothans, village boundaries, gut/survey/hissa
numbers, existing structures, river flood lines, gas lines, sanctioned layouts etc. were clearly
marked on the Base Map. The details of the 7/12 extracts and 8A extracts, details of
Government lands and other public lands to the extent possible were compiled by the SPA -
NAINA.

4.4 NATURAL AND EXISTING FEATURES UNDER THE SCHEME.-

4.4.1. NATURAL TRIBUTARY:
A natural tributary of Kalundre River is flowing from east to west through the scheme
covering about 2 km distance with average width 15m and having an area of 2.85 ha
under it. For training of this existing undulating tributary and accordingly to allow
smooth flow of water, CIDCO has proposed a channel with its average width of about
15m, which will carry storm water from TPS-6 area and also any runoff coming from
adjoining hills.

The meandering alignment of the tributary is realigned in a regular shape for effective
flow of water and in order to get clear land area for accommodating final plots in
consultation with the engineering department. This channel forms a part of Final Plot
numbers 68A, 68B, 68C, 68D and 68E. Wherever the final plots are proposed abutting
tributary in the layout necessary buffer open space is created around the tributary
according to DCR.
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4.4.2. FOREST LANDS:
Scheme area comprises Protected Forest at Gut.no.59 and Gut.no.55 at Shivkar village.

Forest area is treated as non-developable area in Town Planning Scheme. The original
plot is kept as the final plot since it is a Forest Land. The shape of Forest land is
irregular. At many locations, some area as open space is added to make these Forest
land parcels of regular shape. As far as possible Original Plot (OP) area is retained as
the Final Plot; only IDP roads and at some location layout road is proposed in order to
connect adjoining areas.
Reservations under Joint Forest Management (JFM) on forest land will be jointly
developed as park as per sanctioned Development Plan. The entire forest area in TPS
06 falls under JFM admeasuring approx. 124853.14 sq. m.
4.4.3. GAS PIPELINES:
GAIL pipeline corridor having length 1.13km is traversing through the scheme from
north to south. GAIL India (Ltd.) vide their letter no. GAIL/MUMBAI/O &
M/DUPL/2019-202 dated 10.06.2019 communicated that the land under right of use of
GAIL is having total 30m wide Right of User, 10m to its right and 20m to its left. The
total area under GAIL buffer is 3.4 ha to be kept as no-construction zone.
Existence of this pipeline will constraint to planning authority to utilize the land. Since
the land under pipeline is acquired under Right of Use condition, the land holders
having land under this corridor are considered for scheme entitlement as per the total
area mentioned in 7/12 extract. The area under pipeline buffer is mostly kept as open
spaces, and at few locations the final plot against Original Plot of Gurcharan land which
is allotted to Government of Maharashtra is proposed.
4.44. YASHVANTRAO CHAUHAN MUMBAI PUNE EXPRESSWAY
Mumbai Pune expressway is along western boundary of TPS 06. As per 154 directives
of the act dated 05/08/2019 (Ribbon Development rule), the distance of building line
and control line from expressway has to be maintained at 60.0 m from center of the road
or 15.0 m from edge of the road, whichever is greater. Therefore, no new final plots are
given within 15.0 m from edge of the expressway.
4.4.5. EXISTING STRUCTURES AND STRUCTURES WITH VALID
BUILDING PERMISSION:
Within the scheme area, there are about 146 odd structures as per survey map and

Google imagery. Out of this, the majority of structures are sheds/ temporary

>
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4.5

construction for the purpose of farming. As far as possible care is taken to provide the

final plots around the structure to retain it.

The unauthorized structures falling in alignment of roads shall be demolished while

executing linear infrastructure works.

4.4.6. PRESERVATION OF REVENUE POND AND RELIGIOUS
STRUCTURES

Revenue pond at FP no.239 is protected as per revenue boundary. In the scheme,

enhancement and beautification of Revenue Pond is done by proposing green belt

according to DCR surrounding the pond at Moho village.

Existing crematorium at FP no.219 at Moho village are retained as existing amenity

plots as per 7/12 extract. Temples in private ownership at FP no. 250 are protected by

anchoring 40% Final Plot at its Original Plot location considering the same in Govt. /

Public Purpose Land.

The draft scheme has taken care to preserve the existing School at Moho village which

is in FP no. 233 allotted in lieu of the 40% land of the Gavkari Panch Inam thus

considered in Govt. /Public Purpose Land.

ENGINEERING AND TRANSPORTATION ASPECT:

4.5.1. ENGINEERING - SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT AND STORM
WATER DRAINAGE:

TPS 06 is located towards the east of the IDP. The area is relatively undeveloped at
present. The water supply and other utility network of adjoining Town Planning
schemes will be extended to TPS 06 along with IDP roads.

There is a Sewerage Treatment Plant (STP) reserved in sanctioned IDP of NAINA
falling in adjoining TPS 05 which will take care of the sewage generated in TPS 06.
Till the STPs earmarked in the IDP are developed, it will be required to develop package
treatment plants within the scheme area. Provision for underground sewage connection
to every plot shall be made, which will finally get connected to STP once it gets
operational.

The channel which is the realigned natural tributary will carry storm water from TPS
06 area and also any runoff coming from adjoining hills. The GAIL (gas pipeline)
corridor of 30m width is maintained through the sche
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4.6

4.7

4.5.2. TRANSPORTATION ASPECT:

The road network in Draft TPS 06 was prepared in consultation with CIDCO’s
Transport & Communication Dept. Necessary Modifications at major road junctions
and other geometrics of the roads were planned after due suggestions from the T&C
Dept. The proposed road sections have provisions for future service lines such as
Cooking gas lines, fiber optics, and electric cables. The footpath will have tree guards.

The main roads will have Bus bays and bus shelters.

SPECIAL TREATMENT FOR LANDS FALLING WITHIN THE URBAN
VILLAGE ZONE:

As per sanctioned IDP, the 200 m around the gaothan area is considered as urban village
with 1.0 FSI. The rest of the lands under predominantly residential zone and mix use
zone have the FSI as 0.50.

In the TPS 06, at two locations urban village zones are existing. The draft scheme has
taken care of such comparatively more valued lands and they have been given
appropriate weightage in their valuation for deciding the original plot value and

accordingly deciding their compensation.

RESHAPING & REALIGNMENT OF THE IDP RESERVATIONS IN TPS - 6.

The Scheme no. 6 comprises Sanctioned IDP reservations for public amenities like
School, Playgrounds, Central Park, Public Health Centers, and Daily Bazar etc. The
scheme also includes Growth Center reservation and will approach through the 45 m
wide spine road. Total scheme area is 243.38 Ha. Within the scheme about 15.91 Ha of
lands are non-developable such as water channel and forest. The net developable land
is 227.47 ha. The scheme contains 37.78% of the Sanctioned IDP Reservations. The
total area under such reservations is 91.24 ha.

In consideration of realignment of water channel, buffer of Gail line etc, the size and
shape and location of the reservation were reconstituted. However, the areas of IDP
reservations were not reduced. The entry and exit of roads were maintained for
contiguity with adjoining areas of the DP/IDP.

For such amendments in sanctioned development plan proposals within scheme area, a
separate proposal was forwarded to DTP under section 59(2) for sanction vide CIDCO/
NAINA/TPS-6/ Amendment/ Sec59(2)/ 2020/ SAP-1165 /101 dated 16/06/2020.
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Director Town Planning vide SiI. ¢b. FTRA . &/ U .. 93/ 0/THE1-3/232 dated
2/03/2021 has approved the proposal.

The details of Sanctioned IDP Reservation in the scheme, its area in sanctioned Draft

Scheme and justification by SPA - NAINA for modification in reservation are

mentioned in the Table placed below;

Table 3: Justification for Modification in Reservation of TPS 06

Reservation

Type

No

Area As Per
Sanctioned
Plan (Sq.M.)

Area As
Per Tps 06
(Sq.M.)

Justification

Proposed IDP
Roads

236410

285195

The up gradation of 35m wide
IDP road is widen to 45m in
continuation of TPS 2 and TPS
5, up gradation of 20 m wide
road is widened to 30m running
from west to east and up
gradation of 20 m wide road is
widen to 27m wide in
continuation with TPS 3 and
TPS 5, 9m wide road upgraded
to 15m wide near to Gaothan.
The alignment of the road is
slightly modified from a
transportation point of view
without changing entry and exit
locations.

Growth
Centre (GC)

206_GC
(part)

1085000 (IDP
Area), 419860
(TPS-6 Area)

428091

Due to realignment/
channelization of water course/
nallah, area under said
reservation is increased to
428091 sq.m.

School (S)

129_S

4900

4900

The reservation is rearranged at
its location to make it of proper
shape keeping the area intact.

112_S

6000

6000.97

The reservation is rearranged at
its location to make it in proper
shape with a little increase in
area.

113_S

4000

7184.97

The reservation is rearranged at
its location to make it in proper
shape with the increase in area.

115_S

4700
1195 (TPS 6
Area)

1195

The reservation is at its location
in TPS-6 keeping the area intact.

-
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Reservation Area As Per Area As
3 No Sanctioned Per Tps 06 | Justification
Typ Plan (S¢.M.) | (Sq.M.)
125 The reservation is rearranged at
PG 6100 6100 its location to make it of proper
shape keeping the area intact.
56000 The reservation is rearranged at
96A_PG 35600 (TPS 6 | 37036.94 its locatl.on to xpake it of proper
(Part) shape with the increase in area
Lasd) t0 37036.94 sq.m.
SCHOOL
PLAYGROUN
D (PG) ZOOO (E The reservation is rearranged at
104 PG rea), its location to make it of proper
" 7141.99 . ) .
(Part) 5500 (TPS 6 shape with the increase in area
Area) up to 7141.99 sq.m.
106 _ 6000 8444.04 The rese;rvatuyn is rearranged at
PG its location with increase in area.
116100 The reservation is rearranged at
CITY PARK 96_CP 103750 (TPS- 105620.45 its location to make it of proper
(Ccp) (Part) 6 Area) j shape with the increase in area
up to 105620sq.m.
;(())IRN]Z",I‘ST In Town Planning Schemes,
MANAGEME 96_CP 128900 128900 | Forest area is treated as Non
NT Developable, where OP = FP.
The reservation is rearranged at
\RK its location to make it of proper
B (®) LR iied e shape, giving the two plots, with
slight area increase.
The reservation is rearranged at
97 _DB | 1200 1200.39 its location to make it of proper
shape without change in area.
The reservation is shifted within
50 m. distance after giving final
DAILY 99 DB | 1000 1000.63 plots to the land owners at its
BAZAAR location, making it a proper
shape, without change in area.
The reservation is rearranged at
. its location to make it of proper
SHDIE MO0 ot shape with the slight increase in
area.
The reservation is rearranged at
PRIMARY 109 _ i ; ; SR
HEALTH PHC 1500 1500.14 gf.elgrc:;on without alteration in
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Reservation Area As Per Area As
T"“ i No Sanctioned Per Tps 06 | Justification
ype Plan (S¢.M.) | (Sq.M.)
CENTRE The reservation is rearranged at
(PHC) 127 _ its location to make it of proper
PHC 1700 I5p4.8% shape with the slight increase in
area.

48 MEETING WITH LAND HOLDERS AND FRAMING OF THE TENTATIVE
PROPOSALS:

As specified in Rule number 4(1) of Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes Rules, 1974, public
meetings of the land owners included in the draft scheme were called to explain the tentative
proposal of the draft scheme for eliciting public opinion and suggestions.

After declaration of intention, extensive efforts were taken to explain the importance and
benefits of the Town Planning Scheme to the land owners. Various meetings were conducted
with land owners / stakeholders in village panchayat as well as in NAINA office. On the lines
of previous scheme no. 4 and 5, it was decided to go ahead with the owners' meet with existing
details in absence of a certified plan from Dy. SLR, Panvel.

In the unprecedented scenario of nationwide lockdown and social distancing in order to prevent
the spread of COVID-19 virus, it was decided to conduct the owners meet in digital manner
for 11 days i.e. from 24/04/2020 to 04/05/2020 by making available all information through
CIDCO’s website and providing channel for submission of suggestions and objections through
WhatsApp and E-mail as means of communication.

The attendance recorded for the Public Meet was 40% and above, wherein total of 184 final
plots were viewed out of 462 Final Plots. After the digital public consultation, around 267
applications were received by the SPA, NAINA from the land owners. The SPA considered 16

out of 40 applications related to layout plan and the draft scheme was modified accordingly.

49 PUBLICATION OF DRAFT SCHEME:

Further 1st Consultation was taken from the Director of Town Planning, Maharashtra State,
Pune under Section 61 (1) of the said Act and as per rule no 4 (2) of said Rules 1974 vide
SPA’s submission dated 16/06/2020. The Director Town Planning office (DTP), Pune vide
letter no. ST, S, 31 =& 5. &/ W 35, 93/ Ro/MdIeet-3/2332 dated 2/03/2021 offered remarks for

first consultation and sanctioning of reshaping and realignment of DP reservations of TPS 06.
Government in Urban Development Department vide their letter no. TPS-1221/2248/CR-
109/21/UD-12 dated 21/10/2022 has permitted to delete the CO

ID-paudemic period from
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23/03/2020 to 31/03/2022 while computing the time limits prescribed in the act as per the
provision made u/s 148(a) for ongoing town planning schemes-

In accordance with provisions of section 61(1) of the MR&TP Act, TPS 06 draft plan along
with Special DCR was published in the Gazette dated 25/04/2022 inviting suggestions/

objections. Notice of the draft plan publication was also made in local newspaper namely e

IR and YTGd TGTR dated 28/04/2022. A notice of same is attached as Annexure 5.

As the provision of section 67 of the MR&TP act, 1966, after publication total 8 applications
of suggestions / objections were received to SPA, NAINA from 25.04.2022 to 27.05.2022. And
during the intervening period, viz; period between 05.05.2020 and 24.04.2022, total 21
applications of suggestions / objections were received. The SPA considered 20 out of 29

applications related valid suggestions, record updation and others and the draft scheme was

modified accordingly.

410 RESHAPING AND REALIGNMENT OF THE SANCTIONED IDP
RESERVATIONS IN TPS 06 POST PUBLICATION.

While reviewing the suggestions/ objections post publication of the scheme, changes required
to be made in shape and proportion of some plots which lead in revision of fewer adjoining DP
reservations, keeping the area more than sanctioned IDP reservation area. Therefore, a proposal
for reshaping and realignment of the IDP reservations within scheme boundary under section

59(2) of the act is initiated once again vide letter no. CIDCO/NAINA/TPS 6 Amendment/sec
59(2)/2022/503 dated 08/08/2022. Director Town Planning vide SIT. %. UI.A.X.TT / 74T 8.6/

A1 /paH 68(1) /466 dated 17/10/2022 has approved the proposal.

5. SANCTIONING OF THE DRAFT SCHEME UNDER SECTION 68(2)

The draft Town Planning Scheme no. 6 so prepared and modified as described above after its
publication under section 61 of the Act, the SPA, NAINA submitted the draft scheme along
with its accompaniments under section 68(1) the said Act to the Vice Chairman and the
Managing Director, CIDCO for sanction on 22/07/2022; who has been delegated the powers
of sanctioning of the draft schemes as provided under section 68(2) of the Maharashtra
Regional and Town Planning Act, 1966 by the State Government vide Urban Development
department Notification no. TPS-1817/973/CR-103/17/UD-13 dated 13/09/2017.

The Vice Chairman and the Managing Director, CIDCO had then forwarded the draft scheme
for consultation of the Director of Town Planning, Maharash /State, Pune as provided under

N \ . 15|Page
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section 68(2) vide his letter CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-6/Consult.68 (2)/2022/1665 dated
08/08/2022. The Director of Town Planning, MS, Pune vide letter No. GiI. . UAID /RA
.6/A/BaH 68(1)/466 dated 17/10/2022 had offered the 2nd consultation to TPS 06.

After obtaining the remarks of the Director of Town Planning, the draft Scheme so submitted
by the SPA, NAINA has been sanctioned by the Vice Chairman and the Managing Director,
CIDCO vide his Notification CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-6/Draft Scheme/2022/565 dated
21/10/2022 as provided under section 68 (2)(3) of the said Act. The said notification was also
published in the Maharashtra Government Gazette Extraordinary Part-2, Extraordinary No. 140
dated 4-11-2022 and in the local newspapers as required on 10/11/2022 and 11/11/2022 in the
Free Press Journal and Krushival respectively. The gazette notification of Sanctioning of Draft

TPS-6 is attached as Annexure 6 and the newspaper notice is attached as Annexure 7.

51 STATUS OF LAND PARCELS IN THE SANCTIONED DRAFT SCHEME

There are overall 711 number of land parcels (7/12 extracts) falling in Town Planning Scheme
No.6 (TPS-6). Total number of final plots allotted across entitlement is 462 in numbers. This
scheme has received total of 09 consent from land owners to amalgamate their land parcels.
Further 112 plots amalgamated for the land parcels having same ownership. Balance 341
individual plots are proposed having individual ownership.
The details are enlisted as below;

e Original Plots ;711

¢ Final Plots 1462

e Final Plot (min. size) : 72 SQ. M.

¢ Final Plot (max. size) : 78049 SQ. M

e Consent Received  : 09 (no. of 7/12 - 44)

e Amalgamation : 112 (no. of 7/12 - 327)

e Individual Plots : 341 (no. of 7/12 -341)

The total number of Final plots (to be returned to landowners) is 462. Out of this about 320
plots were anchored around their original location. The plots which could not be anchored were
mainly due to the IDP reservations, buffer of gas pipeline, realignment of water channels etc.
In case of plots affected by the Growth center, care was taken that as far as possible the shift
shall be within the same village boundary. If the same is not possible then the plot was shifted
to such a location where ASR value is more than the original plot value. About 70% plots were

. —
N ~
N N
\ \

anchored (either fully, partly or touching) to its original loc
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5.2

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION:

The land use distribution in sanctioned Draft TPS-6 was as under:

Table 4: Land use distribution in the Sanctioned Draft TPS 6

% on Scheme

Sr. : Area In % on Overall
No. Particulars Ha. Layout A.rea (Excl. Saligir s
Reservation Land)
1 | Area of the TPS-6 as per 7/12 238.651
2 |Area ?f the TPS-6 as per 243.38
Drawing
3 NON DEVELOPABLE
4 Area under Forest 12.49
S | Area under Water Body 3.42
6 | Area (Gross) for TPS-6 227.47
7 Area under IDP Reservation 91.24 40.13%
a. Area under IDP road 28.52 12.54%
b. Area under other IDP
reservations such as Schools, N
Public Health Centers, Daily 2263 k156
Bazaars etc.
c¢. Area under other IDP
reservations such as Park, 17.28 7.6%
Playgrounds etc.
d. Area under Growth Center 42.81 18.82%
8 |Area(N I?T) available for scheme 136.23
preparation
9 | Area under Internal Roads 0 0
) 17.9 13.14% 7.87%
10 | Area reserved for Recreational 769 5.65% 338%
Open Spaces
11 Areg resex:v.efi towards Amenities / 6.66 4.89% 2.93%
Social facilities
12 | Sale Plot 4.89 3.59% 2.15%
13 | Area available for EWS Housing [9.9 7.27% 4.35%
14 | Area to be distributed in the form
of final plots. (generally 40% of 89.19 65.47% 40%
7/12 area)
17|Page
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% on Scheme /,
Bt Particulars & el Layout Area (Excl. %o on Overall
Scheme Area

o o Reservation Land)

15 | Total Numbers of original Plots 711

16 | Total Numbers of final Plots

(including Roads) 482

17 | Total number of Final Plots against

2 462

The areas as per drawing are considered for the purpose of land use statements. For the

calculation of entitlement of Final Plot (FP), area as per 7/12 extract is considered.
6. ARBITRATION

6.1 APPOINTMENT OF ARBITRATOR BY THE GOVT.

The State Government has then appointed Shri. Abhiraj Girkar, Retired Joint Director of Town
Planning and Valuation Department of the Maharashtra Government as the Arbitrator under
sub-section (1) of Section 72 of the said Act for this draft scheme no. 6 vide Urban
Development Department Notification no. TPS-1222/2152/C.R.148/22/UD-12 dated
02/12/2022, which was appeared in Maharashtra Government Gazette, Konkan Division
Supplement, Part [ dated 23-29/03/2023. The gazette notice of Appointment of Arbitrator TPS-

6 is attached as Annexure 8.

6.2 ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS

The Arbitrator has then entered upon the duties w.e.f. 05/04/2023 by publishing a notice in the
Maharashtra Government Gazette, Extraordinary, Part II, No. ARB/TPS-6/GEN/2023/07 on
pages 1, 2 and 3 dated 5/04/2023. The same notice in English and Marathi has been published
in daily Newspapers, Freepress journal and in Ramprahar, respectively dated 17/04/2023 for
the information of the land owners and the public. The gazette notice of Commencement of
Duties by Arbitrator for TPS-6 is attached as Annexure 9 and Annexure 10.

The Arbitrator has observed that the scheme layout has not been demarcated on ground and the
final plots have not been measured by the Special Planning Authority i.e. NAINA, CIDCO.
The demarcation and measurement work might have not been carried out due to non-

cooperation from the land owners. The Arbitrator has requested the SPA, NAINA to demarcate
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the scheme and accordingly to measure the Final Plots (FPs) on ground for confirmation of
their areas.

Hearing Procedure - However, the Arbitrator started the arbitration proceedings as provided
in the Act and Rules in view of the time limits prescribed to complete the proceedings. Then
special notices in the prescribed Form No. 4 under Rule no. 13 (3) of the Maharashtra Town
Planning Schemes Rules, 1974 were served to each and every owner of the original plots
included in this scheme from all the four villages of TPS-6, for the hearing from 02/05/2023 to
30/05/2023. This special notice in form no. 4 is for communicating to the land owners, all the
details of their plots regarding ownerships, tenure, areas of their original plots and the similar
details of allotted final plots in lieu of their original plots.

Further, this special notice is also for informing them regarding the valuation of their original
plots, semi-final and final valuation of their allotted final plots and the compensation,
contribution and the net demand from them as estimated by the SPA, NAINA in the sanctioned
draft scheme. It was also informed that in lieu of compensation under section 100 of the said
Act, additional FSI has been proposed in the draft scheme.

The land owners have been asked to appear before the Arbitrator on the specified dates and
time to submit their say on the proposals of the sanctioned draft scheme and to record minutes
of the same. Due to change of address by the owner or incomplete addresses, it was possibility
that all owners would not have received these special notices. Therefore, the general public
notice was published in the local newspaper Dainik Sagar and Dhavate Navnagar dated
29/04/2023 and the copy of 1% Arbitrator Hearing is attached as Annexure 11. Also it was
uploaded on CIDCO’s website (https://cidco.maharashtra.gov.in) on 29/04/2023 and in the

respective Gram Panchayat Offices on 02/05/2023.

For those land owners, who have not attended the above mentioned hearing, the 2™ hearing
was arranged between 12/06/2023 to 26/06/2023 and the fresh special notices in the prescribed
Form No. 4 under Rule No. 13 (3) of the Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes Rules, 1974
were served to each and every owner of the original plots included in this scheme from all the
four villages. The general public notice was published in the local newspaper Dainik Sagar and
Dainik Raigad Nagari dated 09/06/2023 and is attached as Annexure 12. Also it was uploaded
on CIDCO’s website (https://cidco.maharashtra.gov.in) on 09/06/2023 and in the respective
Gram Panchayat Offices on 12/06/2023. The copy of 2™ Arbitrator Hearing Schedule is

attached as Annexure 12 for TPS-6. Some of the land owners kept coming after the given
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schedule, hearing was also given to them. All the hearing notices along with its schedule was
also displayed at NAINA, CIDCO office for public awareness.

The Arbitrator has heard all the land owners who appeared before him in response to the notice
in Form no. 4 mentioned above as provided in Rule no. 13 (4) of the said Rules and has given
detailed information regarding reconstitution of their final plots, ownerships areas of their final
plots, proposed additional FSI against the compensation u/s 100 of the said Act, the valuation
details and the contribution. The Arbitrator has further recorded their say and the minutes as
provided in Rule no. 13 (5) of the said Rules.

Government officials such as Collector, District Raigad for government lands, Executive
Engineer, MSRDC for Mumbai Pune Expressway and Proposed Multimodal Corridor, Deputy
Conservator of Forest, District Raigad for forest land within scheme, were called for individual
hearing on 10™ August, 2023 through letter. The SPA, NAINA has also been given hearing on
1/11/2023 after the draft preliminary scheme has been prepared.

Subdivision of Scheme- The Arbitrator has then subdivided the sanctioned draft scheme into
two parts as i) the Preliminary Scheme and ii) the Final Scheme; as provided in sub-section (3)
of Section 72 of the said Act on 29™ August, 2023 under his order bearing no ARB/TPS-
6/GEN/2023/488/1, the same is attached as Annexure 13. The Arbitrator has recorded the
suggestions/objections received during hearing and in representations and also recorded the
decisions in respect of every reconstitution of original plots into final plots as carried out in the
award in Table A, appended to the award. Also the allotment of the Final Plots with their

respective ownerships, areas and tenures are recorded in Table B, appended to the award.
7. PRELIMINARY SCHEME

The Arbitrator has studied in detail, the sanctioned Interim Development Plan (IDP) of
NAINA, sanctioned Draft Town Planning Scheme, NAINA no. 6, Special Development
Control Regulations of the scheme, requests/objections received from the land owners,
suggestions of the corporation and Government Departments, existing situation of the scheme

area and accordingly prepared the Preliminary Scheme.

71 THE GENERAL OBJECTIONS/REQUESTS/SUGGESTIONS RECEIVED
DURING THE HEARING

7.1.1. LAND OWNERS:
1. Their written consent was not taken to include their land in NAINA TPS.
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10.
11.

12.

13.

The said NAINA TPS is inconsistent with the law and against the interest of the people,
therefore raised their objection to include them in the said scheme.

Gaothan extension has not been taken into consideration.

The ownerships of original plots have been changed after the draft scheme was
published and hence the successor owners requested to update their titles.

They requested to grant the final plot of a minimum 60-80% of their original land.to
allot single final plot for their various original plots held in the same ownerships or in
the family,

To allot final plots covering as far as possible the portions of their original plots i.e
anchored final plots.

FSI would be granted equivalent to the reduction in areas of the original plots.

Since the final plots allotted to them are reduced areas to the extent of 40% of their
original plots, the physical areas available for development are very small and may lead
to non-utilization of FSI. In such cases, TDR facilities would be allowed to them.

Side and rear marginal distances would be relaxed at least in smaller or narrow plots so
as to enable them to consume the permissible FSI. and for that premium shall not be
charged.

Recovery of contribution should be waived considering that 60% land is acquired.

The villagers from these villages have also demanded that the land owners included in
the scheme would be treated as project affected persons by the CIDCO and they would
be given all the benefits available in this respect.

Possessions of final plots would be handed over immediately after the sanctioning of
the scheme with proper access roads and free of any encumbrances over them,

Infrastructure shall be provided early, within a period of two years.

7.1.2. SPA —NAINA
SPA - NAINA has also been given hearing on 01/11/23 after the draft preliminary

scheme has been prepared. SPA-NAINA wunder its letter bearing no.
CIDCO/NAINA/Arbitrator/TPS-6/2023/889 dated 02/11/2023 and under letter no.
CIDCO/NAINA/Arbitrator/TPS-6/2023/989 dated 28.11.2023 has submitted the
following main points for consideration.

1. Plots against Government lands shown as public purpose use may be shown

as Residential in land use plan. 5
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7.2

2. TPS- 6 boundary to be synced with TILR certified boundary of adjoining
TPS-3 including water course within TPS- 6 boundary.

3. Part reservation of Growth center 206_GC from TPS-3 to be continued in FP
481, 300 and 299.

4. Playground 206A_PG in TPS-3 to be continued as reservation on north side
upto water channel (FP 70B) in TPS-6.

5. Tree belt (FP 71B) along 20 m. wide road shall be removed and channel to
be shifted towards road.

6. Modifications required in Special DCR for TPS were submitted to UDD. The
same may be incorporated in special DCR of TPS-6

7. It is learnt from the Engineering department that roads of 20 m. and above
width will be taken up for implementation in next 5 years for TPS-6. The
same timeline may be proposed for infrastructure implementation.

8. To realign proposed water channel towards north of the layout near 60m wide
spine road so as to keep the allotted final plots unhindered by the same.

9. For better connectivity within the IDP (TPS 6 & TPS 8) near FP no. 396,
road of at least 15m width may be proposed to connect with allotted final

plots in adjoining TPS 8.

7.1.3. THE COLLECTOR, RAIGAD DISTRICT
The Tahsildar, under its letter bearing no. Ifsi/SfFeEE)/eE-/A Fd e jees
Wﬁ/ROR dated 10th August, 2023 has submitted following main points for
consideration.

a. No reservation shall be allotted on Government land/ Gurucharan land.

b. The government lands in Moho and Shivkar villages are essential for

Government purpose therefore no reservation shall be allotted on such lands.

MODIFICATIONS MADE IN THE SANCTIONED DRAFT SCHEME BY THE
ARBITRATOR

7.2.1. TPS 06 BOUNDARY
As per the proposal of the corporation, TPS 06 boundary has been synced with TILR
certified boundary of adjoining TPS 03 including water course between both the

schemes. The said water course was proposed to be realigned by the corporation

towards southern side in TPS 06 area and therefore the area under the said existing
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water course is added in the scheme area resulting in the total area of scheme as 244.42
Ha.

7.2.2. TRANSPORT NETWORK

Mumbai-Pune Expressway is passing along the west boundary and the proposed Virar-
Alibag Multimodal corridor is passing along the East boundary of the scheme. Also 45
m and 60 m wide IDP roads are passing in a north-south direction near the West and
East boundary respectively. These roads are connected by East-West running 30m and
27m wide IDP roads. By considering the said arterial roads, the network of sub-arterial
and collector roads were proposed in the draft scheme. The layout of the sanctioned
draft scheme and the overall road pattern proposed therein are generally well in order
from planning point of view and accepted.

7.2.3. IDP RESERVATIONS

In the Preliminary Scheme, all the IDP reservations have been incorporated as per the
sanctioned draft scheme with few changes as given hereunder.

1. As perthe proposal of the corporation, for continuation of reservation of Growth
Centre 206_GC from TPS-3, FP no 481 in the draft scheme has been included
in the Growth Centre. )

2. As per the proposal of the corporation, for continuation of reservation of play
Ground 206A PG from TPS 3, FP no. 70B in the draft scheme has been
included in the Layout Open Space.

3. As per the hearing from landowners, due to modification in layout plan, there is
a minor change in shape and area of School at 129 S, 115_S, Playground at
125 PG, Primary Health Centre 109 _PHC, Daily Bazaar 97_DB.

7.2.4. FINAL PLOTS TO LAND OWNERS
1. The land owners have been allotted final plots to the extent of 40 % in area of

their original land holdings. SPA - NAINA has also allotted the final plots as
far as possible accommodating their original holdings i.e. most of the land
owners have been allotted the anchored plots. Their demand to allot FPs at least
of 50- 60 % in area of their original holdings cannot be fulfilled by the Arbitrator
mainly considering that the draft scheme has been prepared by SPA - NAINA
on 40:60 concepts and to make any alteration in this will lead to substantial
modification to the draft scheme. Secondly, the 60 % land is utilized for IDP

and scheme roads, IDP and scheme reservations, and for growth centers which
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are necessary to set up a higher level urban center as decided by the State
Government through the CIDCO. Thirdly, the land owners (who are stake-
holders) are not at loss as they have been permitted to utilize the full potential
of their original holdings in terms of FSI. The lands outside the 200 m periphery
around village gaothans are at present permissible with the FSI of only 0.20 plus
the premium FSI of 0.30. However, due to the inclusion of their lands in the
town planning scheme, these land-owners have been allowed to consume base
FSI of 1.00 without any premium. Hence, it is appropriate to finalize this scheme
on the basis of the 40:60 land share concept.

The lands situated within the 200 m from the village gaothans are already
allowed FSI of 1.00 and their owners have argued with the point that they have
purchased such lands at very high values, but in the scheme, these lands have
not been given weightage as required. Now the Government has granted
additional FSI of 0.25 for the loss of area of original plots due to their
reconstitution into final plots.

Some of the land owners have requested to amalgamate their scattered land
holdings or to make suitable sub-division of the draft scheme FPs into separate
FPs as per their new ownerships or family-wise. This has been considered
wherever possible to their satisfaction.

The ownership of the original lands are again verified from the updated 7/12
extract and changes in the ownership and tenure of the final plots are made
accordingly.

In the draft scheme Class I and Class II land are given one final plot. In the
preliminary scheme, these Final Plots are subdivided close to each other.

The OP No. 92 from village Shivkar and OP No. 118 (Part) from village Shivkar
are recorded as Gurcharan Lands in 7/12 extracts which Government Lands.
Now, agricultural activities will not be continued in the scheme area hereinafter
and hence, provision of any gurcharan land is not needed. The FP No. 345 and
385 are allotted in lieu of these OPs have been included in Layout Open Space

in the name of Government of Maharashtra.




SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINA NO. 6

7.3

AREAS ALLOTTED FOR THE PUBLIC PURPOSES, PLANNING
AUTHORITY, AND EWS IN THE PRELIMINARY SCHEME

A. PARKS, PLAYGROUNDS AND OPEN SPACES

a. One site of City Park adjoining to the forest area (96_CP), One site of Park
(122_P), 4 sites of Play Grounds (96A, 125, 104, 106_PG 3 are adjoining to the
school sites) as proposed in the IDP have been incorporated with modifications
wherever necessary to fit in the scheme layout, but maintaining their areas and
utility values.

b. The recreational spaces in the form of Open Spaces, Parks, and Playgrounds in
addition to those proposed in the IDP are provided in the scheme at different
sites having aggregate area of 8.25 Ha. Also under Joint Forest Management
Parks are going to be developed on 12.48 Ha Forest Land

c. The total area under all categories of open space in the scheme is 25.56 Ha and

is 10.46 % of the scheme area.

B. SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE & UTILITY

a. Three sites for schools (129_S, 112_S, 113_S) as reserved in IDP have been
incorporated in this scheme with modifications wherever necessary to fit in the
scheme layout but maintaining their areas. The total area under school
reservation is 1.98 Ha.

b. Two sites of the Public Health Centre (109_PHC, 127 PHC) have been
proposed in the scheme of a total area of 0.35 Ha.

c. The existing crematoria were included as existing amenities in the draft scheme.
In the Preliminary Scheme, this existing crematorium as per 7/12 extract has
been designated to their actual use in FPs no. 219. The FPs no. 220 is provided
for their extensions. The crematorium as per ELU map near village Mohopada
is kept intact by providing layout amenity at FP 251.

d. The total area under all categories of Social Infrastructure & Ultilities is 9.69 Ha

and is 3.97 % of the scheme area.

C. GROWTH CENTRE
One site of the Growth Centre is situated on the West boundary of the scheme along

Mumbai- Pune Expressway. The other Growth Centre site at the northern end of the
scheme is located along a 27m wide IDP Road which merges with the Growth Centre
site beyond this scheme and is a part of TPS-5. The total area under Growth Centre is
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44.82 Ha. and is 18.34% of the scheme area. The SPA, NAINA has considered here

that reservations of growth centers are city level reservations and do not fall under the

category of section 64 (g-1) of the Act.
D. PLOTS FOR ECONOMICAL WEAKER SECTION (EWS)

Six sites for EWS/LIG housing have been proposed in this scheme of an aggregate area
of 7.52 Ha. and it is 3.08% of the scheme area.

E. PLOTS FOR SALE TO THE PLANNING AUTHORITY

Seven sites for Sale Plots have been proposed in this scheme of an aggregate area of

5.42 Ha. and it is 2.22% of the scheme area.
F. DETAILS OF PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 06.

a.

b.

Total area under the scheme is 244.42 Ha.

Generally, all the reconstituted final plots are reduced in areas to the extent of
40 % of their original plot areas.

The scheme area is included in predominant Residential Zone as per the
provisions of sanctioned IDP.

The scheme area measures to 244.42 Ha and the lands under roads, social
infrastructural sites, sites under open spaces, play grounds, parks etc. shall not
admeasure to more than 40% of the scheme area.

The forest lands of the State Government have been maintained even by adding
open lands around them. However, some portions have been used to pass the
IDP and the scheme roads through them. Hence, the total forest land is reduced.
A natural tributary of Kalundre river is flowing from east to west through the
scheme covering about 2 km distance with average width 15 m and having an
area of 2.85 ha under it. For training of this existing undulating tributary and
accordingly to allow smooth flow of water, SPA, NAINA has proposed a
channel with its average width of about 15 m, which will carry storm water from
TPS-6 area and also any runoff coming from adjoining hills. The meandering
alignment of the tributary is realigned in a regular shape in order to get clear
land area for accommodating final plots.

It is observed that in the draft scheme, the FPs in lieu of Gurcharan Lands were

proposed for Open Space, which are continued mﬁgl?;_ctLiminary Scheme and

o

allotted to Government of Maharashtra.
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h. Plots against Government lands/ Gram Panchayat lands are proposed for public
purpose use for the respective authority.

i. Though some of the final plots of the draft scheme are amalgamated or deleted
wherever required, the remaining final plots are not renumbered serially but
their draft scheme numbers are maintained and hence, deleted FP numbers will
not now appear in the preliminary scheme. Thus FP numbers 71B, 120, 121,
123, 124, 126, 128, 262, 338, 350, 373, 413, 420, 463, 560 are not now
appearing in the preliminary scheme for the reasons stated above. The Final
Plots allotted to the land owners and to the SPA, NAINA are as given in Table
B appended to the Preliminary Scheme.

7.4  AWARD OF THE PRELIMINARY SCHEME

The Arbitrator has recorded the minutes of the hearings and has taken decisions in respect of
each and every Original Plot as provided under rule No. 13 (4) (5) of the Maharashtra Town
Planning Schemes Rules, 1974.

The decisions of the Arbitrator in respect of every reconstitution of original plots into final
plots as carried out in the award have been recorded in Table A appended to the award. The
allotment of the Final Plots with their respective ownerships, areas and tenures are as recorded
in Table B accompanied to the award of this Preliminary Scheme. The Land Records
Department shall open the Property Cards as per this Table B for the final plots as provided
under Rule no. 18 of the Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes Rules, 1974.

The Common decisions are also taken in respect of all the Final Plots in the Preliminary Scheme
as given hereinafter. The period within which the SPA shall carryout works contemplated in
the scheme has also been decided as provided under section 72(4) (iv) of the said Act. SPA -
NAINA had moved the Urban Development Department to suspend some of the regulations
and not to operate them in the scheme area. The State Government, vide letter No. TPS-
1718/4354/CR-223/18/UD-12 dated 23-10-2018 has approved the proposal of suspending the
Regulations No. 15, 19, 20.3, 20.4, 21, 22.3.1, to 22.3.10 of the DCPR-2017 (now superseded
by DCPR-2019) and now they are not applicable in the scheme area. However, these
regulations are not deleted by the State Government and suspension is always for a specific
period. The Special Development Control and Promotion Regulations to be made applicable
within this scheme in addition to the DCPR of NAINA are therefore prescribed as given
hereinafter for the proper and efficient implementation of the Scheme.

)I ;
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By considering all the issues/points/observations stated above and also after hearing SPA -
NAINA on 15t November 2023, the layout of the draft scheme has been modified and finalized
by the Arbitrator with modifications as stated above. The Preliminary Scheme has been
accordingly drawn up as per sub-section (7) of the Section 72 of the Act as appearing in the

Plans no. 3 and 4 read with Tables A and B appended to the award.

7.5 LAND USE ANALYSIS OF THE PRELIMINARY SCHEME

The comparison in areas of public users and the Roads provided by the SPA, NAINA in the
sanctioned draft scheme and now provided in the Preliminary Scheme in the award drawn up
by the Arbitrator is as given in the following tables 5, 6 and 7.

Table 5: Site wise comparison of IDP Reservations in the sanctioned Draft Scheme and in the
Preliminary Scheme

IDP Reservation Draft Scheme Preliminary scheme
)] 4
Sr. Total
b Report FP | Area Area Remarks
Ne | Designation | IDP No. Ares No. | (Sq. mt) FP No. (Sq. mt) :llt')ea (Sq.
(Sq. mt)
A) | IDP Open Space
Reservati
1 | PlayGround | 125.PG | 6100 12 |610098 |12 6401.27 | 640127 ‘i)s“ Hrea
increased
96A_PG
2 Play Ground (Pard) 37036.94 | 27 37036.94 | 27 37036.90 | 37036.90
Play Ground (IS:E;) G | 714199 |55 |714198 |55 714199 | 7141.99
4 Play Ground | 106 PG 8444 .04 268 844404 268 844471 8444.71
. 24A 24A 98557.84
5 City Park 96 _CP 105620.45 4B 105621.66 748 7063.83 105621.66
245 8400.66
6 | Park 12 |s40s67 |A |sdoser | 2PA | 81O
245B 245B 5589.64
Total Area 172749.09 172751.26 173047.19
B) | IDP School
Reservati
1 | School 129 S 4900 13 | 490000 |13 5267.02 | 5267.02 ;’s“ e
increased.
School 112_S 6000.97 56 6000.97 56 6000.98 6000.98
3 School 113 S 7184.97 269 7184.97 269 7184.97 7184.97
As per
TPS 3
TILR
Boundary
4 School 115 S 1195 561 1195.00 561 134427 1344.27 & Plan,
the
reservatio
n area is
increased.
Total Area 19280.94 19280.94
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IDP Reservation Draft Scheme Preliminary scheme
iDP
Sr. Total
5 4 Report FP | Area Area Remarks
No | Designation | IDP No. Aot No. | (Sq. mt) FP No. (Sq. mt) Area (Sq.
mt)
(Sq. mt)
O IDP Primary Health Centers
Primary
1 Health Centre | 109 _PHC | 1500.14 174 1500.14 174 1500.31 1500.31
(PHC)
Primary
2 Health Centre | 127 _PHC | 1974.84 375 1974.84 375 197441 1974 41
(PHC)
Total Area 3474.98 3474.98 3474.72
D) IDP Daily Bazar (DB)
Reservati
1 | DailyBazar |97 DB |[120039 |122 | 120039 | 122 1351.86 | 1351.86 ;’Sn Ll
increased.
2 Daily Bazar 99 DB 1000.63 192 1000.63 192 1000.63 1000.63
Daily Bazar 118_DB 1358.51 374 1358.51 374 1358.51 1358.51
Total Area 3559.53 3559.53 3711.00
E) IDP Growth Centres
1 Growth Centre | 206_GC 25 198275.10 | 25 198275.20
2 Growth Centre | 206_GC 67 20047.60 | 67 20047.61
3 Growth Centre | 206_GC 69 20881.06 | 69 20881.37
4 Growth Centre | 206_GC T0A 185831.27 | 70A 186024.14
As per
request
from
SPA,
NAINA,
FP no.
70B
(Growth
5 | Growth Centre | 206 GC 70B | 3064.03 |- : Eegieyin
£ Sanctione
d Draft
Scheme
has been
428091 448184.30 | converted
into
Layout
Open
Space.
As per
request
from
SPA,
NAINA,
FP no.
6 Growth Centre | 206_GC - - 481 22955.97 ?E8\1/VS /LI
G
Amenity)
in
Sanctione
d Draft
Scheme
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IDP Reservation Draft Scheme Preliminary scheme
IDP
Sr. Total
3 X Report FP | Area Area Remarks
No | Designation s No. | (Sq. mt) FP No. (Sq. mt) :lt')ea (Sq.
(Sq. mt)
has been
converted
into
Growth
Centre.
Total Area 428091 428099.05 448184.30
F) Forest
23A 23A 50653.54
i = 73435.94 = s 73382.60
1 Inijt Egrest 128900 | 23C ‘ 23C 2771.56 '
Management
23D 23D 19613.45
26 51470.56 | 26 51470.55 | 51470.55
Total Area 128900 124906.50 124853.14
Total Area
under IDP 756055.54 752072.26 773067.58
Reservations

Table 6: Site-wise Comparison of Layout Public Users provided in the sanctioned Drafi Scheme and

Preliminary Plan
Sr. Draft Scheme Pr::il:ne::ry
: bli R
No. Public User P PR FP i emarks
Ne. mt) No. {Sq.mt)
A) Open Spaces {O/S) in addition to IDP Sites
1 kayoatBpen 1 411.56 1 | 41157
Space
o | LayoutOpen | ., | 136950 | 11 | 135631
Space
3 | TavoutOpen | 55 | o650 | 39 | 265.02
Space
4 | LavoutOpen | | 500023 | 50B | 287565 ArgiSeetyce s
Space reconstitution.
5 Layout Open ) ) 53 1001.60 Newly propf)sefl during
Space reconstitution.
As per TPS 3 TILR Boundary
Layout Open & Plan, the 70B 206_GC
g Space i 108 f S (Growth Centre) is converted
into Layout Open Space
Deleted during aligning the
7} Layeut Open 71B 729.40 - - road & channelizing the
Space
proposed water channel.
g | Layouwopen | g, | 498854 | 80 | 498855
Space
o | LavoutOpen | o5 | 364970 | 89A | 144275 Al {5 reduced difidg
Space reconstitution.
30|Page
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£ Draft Scheme o '::‘h"::::'y
No. Public User T Area (Sq. | FP e Remarks
No. mt) No. (Sq.mt)
10 LaontiGpen 108 1639.22 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
Space
1 Layout Open ) ) 111 269.02 Newly propf)sefi during
Space reconstitution.
12 Layout Open ) ) 119 303.16 Newly prop?sefl during
Space reconstitution.
13 | LavoutOpen | on | 60324 . - Deleted during reconstitution.
Space
14 | LavoutOpen |0 | 44810 | 129 | 451.95
Space
15 | LavoutOpen | oo | s36004 | 155 | 535251
Space
16 Layout Open ) . 163 1479 64 Newly propf)sefl during
Space reconstitution.
17 i Gpen 170 1644.88 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
Space
18 Layout Open 5 ) 175 1883.93 Newly propf)sefi during
Space reconstitution.
Newly proposed during
Layout Open reconstitution. From Draft
= Space ) ) eeas nse Scheme Amenity is converted
into Layout Open Spaces.
Newly proposed during
Layout Open reconstitution. From Draft
2 Space 2l4Bg 11056 Scheme Amenity is converted
into Layout Open Spaces.
21 LayoutOpen | 10 | 43140 | 218 | 80.97
Space
2 | LayoutOpen | 5807 | 221 | 58.05
Space
23 Layout Open ) T 2238 | 760.01 Newly prop?sefl during
Space reconstitution.
24 | LavouwtOpen | o0 | 141423 | 240 | 141443
Space
g5 | LavoutOpen | o0 | 123099 | 246 | 1239.40
Space
26 | ToutOpen | oo | 1ss22 | 252 | 17313
Space
27 Layout Open ) ) 256 278.07 Newly prop.ose.d during
Space reconstitution.
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& Draft Scheme P‘:g::::"’
No. Public User P ke G TP Ty Remarks
No. mt) No. | (Sq.mt)
Newly proposed during
Layout Open reconstitution. From Draft
28 Space ) 2 B2 Scheme Amenity is converted
into Layout Open Spaces.
29 Layout Open 300 1697.85 300 2292.23 Area is 1ncrejase‘d during
Space reconstitution.
30 LayouiSpsn 310 712.80 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
Space
31 | LavoutOpen | on | 402281 | 327 | 402282
Space
1 Layout Open 342 19.32 3418 | 32139 Areais 1ncre.ase.d during
Space reconstitution.
33 Layout Open ) l 345 8076.56 Assigned in lieu of Gurcharan
Space Land.
34 Layout Open ) . 385 | 4196.09 Assigned in lieu of Gurcharan
Space Land.
35 Layout Open ) i 392 351.06 Newly propf)sefi during
Space reconstitution.
36 | LAYOUOPen | o5 | 541639 | 395 | 442674 Area is regtioed during
Space reconstitution.
37 | LavoutOpen | 00 | 93501 | 398 | 2877.11
Space
38 Layout Open ) ) 405 | 217027 Newly propf)sefl during
Space reconstitution.
39 Layout Open } g 4268 | 385.68 Newly prop?sefl during
Space reconstitution.
g0 | TAYOUOPN | up | 732839 | 427B | 732839
Space
41 | TOutOpen | s | oag714 | 445 | 2487.14
Space
ap § wewOpe i : 462 | 138630 Newly proposed during
Space reconstitution.
In the sanctioned draft scheme
Narrow strip of land along the
Layout Open water channel was proposed as
- - 4 i
A2 Space s EWS. Therefore, it has been
converted into Layout Open
Space.
44 e 519A 1665.63 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
Space
45 Lay;’:;::"e" 5324 | 105049 | - ; Deleted during reconstitution.
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Sr. ; Draft Scheme Pr::l:el :::ry
No. Public User 7 Area (Sq. | TP 5 i Remarks
No. mt) No. | (Sq.mt)
46 Layout Open ) ] s3c | 91752 Newly propf)sefi during
Space reconstitution.
SPA, NAINA requested to
shift the alignment of 20 M
wide Layout Road along the
47 LayousOpen 560 7777.15 - - boundari of Proposed I\%Iulti
Spise Modal Corridor, to align it
with the TPS - 8. Therefore
deleted during reconstitution.
48 Layout Open ) : 568 1064.06 Newly propf)sefl during
Space reconstitution.
Draft O/S - 28
Total Preliminary 64234.32 82544.57
0O/S -38
B) Amenities in addition to IDP Sites
1 Layout Amenity 4 310.18 4 310.18
2 | Layout Amenity | - - 8 | 100033 INeppaggpen- fiuning
reconstitution.
3 Layout Amenity | 10A 109.26 10B 109.27 Amenity is renamed.
4 Layout Amenity 14 1066.81 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
5 Layout Amenity | 22 245.47 22 237.02
6 Layout Amenity 32 5569.45 32 5569.46
7 Layout Amenity 33 1111.25 33 1111.26
8 Layout Amenity 38 1368.06 38 1368.06
9 Layout Amenity | 41A 537.31 41B 537.31
10 | Layout Amenity | - - 42 | 1001.96 Newlieposcdidifing
reconstitution.
11 Layout Amenity 45 828.36 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
12 Layout Amenity | 48 155.10 48 155.56
13 Layout Amenity 61 317.74 61 317.31
14 Layout Amenity | 63 600.20 63A 600.16
15 Layout Amenity | 63A 210.73 63B 209.88
16 Layout Amenity 85 809.16 85 808.93
17 Layout Amenity | 91 344.35 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
18 | Layout Amenity | - : 89B | 626.07 e
reconstitution.
19 Layout Amenity | 104 499.51 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
20 Layout Amenity | 116 688.07 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
21 Layout Amenity | 117 1280.09 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
22 Layout Amenity | 139A 539.51 139A | 572.95 |
NS~
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Sr. . Draft Scheme Pr:::: ::ry
No. Public User T Arex (o0, P i Remarks
No. mt) No. (Sq.mt)
23 Layout Amenity | 148 502.50 148 502.50
24 Layout Amenity | 155A 510.51 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
25 Layout Amenity | 162 1093.22 162 | 1053.35
26 | Layout Amenity | - L 171 | 2000.13 Nevily propasediduing
reconstitution.
27 Layout Amenity | 178 256.52 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
28 | Layout Amenity | 182 | 43940 | 182 | 1057.17 Arexisinareedlduning
reconstitution.
29 | Layout Amenity | 186A 265.26 186 265.26
30 Layout Amenity | 189 208.97 - - Converted into Sale Plot.
31 Layout Amenity | 201 830.14 201B | 854.05
32 Layout Amenity | 208 290.72 208A | 290.74
33 Layout Amenity | 209 1155.91 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
34 | Layout Amenity | 210 | 1298.44 | 210 | 1298.54
35 | Layout Amenity | 211 | 93205 | 211 | 16oso3 | Areaisincreased during
reconstitution.
36 Layout Amenity | 214 443.07 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
37 | Layout Amenity | 215 | 1886.68 | 215 | 959.40 Arga s reduced during
reconstitution.
38 | Layout Amenity | 220 57461 | 220 | 574.60
39 Layout Amenity | 232 450.21 232 450.21
40 Layout Amenity | 234 1619.66 234A | 1619.66
41 Layout Amenity | 234A 596.06 234B | 596.47
42 | Layout Amenity | 238 1004.66 238 | 1009.75
43 Layout Amenity | 244 439.06 244 439.06
44 | Layout Amenity | 249 631.39 249 660.19
45 Layout Amenity | 251 741.82 251 652.35
46 Layout Amenity | 256 356.85 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
47 | Layout Amenity | - ] 255 | 292.19 Newly pigposed during
reconstitution.
48 Layout Amenity | 262 601.86 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
49 | Layout Amenity | 266 | 233236 | 266 | 2101.68 Ares weduced during
reconstitution.
50 | Layout Amenity | 274 | 134857 | 274 | 134858
Deleted during reconstitution.
51 Layout Amenity | 290 705.29 - Converted in Layout Open
Space.
52 | Layout Amenity | 299 | 3281.01 | 299 | 2677.44 cesais tgyges dunng
reconstitution.
. Newly proposed during
53 Layout Amenity - - 313 246.20 el
reconstitution.
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4 ‘ Draft Scheme » ':::’::::’y
No. Public User TP Ares (S pr g Remarks
Ne. mf) Neo. | (Sq.mt)
. Area is increased during
54 | Layout Amenity | 322 1369.78 322 | 2563.43 g
reconstitution.
55 Layout Amenity | 332 492.76 - - Converted into Sale plot.
56 | Layout Amenity | - E 353B | 418.06 Newlylpropaseitunig
reconstitution.
57 Layout Amenity | 358 311.72 358 311.73
58 Layout Amenity | 366 872.26 366 872.25
59 Layout Amenity | 368 500.33 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
60 | Layout Amenity | 371 | 42758 | 370 | 927.95 Arcalyitpieased during
reconstitution.
61 Layout Amenity | 379 755.37 - - Converted into Sale Plot.
62 | Layout Amenity | 382A | 1538.85 | 382A | 1538.85
63 | Layout Amenity | - ! 388 | 3680.23 Nealipiposedlduring
reconstitution.
64 | Layout Amenity | 392 | 35106 | - : e e
Space.
65 Layout Amenity | 396 612.37 - - Converted into Sale Plot.
66 Layout Amenity | 406 434.67 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
67 Layout Amenity | 416 258.63 - S Converted into Sale Plot.
68 | Layout Amenity | - 3 424B | 1481.72 Newlyipicposetidusing
reconstitution.
Converted into Layout Open
69 Layout Amenity | 426 1103.61 - - Spaces, reducing the area
during reconstitution.
70 Layout Amenity | 427A | 4994.04 | 427A | 4994.33
71 Layout Amenity | 429 599.87 429 599.89
72 Layout Amenity | 441 600.58 441 600.30
73 Layout Amenity | 447 534.42 447 534.41
74 | Layout Amenity | 462 | 956.00 = £ /ot e
Space.
75 | Layout Amenity | - g 471 | 442.16 Newly gippgssdduting
reconstitution.
76 Layout Amenity | 474 469.77 474 469.76
77 | Layout Amenity - - 511 1720.75 Newly: propf)sefl during
reconstitution.
78 Layout Amenity | 514 470.43 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
79 Layout Amenity | 515A 781.34 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
80 | Layout Amenity | 532B | 1389.95 |532B | 1938.31 o
reconstitution.
81 Layout Amenity | 538 736.43 538 736.43
82 | Layout Amenity | 542A 538.73 542B | 518.49
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Sr Draft Scheme Pl::‘:‘el l::ry
No. Public User TP Aveh (g, T T Remarks
No. mt) No. (Sq.mt)
83 Layout Amenity - - 548 | 2827.09 Newlyipien ?sefi thring
reconstitution.
] Newly proposed during
84 Layout Amenity - - 553A | 702.92 S,
reconstitution.
/ Newly proposed during
85 Layout Amenity - - 558 473.71 —y
reconstitution.
86 Layout Amenity | 567 136.00 - - Deleted during reconstitution.
87 Layout Amenity | 577A 1320.01 576 1335.44
88 Layout Amenity | 578 2680.62 578 | 2680.62
Draft Layout
Amenity - 75
Total Preliminary 66624.61 69462.08
Layout
Amenity - 67
C) Crematoria
1 Cemetery 219 520 219 520.38
Draft Cemetery
Total I 520 520.38
Preliminary
Cemetery - 01
D) EWS/ LIG Housing / Housing of Dis-Housed
Area is increased during
1 EI‘;: i;];lIgG 132 5467.21 135 | 5787.30 reconstitution. &
FP Number Renamed
Area is reduced during
2 EWS/LIG | 315 | 904923 | 308 | 653625 e
Housing &
FP Number Renamed
3 i L Y 432 9180.76 432 | 9180.15
Housing
4 BWS/LIG | s | 3440407 | 475 | 35507.88 | ‘Are@isincreased during
Housing reconstitution.
As per request from SPA,
NAINA, FP no. 481
EWS/LIG (EWS/LIG Amenity) in
2 Housing & ke ) . Sanctioned Draft Scheme has
been converted into Growth
Centre.
6 = L - 487 6591.04 - - Converted into O/S
Housing
7 =N .LIG 488 12211.79 | 488 | 12206.27
Housing
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& Draft Scheme i r:z:“e::'y
No. Public User TP Arca(Si o Remarks
No. mt) (Sq.mt)
8 EWS/ ‘LIG 502 5869.02 5949.99 Areais 1ncr§ase.d during
Housing reconstitution.
Draft EWS
Housing - 8
Total Preliminary 98961.67 75167.83
EWS Housing -
6
E) Water Channel and Water Body
1 Water Channel | 68A 3900.93 3900.93
2 Water Channel 68B 11158.73 11163.60
3 | Water Channel | 68C | 7035.73 o e e
reconstitution.
4 | Water Channel | 68D | 4737.85 4618.46 Arcajsirellicediiining
reconstitution.
5 | Water Channel | 68E | 3898.26 3911.45 Arcadtaiealldwring
reconstitution.
Water Body
6 (Uske) 239 3500.00 3501.97
Draft Water
Channel - 05 &
Water Body -
Total ,01, 34231.49 34696.26
Preliminary
Water Channel
- 05 & Water
Body - 01
F) Public Purpose Lands/ Govt. Lands
| Public/ Govt. ) ) 1640.17 Newly propf)sefi during
Land reconstitution.
2 Public/ Govt. ) . 3600.26 Newly propf)sefl during
Land reconstitution.
3 Public/ Govt. ) ) 1280.01 Newly propf)sefl during
Land reconstitution.
Draft Public/
Govt. Land -
00,
Total Draft Public/ 6520.44
Govt. Land -
03.
G) Sale Plot
1 Sale Plot = - 208.97 Newlyiproppsaldurie
reconstitution.
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Sr Draft Scheme sc::l :I:ry
No. Public User A Area (50, P o Remarks
No. mt) No. (Sq.mt)
2 Sale Plot 3 3 332 | 167.95 Newlyipreposedidutipe
reconstitution.
3 Sale Plot . . 379 | 75537 Newiy piEBastd diring
reconstitution.
4 Sale Plot : £ 396 | 101.38 Newinie sediming
reconstitution.
5 Sale Plot ; ; 416 | 258.63 Newlylpropfaseriduning
reconstitution.
6 Sale Plot : . 553B | 3835.86 Nes s Eec bR
reconstitution.
7 Sale Plot 574 48904.13 574 | 48904.15
Draft Sale Plot-
Total ,01.’ 48904.13 54232.31
Preliminary
Sale Plot- 07.

The section 64 (g-1) prescribes two caps viz. first of 10 % of the scheme area under clause (i)
for reserving EWS/LIG housing and housing of the dispossessed persons due to scheme and
second of 40 % of the scheme area under clause (ii) for reserving open spaces, social
infrastructure, roads and plots for sale for raising the funds for the implementation of the
scheme works. Actual percentage of the lands provided for these users in this scheme is well
within these caps of 10 % and 40 % mentioned under section 64(g-1) (i) and (ii) of the said Act

as can be seen from the Table 7 below.

The Growth Centres, being city-level proposals of the IDP which have been included in the
scheme, are not considered under clause (ii) of section 64(g-1) here. It is presumed that the
items listed under section 64(g-1) (ii) of the said Act do not include reservations like Growth
Centres and would not therefore fall under this clause. This assumption was pleaded in respect
of Preliminary Town Planning Schemes, NAINA No. 1 and 2 which has been accepted by the
State Government and the said schemes are accordingly sanctioned under section 86(1) of the

said Act confirming this assumption.
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Table 7: Land-Use Analysis of the Preliminary Scheme and its comparison with the sanctioned Draft

Scheme
Percentages with Scheme area
Draft Scheme Preliminary Scheme
Public Sites and % 5
. No. i R
ST Users Area with Area /é':l:sh % with el
(Sq.m.) Gross (Sq.m.) Net Area
Area
Area
Total Area Under 243‘3’:1: )(G“’ss 244.42 Ha (Gross Area),
£
Scheme (Ha) 227.47 Ha(Net Area) 228.81 Ha (Net Area)
1 Users as per Section 64 (g-1) (i)
A R L IG 98961.67 4.07 75167.83 3.08 3.29
Housing
Below 10%
Total Users as per of the Total
B Section 64 (g-1) (i) 98961.67 4.07 75167.83 3.08 3.29 ey
TPS - 6.
2 Users as per Section 64 (g-1) (i)
A For Roads
1 IDPand Layout | 4010061 | 19.07 | 46424438 | 18.99 20.32
Roads
For Parks, Play
B Ground, Garden
& Open Spaces
1 IDP City Parks 105621.66 | 4.34 105621.66 432 4.62
2 IDP Parks 8405.67 0.35 8400.66 0.34 0.37
3 IDP Play Grounds 58723.94 241 59024.87 2.41 2.58
4 EosaiBinen 6423432 | 264 | 82544.57 3.38 3.61
Spaces
Total Open Space | ;006558 | 974 | 25559176 | 10.46 11.19
Area
For Social
C Infrastructure
and Public Utility
1 IDP Schools 19280.94 0.79 19797.23 0.81 0.87
2 IDP Daily Bazar 3559.53 0.15 3711.00 0.15 0.16
IDP Primary
3 Health Centres 3474.98 0.14 3474.72 0.14 0.15
4 Layout Amenities 66624.61 2.74 69462.08 2.84 3.04
s | BstingAmenity | o000 | 002 | 52038 0.02 0.02
(Crematoria)
Total Social
Infrastructure
and Public Utility 93460.05 3.84 96965.41 3.97 4.24
Area
D Sale Plots by SPA,
NAINA
1 Sale Plots 48904.13 2.0 54232.31 2.22 2.37

\
1|
i
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Percentages with Scheme area

Draft Scheme Preliminary Scheme
Public Sites and % Sy
G ik Users Area with Area /é:::l % with Randrhs
(Sq.m.) Gross (Sq.m.) Net Area
Area
Area
0,
Total Users as per (l,ife ::‘:,:g t;ol
E Section 64 (g-1) 843544.38 | 34.66 | 871033.86 35.64 38.13
(i) Area under
TPS- 6.
3 Plots of Users not falling under 64(g-1)
A 12 S 428099.05 | 17.52 | 44818430 | 18.34 19.62
Centres
B Plots for Forest | 15100650 | 5.13 | 124853.14 | 5.11 .
Department
c ot Bl = - 6520.44 0.27 029
Purpose Lands
Proposed Water
D Channel and Water 34231.49 1.40 34696.26 1.42 -
Body
Total of Plot
Users not falling 587237.05 | 24.05 | 614254.14 25.13 19.90
under 64(g-1)
Final Plots allotted to Land Owners
Final Plots allotted
4 St 907026.24 | 37.27 | 883728.83 36.16 38.68
Total Scheme
ki 2411919.25 | 100.0 | 2444184.66 | 100.00 100.00

8. SUBMISSIONS/ ACCOMPANIMENTS:

The Preliminary Scheme contains the following Plans and Tables as part of the scheme.

1) Plan No. 1 showing the location of the scheme area in the IDP and in NAINA.

2) Plan No. 2 showing the Original plots included in the scheme in green colour.
{scale 1:2500)

3) Plan No. 3 showing the Original Plots in green colour and superimposed thereon
the Final Plots in red colour. (scale 1:2500)

4) Plan No. 4 showing the Final Plots in red colour allotted in lieu of Original Plots,
uses of the Final Plot and the infrastructure. (scale 1:2500)

5) Table A for original plot-wise decisions of the Arbitrator

6) Table B for Allotment of final plots with ownerships, areas, tenures

7) Report on the Award of the Preliminary Scheme by the Arbitrator

8) General / Common Decisions




SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINA NO. 6

TOWN PLANNING SCHEME, NAINA
NO. 6

(Part of Villages Chikhale, Moho, Pali Khurd and Shivkar of
Taluka — Panvel, District — Raigad)

PRELIMINARY SCHEME
GENERAL/ COMMON DECISIONS
PART B

9. GENERAL/ COMMON DECISIONS

The following General/Common decisions shall hold good ard shall be applicable within

the area of the NAINA, Tewn Planning Scheme No. 6.

1y

2)

3)

4)

5)

All the Final Plots have been defined and decided and as settled by the Arbitrator vide sub-
section 4 of section 72 of the Maharashtra Regional and Town Planning Act, 1966 and
they are as shown on the plans no. 3 and 4 in Red colour and as detailed in Table B of the
Preliminary Scheme in force.

The Ownerships along with their shares and the areas of Final Plots allotted in lieu of
Original Plots or allotted to SPA - NAINA shall be as recorded in the Table B. These Final
Plots shall be referred to in future with their respective Final Plot Numbers mentioned on
the plans no. 3 and 4 as well as in Table B of the Preliminary Scheme in force. Further,
where shares in the ownerships are not specifically mentioned, such shares in respect of
co-ownerships shall be considered as equal, unless noted otherwise in the remarks column
of Table B.

The Tenures, Ownerships and other rights, if any, in respect of Original Plots, uniess
otherwise extinguished or specifically mentioned in the decisions, shall have been hereby
transferred mutatis mutandis to the corresponding Final Plots. However, tenancy rights, if
any, shall be considered as transferred only to the relevant portion of such Final Plots
proportionately as they exist in the Original Plots.

The Tenure as Class I or Class II mentioned in respect of any Final Plot in Table B is on
the basis of that recorded by the Revenue Department in the respective 7/12 extract. This
Tenure shall stand changed automatically after new tenure is attached subsequently to any
Final Plot by the Competent Revenue Officer after following due procedure.

All rights of mortgagors and mortgagees, if any, existing in the Original Plots are hereby

transferred proportionately to the corresponding Final Plots.

/

\
N\
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9) Special Development Control and Promotion Regulations

The Preliminary Town Planning Scheme, NAINA no. 6 has been drawn up accordingly under
sub-section (7) of Section 72 of the said Act on 30th November 2023. The notices in English
and in Marathi regarding drawing-up of this preliminary scheme have been published in the
Extra-Ordinary Gazette no. 100, in Part II; dated 01/12/ 2023. These notices have also been
published in the local Newspapers, Dainik Kille, Ram Prahar and Newsband dated
12/12/2023.The said notices are attached as Annexure 14 and Annexure 15.

The Preliminary Town Planning Scheme, NAINA no. 6 is thereafter submitted by the
Arbitrator to the State Government as provided under sub-section (5) of the Section 72 of the
said Act for sanction vide his letter bearing no. ARB/TPS-6/Pre-Sub/2023/521, dated 29™
December 2023.

’Abhiraj Girkar)
Arbitrator
Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No. 6.

29t December 2023

The State Government has sanctioned the Preliminary Scheme vide Urban Development
Department Notification no. TPS-1224/05/C.R.22/24/UD-12 dated 1t March, 2024 under sub-
section (1) of Section 86 of the Maharashtra Regional and Town Planning Act, 1966. The
Notification is published in the Maharashtra Government Gazette, Part-1 of Kokan Division
Supplement dated 26 September to 2°¢ October, 2024 on pages no. 86 to 122. The Preliminary

Scheme is in force w.e.f. 3" November, 2024.

(Nirmalkumar Chaudhari)
Deputy Secretary
Urban Development Department, GoM
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6)

7

8)

9)

All rights of lessors and lessees, if any, in the Original Plots are hereby transferred to the
corresponding Final Plots subject to the adjustments in lease rents in proportion with the
changes made in their areas.

The lands for which no final plot numbers are allotted shall vest free of all encumbrances
in SPA - NAINA (which are generally the lands under roads/ accesses/lakes/nallas etc.).
All the rights of passages, right of ways / accesses or of easements, or any right to draw
water from any well exists in any original plot if any, existing prior to the date of
enforcement of the Preliminary Scheme over any lands / Original Plots included in the
Scheme shall hereby stand extinguished. Passages/Accesses to allotted final plots shall be
derived only through the Roads provided and constructed in accordance with the Scheme
layout in force.

The owners of the authorized structures in the Original Plots which are affected by new
roads or by the road widening or by other Scheme proposals for which no compensation
has been specifically allowed in the Scheme are permitted to remove the materials, if any,
of the structures or of compound walls, wire fencing, sheds, huts or of any other structures
etc. within six month from the date on which the final scheme comes into force provided
that they shall fill up at their own cost any hollows created or repair the damages made

during such removal of the materials.

10) Where any authorized existing compound walls or wire fencings etc. along the boundary

of the Original Plots which are affected by the reconstitution of Final Plots or by proposed
road widening or by new roads or by any other Scheme proposals and where no
compensation for the above has specifically been allowed in the Scheme and in such cases,
the materials of such compound walls or of wire fencings are not removed by the
concerned owners, then SPA - NAINA shall demolish and remove the affected compound
walls or wire fencings. If the owners who are allowed to remove the structures and take
away the materials, fail to do so within the specified period or within the extended period,
SPA - NAINA shall remove the structures and take away the materials. In such cases, the
material so removed shall belong to SPA - NAINA.

11) No trees shall be cut down nor any excavation / development shall be carried out by the

owner/s within the portion of their Original Plots which are reconstituted to form the Final

Plots not allotted to them

12) The Final Plots allotted for public purposes in the Scheme shall vest in SPA - NAINA free

from all encumbrances w.e.f. the date on which the Preliminary Scheme comes into force.

7
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SPA - NAINA shall keep all such public sites free of any encroachments and exclusively
use for the purposes designated in the scheme.

13) The Amenity Plots/Open Spaces provided in the scheme shall be utilized primarily for the
benefits of the residents of the scheme.

14) The plots provided for the Amenities shall be utilized only for the social infrastructure
primarily beneficial to the residents of the scheme such as local level Educational and
Medical facilities, Shopping Centres, Retail Markets, Convenience Shopping, Recreation,
Parking facilities, Utilities such as Water Supply, Sanitation, Drainage and Electric
Supply, Communication etc. The Vice Chairman & Managing Director, CIDCO is
authorized to add any user of public nature and utilize any amenity plot for such user which
is beneficial to the scheme residents.

15) Unless otherwise specified wherever there are two or more owners shown against any
serial number in the Table No. B, the net demand under column no. 15 of Form No. 1 in
the Final Scheme shall be shared by such persons either in proportion of their shares held
in the property or in proportion of the areas held by them in the respective Final Plots.

16) Where a Final Plot wholly or partly is sold out or laid out into sub-plots and such sub-plots
are sold by the owner/s before making payment of incremental contribution to SPA -
NAINA levied to such Final Plot, the purchasers / new owners / successors shall be liable
for payment of such incremental contribution levied on such Final Plot in proportion of
the areas held by new owners. In case of any dispute in this regard, the decision of the Vice
Chairman & Managing Director, CIDCO is final and conclusive and shall remain binding
on the respective new owners.

17) Development in a Final Plot shall be permitted only after payment of net demand
mentioned in column 15 of the Form No.1 of the Final Scheme. This payment of net
demand is in addition to development charges prescribed under chapter VI-A of the
Maharashtra Regional & Town Planning Act, 1966. The development fund in the form of
incremental contribution collected by SPA - NAINA from the owners of the Final Plots
shall be deposited in a separate account and shall be utilized for the development of the
scheme and to carry out works stipulated in the scheme.

18) Provision of infrastructure as listed in sub-clauses (ii-b), (ii-e), (ii-f) & (ii-g) of subsection
(1) of section 59 of the act is considered absolutely necessary for the scheme. These lands

scheme u/s 68(2). The
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SPA - NAINA shall complete the above listed works in the scheme within a period of five
years from the date of coming into force of the preliminary scheme.

19) SPA - NAINA shall transfer and hand over the possessions of all the final plots to the
owners to whom they are allotted as mentioned in Table B of the Preliminary Scheme
within twelve months from the date of coming into force of the preliminary scheme.

20) SPA - NAINA shall, within three months from the date of coming into force of the
preliminary scheme, forward certified true copy of the Scheme to the concerned Land
record Department and get the record of lands changed in accordance with Table B of the
sanctioned Preliminary Scheme as provided under Rule 18 of the Maharashtra Town
Planning Schemes Rules, 1974.

21) SPA - NAINA shall, within three months from the date of coming into force of the
preliminary scheme inform the owners of the Final Plots by means of a public notice that
on application, they are entitled to get a Certificate of Tenure and Title in respect of their
final plots from the Director of Town Planning, Pune in form 7 as provided under rule no.
26 (2) of the Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes Rules, 1974.

22) The SPA - NAINA shall immediately fence all the public sites which will be vesting in it
under this scheme so as to avoid probable encroachments.

23) SPA - NAINA shall develop Gardens, Parks, Play-Grounds and Open Spaces provided in
the scheme within a period of five years from the date of coming into force of the
preliminary scheme. The priority in this respect shall be decided by the SPA - NAINA
considering the pace of development and need of the facility to the scheme residents.
Buffer space under GAIL line can be used as open space following all the guidelines as
governed by GAIL.

24) The FPs provided for housing for EWS/LIG shall be developed by SPA - NAINA within
a reasonable time frame considering the need of the facility under its social housing
programme.

25) SPA - NAINA shall sell FPs provided as sale plots under clause (ii) (D) of the section 64
(g-1) of the MR & TP Act, 1966 in the scheme in the open market for any use including
IT/ITES establishments but excepting industrial use, for raising the funds to meet the cost
of infrastructure of the Scheme.

26) The Growth Centres as proposed in the IDP and accordingly have been incorporated in the
Scheme shall be developed by SPA - NAINA as per its programme of implementation of

the Growth Centres as a whole. =
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27) The Crematoria existing in the scheme, being used by the villagers, have been maintained
in the scheme with 40% of their area. All of them have been provided with adjoining
amenity plots for their expansion. SPA - NAINA shall improve and upgrade these
Crematoria with modern amenities to the satisfaction of the scheme residents. They shall
be protected from river flood wherever needed.

28) SPA - NAINA shall, with the prior permission of the Forest Department, develop FPs
under forest for social forestry / afforestation.

29) SPA - NAINA shall coordinate all the roads which are running further through the areas
of adjoining TP schemes as well as the part reservations or public sites provided on the
boundary of this scheme with the sites to be provided in such adjoining schemes.

30) In case, SPA - NAINA, is unable to complete the works within the time limits prescribed
by the Arbitrator, then SPA - NAINA shall approach the State Government under section
111 (1) of the MR & TP Act, 1966 to seek extension in this respect.

Arbitrator
Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No. 6.

29t December, 2023

(Nirmalkumar Chaudhari)
Deputy Secretary
Urban Development Department, GoM
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TOWN PLANNING SCHEME, NAINA
NO. 6

(Part of Villages Chikhale, Moho, Pali Khurd and Shivkar of
Taluka — Panvel, District — Raigad)

PRELIMINARY SCHEME
SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT CONTROL REGULATIONS
PART C

10. DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND PROMOTION REGULATION (DCPR)

In addition to DCPR-2019, which are made applicable to the 23 Revenue villages of NAINA
under directives given by Government vide no. TPS-1717/2750/ C.R.91/19/UD-12, dated
6/1/2020 under section 37(1AA) read with section 154 of the Maharashtra Regional and Town
Planning Act, 1966, SPA-NAINA had proposed the Special Development and Promotion
Regulations (Hereinafter referred to as “Special DCR”) for the development of any sort to be
carried out in the final plots of the Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No.6.

In case of any conflict between the regulations in DCPR-2019 and the special regulations

arises, then the special regulations shall prevail.
SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND PROMOTION REGULATIONS

1. The Final Plots allotted to the owners in lieu of their Original Plots shall be considered

as included in the Predominantly Residential Zone of the sanctioned Interim

Development Plan / Bevelepsment-Rlan-and shall be eligible for development for uses
prescribed in Regulation No. 31 of the Sanctioned DCPRs efAfN#Ar -2019 Rrovided—

mixed-use-zene-of-the-sanetioned-DEPR irrespective of the actual zonal boundaries of
the IDP.

2. Boundaries of the Final Plots shall not be changed, modified or altered during any
development.

3. Amalgamation of two or more Final plots shall not be permitted to form a new Final
Plot. However, integrated development in two or more adjoining Final Plots within the

scheme or of adjacent schemes shall be permitted considering sum of their areas as one

unit for development. //_\
/
— l
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4. Temporary / short term development proposals on any ground shall not be permitted
within the portions of original plots which are merged during the reconstitution to form
Final Plots not allotted to the holders / owners of such original plots.

5. Development Permission in a Final Plot shall be granted only after ascertaining that the
amount mentioned in column 15 of Form No. 1 of the Final Scheme under Rule No. 6(v)
of the Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes Rules, 1974 is fully recovered. However,
the Special Planning Authority, NAINA (CIDCO) may allow such amount to be
recovered in suitable instalments within a period up to the issuance of Occupancy
Certificate. This amount is in addition to the Development Charges prescribed under
chapter VI-A of the Maharashtra Regional and Town planning Act, 1966.

6. Internal sub-division / partition of a Final Plot shall be permissible subject to strictly
adhering to the boundaries of respective Final Plot and subject to DCPRs efNARNA-
2019.

7. The 10 % Recreational Open Space prescribed under regulation No. 20.3.1 of the
DCPRs e£MNARA-2019 shall not be enforced in developing Final Plot, admeasuring
0.40 ha or more, considering that such Open Spaces are already provided in the form of

playgrounds, Parks and open spaces in the scheme in addition to those reserved in the

Interim Development Plan for which owners of the esiginal-plets-have-shared-thei
final plots have shared their lands from their original plots.

8. The 5 % Amenity Space prescribed under regulation No. 20.3.11 of the sanetiened
DCPRs of¥AdA — 2019 shall not be enforced in developing Final Plots admeasuring
2.00 ha or more considering that such Amenity Spaces are provided separately in the
scheme in addition to those reserved in the Development Plan for which owners of the

eids final plots have shared their lands from their

original plots.
9. The provision of 20 % plots/tenements for EWS / LIG as inclusive housing prescribed
under Regulation No. 20.6 of the DCPR-2019 read with Annexure-4 shall not be made
applicable for a subdivision or layout of a Final Plot as the Scheme provides dedicated
plots for EWS / LIG housing for which the owners of final plots have shared the lands
from their original plots.

Notes:
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i. The regulations at serial number 7, 8 and 9 above shall not be applicable for Final
Plots having area more than 50% of the original plots. For such plots the provisions of
sanctioned DCPRs of NAINA in force shall be applicable

ii. In cases wherein CC is already granted (before declaration of TPS), if the final plot
is given by reducing land area under Recreational Open Space (RG), Amenity and
layout road, then while processing amended CC or OC of such final plots, land area as
per CC for Open Space, Amenity shall not be insisted upon. However, location and land

area of remaining Open Space and Amenity inside the final plot shall be maintained as

per CC.

10. The owners of Final Plots are entitled for monetary compensation as recorded in form

11.

No. 1 of the Final Scheme as per Rule 6 (v) of the Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes
Rules, 1974. However, the owners may opt for FSI or TDR in lieu of monetary
compensation as provided under section 100 of the Maharashtra Regional and Town
Planning Act, 1966. Such Compensation partially in terms of FSI / TDR and partially in
amount shall not be permissible.

The base FSI applicable to the lands included under the Town Planning Scheme shall be
1.00. However, if the owners of Final Plots opt compensation in the form of FSI as
provided under section 100 of the Act, then the FSI permissible in a Final Plot shall be
computed as below.

FSI of Final Plot = Area of Original Plot

Area of Respective Final Plot
Provided that such FSI computed as above shall be permissible to only those who have

opted to avail the compensation in terms of FSI instead of monetary compensation
worked out in Form No. 1 of the Final Scheme.

Provide further that, the land parcels eligible for 1.00 FSI as per provisions of
sanctioned DCPRs of NAINA (i.e. within 200 m of Gaothan), if included in TPS shall
be permitted 25 % additional incentive FSI in lieu of their 60 % land contribution to the
project. The FSI of the final plot (whether anchored at its original location or otherwise)
against such land parcels shall be increased in proportion to its area, irrespective of

whether the final plot is a standalone plot or amalgamated with other land parcels.

12. The permissible FSI in respect of Final Plots, whose owners have been awarded

monetary compensation as per the award in Form No. 1 of the Final Scheme prescribed
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under Rule No. 6(v) of the Maharashtra Town Planning Schemes Rules, 1974 shall be
1.00.

13. If the FSI mentioned in the Special Regulation No. 11 above permissible in a Final Plot
becomes unable to be consumed for maintaining prescribed marginal distances / height
restrictions / firefighting requirements or any such statutory restriction, in such cases,
the balance FSI over and above FSI consumed may be permitted to be transferred as

TDR to any Final Plot situated in Scheme subject to

i) The provisions of Regulation No. 43 of the sanctioned DCPR of NAINA shall
be applicable.

ii) Such transfer of development right from a Final Plot to another Final Plot
situated in the adjoining sanctioned preliminary scheme shall be permitted once
only and only with prior approval of the Managing Director of the CIDCO and
upon his satisfaction that the concerned owner is unable to transfer his
development right within the scheme where the TDR has generated.

iii) The aggregate FSI in a receiving Final Plot shall not exceed 4.00

iv) The owner transferring the FSI as TDR shall not develop his Final Plot at
any time to consume FSI more than that already consumed at the time of issuing
the DRC.

v) The Final Plot, after such transfer, shall not be eligible for any additional
FSI/ TDR in future.

vi) The owner of such Final Plot shall not ask for monetary compensation for
balance FSI if any, after partially transferring the FSI received in lieu of
monetary compensation as TDR.

14. The permissible FSI in respect of Final Plots designated to Amenity Plots or to Schools,
Primary Health Centre shall be 2.5.

15. The permissible FSI in respect of Final Plots designated to Electric Sub-Station, Daily
Bazaar, ESR/GSR, in this scheme shall be 1.00.

16. The permissible FSI in respect of Final Plots designated to EWS/LIG Housing or
Housing of the Dispossessed Persons or Final Plots reserved as sale plots in this scheme
shall be 4.

17. The permissible FSI in respect of Final Plots designated to Growth Centers in this
scheme shall be 2.5. Provided that the aforesaid FSI may be increases maximum up to

_“i\\\
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4.00 on payment of FSI Linked premium (FLP) for over and above 2.5 FSI as prescribed
in the sanctioned DCPRs of NAINA for every increase of FSI of 0.30.

18. The permissible FSI in respect of Final Plots designated to Schools, College, Education
Purpose, Fire Station, Police Station, Community Centre, Hospital, Primary Health
Centre and Town Hall shall be 2.5.

19. The Permissible FSI in Final Plots designated to Crematoria shall be 1.00

20. The Final Plots designated for Open Spaces, Parks or Play-Grounds are permissible to
built-up area equal to 15 % of the respective final plot area subject to ground coverage
up to 10 % of the respective final plot and structures shall be only of ground floor or
ground plus one upper floor. Such structures shall be at one corner of the respective final
plot and shall be used for any use complementary to the designated use.

21. The set-backs from the roads and the side/ rear marginal distances from the boundary of

the plot in respect of all structures shall be as follows:

Table 8: Height and Margin of Buildings

Area of Plot Category of Maximum permiss | Min. Marginal Open Spaces
Building ible height of the (in m)
building Side Rear
40 sq. m. to less than | Row House Type Upto15m 0.0 1.5
150 sq. m. Semi-detached Upto15m 145 1.5
*Please refer special type
note

Special Note - Irrespective of the road width on which these plots abuts, the maximum front

margin shall be 3.00 m.
150 sq. m. to less Semi Detached Upto15m 1.5 2.25
than 450 sq. m. type

Detached type Uptol5m 225 2.25
Above 15 m up H/5 H/5

t024 m
450 sq. m to less than | Detached type Uptol5m 3.00 3.00
1000 sq. m. Above 15 mup to H/5 H/5

24 m

Above 24 m up to 6.00 6.00

37.5m
1000 sq. m and above | Detached type Uptol5m 3.00 3.00
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Area of Plot Category of Maximum permiss | Min. Marginal Open Spaces
Building ible height of the (in m)
building Side Rear
Above 15 mup to H/5 H/5
24m
Above 24 m up to 6.00 6.00
37.5m
Above 37.5mupto | H/5 or 9.00 H/5 or 9.00
60.0 m whichever is [ whichever is
less less
Above 60.00 m 12.00 12.00

a) Irrespective of height and length of the buildings, the marginal open spaces more
than 12.0 M shall not be insisted upon. Long length factors for buildings above 40-
meter length shall not be applicable.
b) The provision of dead wall mentioned in sanctioned DCPRs of NAINA shall be
applicable
¢) For special building use No projections of any sort shall be permissible in the side
and rear marginal open spaces mentioned above.
d) Provided that projections required for firefighting and chajja or weather shed up to
0.75 m over openings shall be permitted after clearance from CFO, CIDCO along with
the minimum height at which it is to be provided.
e) Provision of front open spaces shall be in accordance with sanctioned DCPRs of
NAINA. However, Front open space for residential use and predominantly residential
use (in case of mixed use) buildings of height more than 15m up to 24 m shall be 4.5m
and for above 24 m building height front open space shall be 6.0 m.
f) The building height for the purposes of light and ventilation regulation and for
calculating the marginal distances shall be exclusive of height of parking floors. In case
of part parking floor such provision shall be applicable only to the part where parking
is provided.

22. Mechanical/Hydraulic / Stack parking / multi storey parking with or without car lift may

be allowed to meet the requirement.

23. If the basement is proposed flushing to average surrounding ground level, then such




™
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24,

25.

26.

217.

28.

and beyond the building lines at ground level subject to a clear minimum front margin
of 4.5 m and further subject to non-habitable uses and provision for mechanical
ventilation and all safety provisions and drainage. However, it is essential that the
basement top slab below the external circulation at ground level should be designed for
firefighting vehicular loads as per NBC 2016. Provided that the above provision shall
be permissible after the clearance from the Chief Fire Officer, CIDCO.
Every building or group of buildings together shall be either connected to a Drainage
system or be provided with a sub-soil dispersion system in the form of septic tank of
suitable size and technical specifications, modern methods of disposals, shall be
permitted at the discretion of the Authority.
The service road of the State highways, National Highways, Multi Modal Corridor
(MMC) shall be considered for the access to the plot. Further the plots along the other
categorized roads such as Major District roads/ Village roads shall be directly accessible
from these roads. In all the above cases for final plots in the Town Planning scheme
Ribbon development rules shall not be applicable.
The distance between two main buildings in a final plot shall be that required to be
provided for a taller building amongst them subject to 12.0 m as maximum. This distance
shall also be treated as a means of access/ driveway and no separate setback/ marginal
distance shall be insisted from such driveway.
Construction within River and blue line: Construction within River and Blue line may
be permitted at a height of 0.60 m. above red flood line level. Provided that necessary
mitigation measures are followed along with clearance from Irrigation department.
Grant of Development Permission does not constitute acceptance of correctness,
confirmation, approval or endorsement of and shall not bind or render the competent
authority liable in any way in regard to;

a. Title Ownership & easement right of the plot on which building is proposed.

b. Workmanship, soundness of material & structure safety of building.

¢. Variation in area from recorded areas of building unit.

d. Location & boundary of building unit.

e. Safety of the user of the building.

f. NOC from appropriate authority.

g. Structural r.eports .and Structural firawing.

25—RenrovatofDifficultesandHardshing
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31. As per regulation no. 6.5.2 of DCR — 2019, in specific cases where a clearly demonstrable
hardship is caused, the CEO, may by recording such reasons in writing permit any of the
dimensions prescribed by this regulation to be modified provided the relaxation sought does not

violate the health safety, fire safety, structural safety and public safety of the inhabitants of the

building and the neighborhood and for that premium shall not be charged.
2 W)
1)

‘Kbhiraj Girkar)
Arbitrator
Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No. 6

29% December, 2023.

The modifications carried out while sanctioning the Preliminary Town Planning Scheme,

NAINA No. 06 are shown in blue colour.

(Nirmalkumar Chaudhari) N
Deputy Secretary
Urban Development Department, GoM
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11. LEGAL FORMALITIES IN TPS-6:

Table 9: Legal Formalities

o)

JR) %) \\
—

No Section Actions Reference Date
A) Draft Scheme by SPA, NAINA
1 | 60(1) |Declaration of Intention | Resolution No. 12214, Board Meeting | ;q/)7/)q19
No. 620
Declaration in the Maharashtra Govt Gazette,
2 ®eE Official Gazette Extraordinary Part II 0810872015
8 60(2) Newspaper publication The Asian Age (English) 19/08/2019
Rule 3(2) | of notice Karnala (Marathi)
60(3) Display of Plan in -
) Rule 3(1) | SPA’s office (8082015
Meeting with - 24/04/2020-
5| Ruled® | pndowners 04/05/2020
Consultati 61(1) Letter No. CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-
6 on with Rule 4(2) 6/Consultation u/s 61(1) /2020/SAP- 16/06/2020
DTP 1166/102
Submissio CIDCO/NAINA/TPS 6
n of Amendment/sec 59(2)/2020/SAP -
7 Suitable | 59(2) 1165/101 16/06/2020
Amendme
nts in IDP
8 National Lockdown applicable as per Maharashtra Ordinance XV of 2020 dated 31st August
2020
61(1) 1 DTP’s remarks on S %, AT RA . &/ U 3. oY/
9 02/03/2021
Rule 4(2) | draft scheme o/ diad1-3/ ]R32
61(1) Publication of Draft 12 months from date of declaration
10 Rule 4(2) | Scheme 25/04/2022
61(1) Gazette publication of Maharashtra Govt Gazette,
o Rule 5(1) | Notice Extraordinary Part II 2510412022
B 61(1) Newsp'aper publication | ¢fA® IR and ¥da TaTR -
Rule 5(2) | of Notice
67 Consideration of 30 days from the date of publication 25/04/2022
13 | Rule 5(2) | objections relating to the to
draft scheme 27/05/2022
68(1) Submission to Govt. for | CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-
14 Sanction 6/Sec68(1)/2022/E-136653 22/07/2022
(Now to MD, CIDCO)
68(2) Consultation with DTP | Letter No. CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-
. 6/Consult 68(2) /2022/SAP-1665 LS hes
Submission of Suitable | CIDCO/NAINA/TPS 6
16 59(2) Amendments in IDP Amendment/sec 59(2)/2022/503 08/08/2022
Reservation
17 | 682) |2 DTP’sRemarkson |l %. WLAIEN /=4I .6/ 1/ 17/10/2022
9’1"454,)56 |Page
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No Section Actions Reference Date
Rule 4(2) | draft scheme and DA SLR) ¥&&
Approval of Suitable
Amendments in IDP
Sanction of Draft CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-6/Draft Scheme
18 68(2) Scheme by Govt. (Now | /2022/ 565 21/10/2022
VC & MD, CIDCO)
Gazette publication of CIDCO/NAINA/TPS-6/Draft Scheme
19 68(2) Sanction of Draft 12022/ 565 04/11/2022
Scheme
20 63(2) Newsp'aper publication The Free Press Journal and Krushival 10/11/2022
of Notification
(B) Arbitration Proceedings
Notification of TPS-1222/2152/C.R.148 /22/UD-12
21 72 (1) Appointment of 02/12/2022
Arbitrator
Gazette publication of | TPS-1222/2152/C.R.148 /22/UD-12 | 23/03/2023
22 72(1) Appointment of an to
Arbitrator by Govt. 29/03/2023
23 Rule 13 Gagzette of Arbitrathr to ARB/TPS-6/GEN/2023/07 5/04/2023
commence the duties
Newspaper publication The Freepress Journal and Ram
24 Rule 13 of commencement of Prahar 17/04/2023
duties _
72(4)G) Issued to all Land Owners by Post.
Special Notices in form Hearing Schedule is published on
25 Rule . . 29/04/2023
133) 4 to owners C]'D.CO s website and Newspaper -
Dainik Sagar and Dhavate Navnagar.
72(4)(1) Hearing Period 02/05/2023
26 | Rule Hearing to Land Owners to
13(4) 30/05/2023
Issued to all Land Owners by Post,
72(4)G) who did not appear for 1* Hearing.
Special Notices in form | Hearing Schedule is published on 09/06/2023
27 | Rule A )
13) 4 CII.)?O s websnte. @d Nfewspaper N
Dainik Sagar, Dainik Raigad Nagari
and CIDCO’s Website
72(4)(1) Hearing Period. 12/06/2023
28 | Rule Hearing to Land Owners to
13(3) 26/06/2023
Request to State Govt to | efaTe/d.IaN-
29 | 7203) extend time limit 0| ¢/QTRI/R0R3/¥ER 02/08/2023
prepare preliminary
scheme.
30 | 720 Arbitrator to su!odivide ARB/TPS-6/GEN/2023/488/1 29/08/2023
the scheme into
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29 December, 2023. .

(Nirmgtkumar Chaudhari)
Deputy Secretary

No Section Actions Reference Date
Preliminary and Final
schemes
T T
31 NAINA on hearing to GIELZ 1539 and . and
i CIDCO/NAINA/Arbitrator/TPS- 28/11/2023
6/2023/989
Preparation of ARB/TPS-6/Award/2023/510
32 | 72(3) Preliminary Scheme by 30/11/2023
the Arbitrator
Publication of notice | HORTY MY XToIUA, SFATURUT HIT
Rule . . : :
33 1309) regarding preparation of aq, SR hH[D 00, feqi og | 01/12/2023
the preliminary scheme | fgdaR, 3033 .
Rule Publication of notice | Dainik Kille Raigad, Ram Prahar and
34 139) regarding preparation of | Newsband 12/12/2023
the preliminary scheme
Submission of the ARB/TPS-6/Pre-Sub/2023/521
35 | 72(5) Preliminary Scheme to 29/12/2023
the Govt. for sanction
Sanctioning of TPS-1224/05/CR-22/24/UD-12
36 | 86 (1) Preliminary Scheme by 01/03/2024
State Govt.
. MGG, Part 1, Kokan Division
37 |86(2) Gaz-e tt? S oo Supplement
Preliminary Scheme
{‘ '6\\)3
Abhiraj Girkar)
Arbitrator
Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No. 6

Urban Development Department, GoM
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12. TIMELINES FOLLOWED IN PREPARING TPS-6:

Table 10: Timelines followed in TPS — 6

Sr. Section of | Time limit Prescribed Time Limit
No. | the Act. Followed
1 60(1) Declaration of Intention 19-07-2019
5 60(2) Declaration in the Official Gazette (30 days) 08-08-2019
(upto 19/08/2019)
3 Covid Orders 31-03-2022
61(1) Publication of Draft Scheme 25-04-2022
4 (9+3 months extension)
(upto 06/08/2020)
68(1) Submission of Draft Scheme to Govt. 22-07-2022
5 (Now to MD, CIDCO)
3 months from Publication
(upto 25/07/2022)
68(2) Sanction of the Draft Scheme by Govt. 21-10-2022
6 3 months from submission by Planning Authority.
(upto 22/10/2022)
68(2) Gazette Notification of Sanction of the Draft Scheme 04-11-2022
7 by Govt.
72(1) Appointment of Arbitrator 02-12-2022
8 One month
(upto 04/12/2022)
72(3) To draw Preliminary Scheme 30-11-2023
9 9 months + 3months extension
(upto 01/12/2023)
72(5) Submission of the Preliminary Scheme 29-12-2023
10 e z
*(No time limit prescribed)
11 86 (1) Sanctioning of Preliminary Scheme by State Govt. 01-03-2024
12 86 (2) Gazette Publication 26-09-2024 to )/
02-10-2024 /]
G
M)
Arbitrator
29% December, 2023. Town Planning Scheme, NAINA No. 6

(Niptialkumar Chaudhari)
Deputy Secretary
Urban Development Department, GoM
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TOWN PLANNING SCHEME, NAINA NO. 06

(Part of Villages of Chikhale, Moho, Pali Khurd, Shivkar)

PRELIMINARY SCHEME

(Under Section 72(4) and Rule 13 (5) & (6))
Table A

Original Plot-wise Decisions of the Arbitrator

Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

P
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Vijaya Sadan Co-Op
Housing Society,
P.M.P Kurup Chief
Promoter,

AV Poulosse,

P. G. Nair,

K. S. Unnithan

Chikhale

137/1/A/172
3

18

1651

Chikhale

137/1/A/4/6
7

19

1704

Chikhale

137/1/A/5

Class I

20

2645

5212.028

5212.028

They appeared for a hearing on 02.05.2023
and submitted their representation dated
23.06.23.

Submission in representation: 1.) Vijaya
Sadan Co-op Society was registered on
03.05.1991. Collector, Alibaug sanctioned
layout and NA permission on their land
bearing survey no. 144/1, 2, 3, 145/1/2/3,
137/1,  146/1, 147/1,  Chikhale.
2.) Out of the abovementioned land, only
Survey No. 137/1 has been included in the
TPS -6 and § existing residential buildings
are in the said land.
3.) In TPS - 6, 45 M wide road is proposed
through the said survey no. 137/1 and thereby
affecting the society's land measuring 788 sq.
m. Remaining 5212 sq. m. land has been
shown under the final plot of TPS - 6 and Rs.
2.92 Crore has been charged as betterment
charges.

4.) The society requested to exclude their
land from TPS - 6 and for the land under the
proposed road, compensation shall be
granted in line with the Samrudhhi Highway.

The part area of the society bearing Gut
no. 137/1/A/1 to 7 included in the
sanctioned draft scheme. It is affected by
45 mt. wide Interim Development Plan
(IDP) road and the remaining area has
been granted Final Plot No. 2. The
objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final
scheme.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to the condition that
for any further development, the said
Final Plot no. 2 shall be considered in
combination with the adjoining land of
the society bearing Gut no. 144/1,2,3,
145/1/2/3, 146/1, 147/1, Chikhale.

Final Plot No. 2, as shown in plan No. 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

Dharmaraj Kautik Mahale

Chikhale

137/1/B

Class I

21

6000

2400

2400

They submitted their representation dated
26.05.2023 but did not appear for a hearing,
Submission in representation-1) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people. Therefore raised an
objection to the inclusion of their land in the

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no. 3A has been proposed in their
original holding bearing survey no.
137/1/B.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the final
plot no as 3A.

Final Plo g@&&‘;yagfﬁ&

said scheme.

in plan no

/
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
5 Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned s X
s Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of o per 7/12 e 4 Amaiganisiad Draft TPS 06 RS bite
No. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
3.) They do not agree with 60 -40 % ratio of | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
the original holding, and does not wish to | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
include their land in NAINA, TPS -6.
They appeared for a hearing on 30.05.2023
and also submitted their representation.
Submission in hearing - 1) Their property | In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
bearing survey no. 137/3 is a collector NA | plot no 3B has been proposed in their
plot and they have constructed a residential | original holding bearing survey no.
bungalow therein. 2) The said NAINA TPS | 137/3,  around  their  structure.
Dattatreva Damodar No. 06 is not accepted by them and requested | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
a PaZankar to delete their original plot no. 23 from the | confirmed, subject to change in the
5 Satvaiit Suresﬂ Patil Chikhale 137/3 Class 1 23 3200 3A 1280 1280 said scheme. 3.) Mrs. Sangeeta Rajendra Patil | name of owners as per the updated 7/12
g a yaJt S bt wide Gift Deed dated 2 July 2013, has gifted | extract and change in the final plot no as
angeeta Ray her share in survey no. 137/3 admeasuring | 3B.
1200sq. m to Mrs. Kamal Alias Sushma
Suresh Patil. Therefore in the ownership | Final Plot No. 3B, as shown in plan no
record of FP no. 3A, the name of Mrs. |4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Sangeeta Rajendra Patil shall be deleted and | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
the name of Mrs. Kamal Alias Sushma
Suresh Patil shall be inserted.
P.M.P. Kurup Chief :.}11? ﬁs;tnn:t(;oned draft scheme proposal is
6 | yagperomoter, | Chikhale | 1432 | Class1| 48 | 5400 | 5 | 2160 2160 | They have neither appeared for hearing 10r | ging) piot No. 5, as shovm in plan no 4,
Soci tp ousing SEER ’ has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
o the area, as recorded in Table B.
7 Indirabai Prabhakar Behere, | Chikhale 142/1 42 5900 2360
Rmehatl R The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
BEHe, confirmed subject to correction in the
Arvind Prabhakar Behere,
; . ; name of the owners as per the updated
Madhuvati Madhusudan They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
" . Class 1 6 4240 % : 712 extract,
8 Joshi, Chikhale 143/1 47 4700 1880 submitted any representation. : .
. Final Plot No. 6, as shown in plan no 4,
Vinaya Ashok Kelkar,
= ” has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Supriya Shrikant Soman, the area, as recorded in Table B
Suniti Sadanand Bapat, ’
Vaishali Ashok Velankar
Gramast Devi Parlit The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vahivatdar, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor Eonbmeq]
9 d Chikhale 142/5 ClassI | 46 3400 7 1360 1360 5 : Final Plot No. 7, as shown in plan no 4,
Dattatreya Damodar submitted any representation.
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Patankar ;
the area, as recorded in Table B.
10 Chikhale 142/3 44 1000 400 They appeared for a hearing on 30.05.2023 | In_the other right column of the 7/12
and submitted their representation at the time |-exfract> of “Gut no 138/1A, it was
. of the hearing and thereafter additional/[hentioned as “kulkayada kalam 63a -1
11 | RehabHousingPvtLtd | oo | 40 | CloSST| 4o | 4500 | 8 600 1000 | ooresentation on 19/6/2023, S} Chyas tartudioadhin kharedi- vikris
Submission 1) Rehab Housing Pvt. Ltd. de pratibandh". Therefore as per their
Gut No. 139/2, 138/1A, 142/3, 142/4\\in

request, their original lands bearing Gut
> 61|Page



Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
. Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned i 5
R Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | 9P | per7iz o P Amegamated | pratt TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Chikhale and Falguni Patel, who is their | no. 142/3, 142/4, 139/2, and 81 pt are
family member, owns Gut No. 81/0 in | clubbed together and combined Final
Shivkar Village. Earlier, with the consent | Plotno.91 has been granted. For Gut no.
letter dated 09.11.2020, they had given 138/1A, Final plot no.94 has been
consent to provide them with a single final | granted.
plot in the scheme. However, the company
has been allotted Final plots no. 8 & 94 and Accordingly Final Plot Nos. 91 & 94, as
Falguni Patel has been allocated Final plot | shown in plan no 4, have been allotted to
no. 568 at different locations, therefore they | the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
contended that it will lead to hardship in | in Table B.
planning and its financial viability, 2.) Civil
Suit No. 675/2011 has been disposed of and
accerdingly wide mutation no. 3598, the
entry of "litigation under civil suit no.
675/2011" in the 7/12 extract of Gut No.
142/3 and 142/4 has been deleted. Also, all
the lands are under occupancy class I 3.)
Therefore they requested to grant one
combined final plot in the joint name of the
company and Falguni Patel.
Sitaram Dharma Chaudhary,
Govind Dharma Chaudhary, Shri. Shrinath Sitaram Choudhary and Shri. | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Janardan Dharma Rajannath Janardhan Choudhary appeared confirmed, subject to change in the
Chaudhary. for a hearing on 25.10.23. | name of the owners, as per the updated
12 Laxman Dharma Chikhale 139/3 ClassII | 30 2000 9 800 800 Submission in hearing -1712 extract.
Chaudhary, 1.) They do not accept the allotted Final Plot. | Final Plot No. 9, as shown in plan no 4,
Parvati Nathu Patil, 2.) The raised an objection regarding the | has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Sitabai Rama Hathmode, NAINA TPS Scheme. the area, as recorded in Table B.
Anandi Vasant Kadav
The objection regarding contribution
They appeared for a hearing on 02.05.2023 charges will be decided in the final
and submitted the following points. | scheme.
Submission in hearing- 1.) They accepted | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
13 M/s Deep Jyot Enterprises | Chikhale 14272 Class I 43 3700 10 1480 1480 the reconstituted final plot as per the draft | confirmed, subject to change in the final
scheme. 2.) They shall be totally exempted plot no. as 10A
from paying the contribution charges as | Final Plot no. 10A, as shown in plan no
prescribed in Form 1. 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Madhusudan Ganesh The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Pagnlll:kni'reé(g,e h confirmed, subject to change in the
Ghangrekar, : an Class I 4 9500 15 3800 3800 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor 171)13111;6 of the owners, as per the upiated
14 Amol Shrikar Ghangrekar, Sl 1 = submitted any representation. Fi i
: " inal P) in plan no 4,
Aditya Shrikar Ghangrekar, has & ¢1(s) and of
Amit Sudhakar Ghangrekar, the B
Anoop Sudhakar )




SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINA NO. 6 o .y - g 5
Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Plenning Scheme NAINA No. 06 i REET A e
£ Tenure Area a8 epresentation on Sanction s
his Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 3 E per 7/12 < - Amiilpmatol Draft TPS 06 Diccoinpliiiiator
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 8 6 7 8 9 10
Ghangrekar,
Madhavi Sudhakar
Ghangrekar
Arvind Shriram Aru,
Pramod Rajaram Lad,
Vishwas Rajaram
Dudhgaonkar,
Chandrakant Janakuram The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Gawli, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor S
15 Surekha Jaywant Dhamal, | Chikhale 1490/5 Class I 38 1500 16 600 600 subglitte P reggntation g Final Plot no. 16, as shown in plan no 4,
Ravikant Madhukar Jadhav, yIep ’ has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Eknath Shridhar Dhuri, the area, as recorded in Table B.
Krishna Dattaram Koyande,
Chandrakant Sopanrao
Jadhav, Asha Lakshman
Gaikwad
The applicant was informed to submit
the document regarding the sanctioned
permission of their existing house. They,
wide letter dated 15.11.2023 informed
that they had taken the permission from
They appeared for a hearing on 16.05.2023 | Chikhale Grampanchayat on 13.11.1997
and submitted their representation. | and completed their structure in 2005.
1) Submission in representation: The | As per section 18 of MR & TP Act, any
NAINA project is not accepted by them and | development in respect of any land
Gargee Sunil Chauhan, ] therefore requested to delete their land | situated in sanctioned Regional Plan
ES Sunil Shantaram Chauhan . 137/4 St 2 B8 I - = bearing survey no. 137/4, Chikhale from | area, shall require prior permission of
NAINA TPS No. 06. the Collector of the District. The
2) Submission during the hearing: The | applicant has not submitted the
existing house in their original land shall be | sanctioned development permission of
retained for them. the Collector, Raigad.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
Final Plot no. 17, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Ell(m st oyl confirmed subject to change in the name
ana Undrya Gaykar,
Gunabai Balaram Patil They have neither appeared for a hearing nor of therowncrs;as'per e updated 7/12
17 Suni ’ Chikhale 13072 Class II 6 600 18 240 240 : : extract.
unita Dashrath Batale, submitted any representation. Fi -
) inal Plot no. 18, as shown in plan no 4,
lv‘lj amts leljdrya Géykalz, has d to the owner(s) and of
L Sreal & f6opNied in Table B.
Lakshmibai Balu Mhatre, . ! sanctioned drafl\scheme proposal is
18 | Bhavna Bhaskar Mhatre, | Chikhale | 141/U/B |ClassTI| 40 | 3760 | 19 | 1504 1504 méyn.‘t‘f‘:f i appea‘f.d for a hearing noc @/m éubject \to change in the
Bhavika Bhaskar Mhatre, ST - %az:l ¢ owners; |as per the updated
J
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 = o 3 o g
- Tenure Area as epresentation of Owner on Sanction s A
7 Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | O | per712 e Tk Amslgamated | prate TPS 06 Declsion,of Arbitrator
Land Records g g
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Dhanashri Bhaskar Mhatre, 712 extract.
Jayashree Gajanan Patil, Final Plot no. 19, as shown in plan no 4,
Sheela Kisan Chorghhe, has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Pratibha Surendra Patil, the area, as recorded in Table B.
Sr.No.3 and 4 Guardian
Mother Bhavna
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
19 | DeleramDharmaPatll | oy | wayuA | ClassT| 39 | 710 | 20 | 3096 3096 | They have ncither appeared for a hearing nor | o iBet fan 1o 4
Bhagwan Dharma Patil . s submitted any representation. h:; beer? a?l%ttc d’ ta: :h:?v%nlgrl()s;ma:llg 0;,
the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. : They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cgnﬁrmed. .
20 Baby Gajanan Mhatre Chikhale 139/5 ClassI | 32 1000 21 400 400 ] 5 Final Plot no. 21, as shown in plan no 4,
submitted any representation. h
as been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
23A conﬁrmedtil subiiict to change in the area
2 ; . as per the boundary measurement.
21 Protect Forest Shivkar 55 WHR | 76 | 80900 | 2% |7343504 | 7343504 | Theyhavencither appeared for a hearing nor | g PT e 23A,23B, 23C & 23D, as
3 submitted any representation. "
23D shown in plan no 4, have been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. : confirmed.
2 Protect Forest Shivkar 9 |WOR | 81 | 48000 | 26 | M7036] s1470563 | Theyhaveneither appearcd fora hearing nor | LB o o plan no
submitted any representation. 4h
, have been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B..
Namdev Rama Tupe,
Kathor Rama Tupe, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Tukaram Rama Tupe, : , confirmed.
23 Nirmala Balu Patil, Shivkar 53 ClassIl | 73 7540 28 3016 3016 gﬁiﬁtﬁgnﬁeﬁrzspgngm ahearing nor | £:.1 Plot no. 28, as shown in planno 4,
Shanti Shalik Mali, Y rep: : has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Dharmi Gotiram Dhavale, the area, as recorded in Table B.
Yamuna Dharma Thombare
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed subject to change in the name
- : of the owners, as per the updated 7/12
2 | Jgncen Parsuram Palle, | Moo | 1054 | ClassI | 517 | 000 | 20 | 2000 200 [T ngither appetl e Alheaing nor | ooy
yrep ’ Final Plot No. 29, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as-recorded in Table B.
Ramesh Aatmaram NELUFA/ NN .
25 B Shivkar 43 |ClassI| 59 | 3970 | 30 | 1588 1588 | Theyhave neither appeared for a hearing nor | “zig?n,ed‘dr?ﬁ SO PP s
Pundalik Aatmaram submitted any representation. Fi lot 10430; Slin ol 4
Dhavale lo no.f?ﬁyas shpwn in plan no 4,
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VED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINANO. 6

Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 66

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area a8
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

26

Grand Developers tarfe
Partner,

Ismail Javed Patel,
Javed Mustafa Patel,
Fakari Hasamvala,
Sandeep Raghunath Dige

Moho

105/3

27

Javed M. Patel,
Ismail J. Patel,
Fakari A. Hasamvala

Moho

107/3

Class I

516

2500

1000

524

1700

31

680

1680

They appeared for a hearing on 12.06.2023
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off.
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.

By considering the area of reservations
and amenities in TPS-6, the request to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60%
of the original land can not be
considered. Regarding FSI and TDR
provisions, the regulations are already
proposed in SDCR for TPS-6. The
objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final
scheme. For concession in the marginal
spaces, new regulation has been
proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 31, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

28

Jhumarlal Motilal Bhalgat

Moho

109/4/2

Class I

528

1500

34

600

600

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 34, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

29

Maruti Aalya Patil

Moho

105/2

Class I

515

2500

35

1000

1000

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 35, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

30

Padmakar Dhau Dhavale,
Sadashiv Dhau Dhavale,
Bhalchandra Dhau Dhavale

Moho

107/5

Class I

526

3600

36

1440

1440

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 36, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

31

32

33

Shankar Kalu Mhatre

Moho

107/4

Class II

525

3200

1280

Moho

118/2/1

Class I

587

3050

1220

Moho

125/1/C

Class I

618

2720

1088

3588

Smt. Kavita Pundalik Mhatre appeared for
hearing on 23.06.2023 and submitted their
representation.

Submission in representation and during
the hearing: 1.) Their written consent was
not taken to include their land in the NAINA
TPS Scheme.
2.) The NAINA project is not accepted by
them and therefore requested to delete their
land bearing survey no. 107/4, 118/2/1,
125/1/C, Moho from NAINA TPS No. 06.

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no 37 has been proposed in part of
their original holding bearing Gut no.
107/4 and adjoining lands.
Their original land bearing Gut No.
118/2/1 is Class I and and Gut No. 107/4
& 125/ 1/C are Class II lands. Therefore

Rlot No. 37A has been

\ut\ﬁg.\ 18/2/1 and Final
granted to 107/4
=i 125/1/C.
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Tenure " Area as
Survey No. of | 3}: per 7/12 Il;ol’
| Land | * | Records i

Name of Owner | Village

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6

8

9

10

34

Final Plots no. 37A and 37B, as shown
in plan no 4, have been allotted to the

owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.

35

Moho 6/1 153 1400

560

Kusum Shivram Popeta,

Bebi Baraku Patil. Class I 40

Moho 518 4100

105/5

1640

2200

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 40, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

36

Kisan Nau More,

Pandurang Balaram More ¥icho

105/6 ClassI | 519 3000 41

1200

1200

They have not appeared for a hearing and
submitted representation on 27.06.2023.
Submission in representation:

1.) Their written consent was not taken to
include their land in the NAINA TPS
Scheme.

2.) The said NAINA TPS is inconsistent with
the law and against the interest of the people,
therefore raised their objection to include
them in the said scheme.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of the owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and change in the final plot
no as 41A.
Final Plot no. 41A, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

37

Vaishali Vishvanath Mhatre | Moho 106/1 ClassI | 520 4900 43

1960

1960

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 43, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

38

Shailendra Hanmant Bhand Moho 106/3/B ClassI | 523 2100 44

840

840

Shri. Dharmesh Shah appeared for the
hearing on behalf of Shri. Shailendra Bhand
on 27.06.2023 and submitted the
representation also.
Submission: 1.) They have been given FP no.
44 against their open plot bearing Survey No.
106/3/B. However, the said FP has an old
existing residential structure of Shri. Shankar
Ganu Mhatre. Instead Shri. Mhatre has been
given an open plot bearing FP no. 405 instead
of their original land no. 106/3/A and other.
2.) They requested to grant Final Plot of
minimum of 50% of their original holding
and it shall be granted in adjoining reserved
Final Plot no. 45.
3.) They shall be exempted from paying the
contribution charges as prescribed in Form 1.

Submission during the combined hearing
of FP 44 and FP 405: i) Gut No. 106/3/B,
Moho is owned by Shri. Shailendra Bhand

By considering the area of reservations
and amenities in TPS-6, the request to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 50%
of the original land can not be
considered. The objection regarding the
contribution amount will be decided in
the final scheme.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised and reconstituted Final Plot No.
45, as shown in plan No. 4, has been
allotted to the owner(s) and of the area,
as recorded in-Table B.

and in lieu of that FP 44 has been proposed.
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

However, in place of FP 44, there are 3
residential structures of Shri. Shankar Ganu
Mhatre (Proposed owner of FP 405).
Therefore Shri. Shailendra Bhand has
requested that FP 44 be granted to Shri.
Shankar Ganu Mhatre and they shall be
granted FP 45 which is reserved for amenity
space.

39

40

41

42

Gavkari Panch Moho

Moho

42

Class II

250

6000

2400

Moho

91/2

Class I

488

7200

2880

Moho

103/4

Class II

506

700

46,

280

Moho

106/2

Class II

521

3000

472

1200

6760

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plots no. 46 & 472, as shown in
plan no 4, have been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.

43

Aalya Bendu Mhatre,
Baban Bendu Mhatre,

Balaram Bendu Mhatre,

Gouri Bendu Mhatre

Moho

110/5

Class I

533

5900

47

2360

2360

They have not appeared for a hearing and
submitted their representation on 27.06.2023.
Submission in representation:

1) Their written consent was not taken to
include their land in NAINA TPS.
2) The said NAINA TPS is inconsistent with
the law and against the interest of the people.
Therefore objected to including their land in
the said scheme.

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no 47 was proposed in part of their
original holding bearing survey no.
110/5 and adjoining land.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 47, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

44

Baban Bandu Mhatre

Moho

104/3

Class I

511

300

49

120

120

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the Final
Plot no. as 49A.
Final Plot no. 49A, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

45

Savita Baliram Mhatre,

Akshay Baliram Mhatre,

Ajay Baliram Mhatre,
Ankit Baliram Mhatre

Moho

104/5/2

Class I

514

1800

50

720

720

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 50A,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.

46

47

48

49

50

51

Jijabai Tukaram Pate,
Bhikaji Tukaram Pate,
Baburao Tukaram Pate

Moho

53/2

Class I

306

2100

840

Moho

69/4

Class II

394

4300

1720

Moho

104/1

Class II

509

7900

3160

Moho

104/2

Class I

510

3200

51,

1280

Moho

104/4

Class I

512

3600

212

1440

Moho

136/1

Class I

676

7800

3120

11560

They appeared for a hearing on 14.06.2023
and  submitted the  representation.
Submission:

1.) The original lands were owned by their
Grandmother Jijabai Tukaram Pathe and after
her demise, it got transferred in the name of
their father Shri. Bhikaji Tukaram Pathe &
Baburao Tukaram Pathe.
2.) They use their land for cultivation

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no 51 was proposed in part of their
original holding bearing Gut no. 104/1
& 104/2 and adjoining land Also ﬁnal

\ Gut no. 53/2
The sgch eddraﬁsch(«’a

I,_:‘ subject to chang
ofpwners. as per thelr i




Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

OoP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

purposes and therefore objected to including
it in NAINA TPS no 06
3.) The said NAINA TPS is inconsistent with
the law and also against the interest of the
people and therefore raised their objection to
include their land in the said scheme.

updated 7/12 extract.
Final Plots no. 51 & 212, as shown in
plan no 4, have been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.

52

Namdev Shankar Patil

Moho

102/4

Class I

502

200

52

80

80

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The shape of the Final Plot No. 52 is
modified to rectangular shape and
slightly shifted downward.
Final Plot No. 52, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

53

Y. Venkat Reddy,
Rameshkumar Choudhari,
Arunkumar Choudhari

Moho

103/5/B

Class I

508

3760

53

1504

1504

The joint hearing of Shri. Yampalla Reddy,
Shri. Arunkumar Chaudhari, Bharat Sahakar
CHS was organised on 20/07/2023 and
08/08/23.

A) Yampalla Reddy submitted a presentation
dated 03.08.23
1. Final Plot No. 53 is allotted to him along
with Arunkumar Chaudhary and
Rameshkumar Chaudhary against original
survey no. 103/5/B.
2. He obtained NA permission and
constructed tenements & 3 shops in an area
measuring 1900 sq. mt.
3. He sold 300 sq. mt. out of 1800 sq. mt
owned by him in the original property-wide
registered deed of conveyance dated 21.04.16
to Arunkumar Chaudhary and thereafter 1500
sq. mt wide registered deed of conveyance to
Rameshkumar Chaudhary.
4. It was never agreed between him and the
tenement holders to form a society and to
transfer the entire original property in favor
of society.
5. He prayed a) to grant a separate final plot
against an 1800 sq. mt. area owned by
Arunkumar & Rameshkumar Chaudhary. b)
to grant a separate final plot area measuring
1900 sq. mt to Bharat Sahakar CHS.

B) Shri. Arunkumar Chaudhary & Shri.
Rameshkumar Chaudhary submitted a
presentation dated. 03.08.2023.
1. They submitted the same points as of Shri.

1.) The Collector, Raigad wide order
dated 13/7/2001 had granted NA and
Building Permission under section 44 of
Maharashtra Land Revenue Act of 1966
for residential use in the original land
bearing Gut No. 103/5/B measuring
3760 sq. mt. As per the sanctioned
building plan, the net area of the plot is
3389 sq. mt. and the sanctioned built-up
area was 3324 sq. mt. Also, Group
Grampanchayat Vangani tarf Waje had
granted them building permission to
construct 48 rooms on the said land.
2.) Shri. Yampalla Venkat Reddy, wide
registered deed of Conveyance dated 21
April 2016 had conveyed 300 sq. mt. of
land in the original gut no. 103/5/B to
Shri. Arunkumar Chaudhary. Also by
registered deed of Conveyance dated 21
April, 2016 had conveyed 1500 sq. mt.
of land in the said original land to Shri.
Rameshkumar Chaudhary.
3) In the sanctioned draft TPS-6, Final
plot no. 53, area- 1504 sq.mt. was
proposed in lieu of Gut no. 103/5/B,
area- 3760 sq.mt. in part area of Gut no.
103/5/B. Final plot no. 54 was proposed
in lieu of Gut no. 103/5/A, 103/3, &
129/6 in remaining part of Gut no
103/5/B, which is occupied by existing
building ',v;’»'«’(?f'ffitl‘ac\ society.
4) Theggfore by-corsidering that the
origingy land bearing no, 103/5/B is NA

Yampalla Reddy.

land dnd-the Collector hadzgx;g‘ ted NA
, U i ig

AR LS © 4 Page
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SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINANO.6

Sr.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

MName of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

OoP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

2. They prayed to grant them a separate final
plot against 1800 sq. mt. in lieu of a
conveyance deed executed by Mr. Reddy in
their favor.

C) Chairman & Secretary, Bharat CHS Ltd.
submitted a presentation dated 08.08.23
1. The Bharat CHS Ltd. is a registered
Cooperative housing society registered in
2017. It has 48 members and is situated in the
village Moho, Taluka-Panvel in survey no.
103/B, Hissa no. 5B/1 admeasuring 3700 sq.
mt.

2. Mr. Yampalla Reddy had played fraud on
the members and executed the sale deed in
respect of the above plot with Mr.
Arunkumar Chaudhary and Mr.
Rameshkumar Chaudhary, but the possession
of the plot is with members of the society.
3. They are in the process of finalising the
conveyance deed in favor of the society and
also filed a civil suit for the cancellation of
the sale deed.
4. They requested not to issue any
rights/alternative plots/development
permission against the said land to Mr
Yampalla Reddy, Arunkumar Chaudhary &
Rameshkumar Chaudhary, as the land
belongs to them.

and Building Permission, 3376 sq. m.
has been granted as the Final Plot. no.54
, by covering the existing building of the
society in the Gut no. 103/5/B. However
the society has not done the conveyance
of Gut no. 103/5/B in their favor and by
registered deed of conveyance, 1800
sq.mt land out of Gut no 103/5/B was
transferred in the name of Shri
Arunkumar  Chaudhary &  Shri.
Rameshkumar Chaudhary.
Therefore as per updated 7/12 extract,
the names of owners in sanctioned draft
scheme are maintained.
Final Plot no. 54, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

54

55

56

Abdul Rehman Solanki

Moho

103/3

Moho

103/5/A

Moho

129/6

Class I

505

2720

1088

507

3670

1468

654

800

54

320

2876

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

In the sanctioned draft scheme, for their
original lands bearing Gut no. 103/3,
103/5/A, 129/6 Final Plot no. 54 was
proposed, and for their lands bearing
Gut no. 103/1, 103/2, 110/1, 129/4,
129/5 Final Plot no. 125 was proposed.
However, Final Plot no. 54 was
proposed on the existing building in Gut
no. 103/5/B.
Therefore for their all lands, a combined
Final plot no. 125 has been alloted, by
i j size of the earlier
\ i ctions

”@fg/y/‘, 5 in the san ed

hown in plan no

N O scheme.
gaflglatgﬁa;;lzkg :

<3 oty 1)
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 & :
3 Tenure Area as epresentation of Owner on Sanctioned ot q
o Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of g [ per 7/12 i xR Amalgamated Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2] 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Anita Abhay Deshapande, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cc?nﬁrmed. ]
57 ; 5 Moho 110/3 Class I 531 2800 57 1120 1120 ; . Final Plot no. 57, as shown in plan no 4,
Vilas Madanlal Khothari submitted any representation. has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
58 | Rukmini Pandurang Shelke, | Moho 1102 530 2900 1160 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vé"a?lyaikpﬁmgsiﬁfff’ Class I 58 1960 | They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | pon €% 58, as shown in plan no 4
59 Latipha Pandurang Shelke, Mcho 136/2B 678 2000 800 submitted any representation. has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Surekha Pandurang Shelke, the area, as recorded in Table B.
60 Moho 111/4/B 538 1600 640 Shri. Vaibhav Narayan Chorghe and Shri. Consideri ]
Pratik Koparkar on behalf of Ratan Jaydev ons1.d.e g t_}l;sar gaﬂo;freservauons o
Koparkar, appeared for hearing on 25.07.23. ta;];egﬁ:s 111:) o f; ;nm;i?;lestf?ogaz;
Submission in hearing: 1) They have Boer ml:ﬂ i b consi de:e 4
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the R fm FSI and TDR i th.
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to CEAICing an alread prov1s1onii e
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area rseglél;tlorés ar;PS gea }_fmprop%s.e AL
Laxmi Maruti Kadav, of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | »>-%. ‘:ge il neamg Jef“‘?ﬁ
Ratan Jaydev Koparkar, Class I 59 1480 FST of the original plot shall be allowed to be beg deci ge d in the ﬁn:l SCheIllllg Vli‘,:)r
61 Vaibhav Narayan Chorghe, Moho 116/4 576 2100 840 consumed on the final plot. Also, S » )
Nisha Narayan Chorghe unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | S°RC¢SSlon m the marginal spaces, new
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any regulation  has  been  proposed.
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form ; .
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off, Theﬁcgongfi :lral% schemse gprl(:poial ol
4) By considering the development of the xn tted eas' shmwn . rlxo. 4ast et;n
High Rise Building, concession in the ow(iler {6),and ((,) £ th;nal!::nasn:é " do 4 =
marginal space shall be granted and for that, Table B coracim
the premium shall not be charged. e
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. . confirmed.
62 | RupeshKrishnaKadav | Moho | 111/4/A | ClassI | 537 | 3110 | 60 | 1244 1244 ﬁ;ﬁ?g“fg’ggﬁ;ﬁgﬁ @ heariig 0T | Einal Plot no. 60, as shown in plan o 4,
yIep ’ has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Joma Changa Mali conﬁrm;?l; subject to chattll%e indath(ei
o L . name of the owners, as per the update
6 | St Jcalﬁﬁ:nhgltlu Moho | 1115 |[ClassII| 539 | 2300 | 62 | 920 920 o f:taevdealf;t:f;r:gg;;elgxfm S esig RO 7 © extract,
Dhakalibai Changa Mali Final Plot No. 62, as shown in planno 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the ar recorded in Table B.
Ganya Kamlu Mhatre, : . The$anctioned draft scheme proposal is
64 | BhagiTukaramBhopi, | Moho | 1112 |Clessh| 535 | 4500 | 64 | 1800 UM e e ccﬁ?& AN
Subhadra Baliram Mhatre, yrep ) FinatPlot no.-64, as shown in plan no 4,
- { (%)
L s
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Propossl of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Sr.
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned A
L Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | OF |per7m2z | XU | ¥ Amalgamated | pratt TPS 06 Besiionios Btitsabc
Land Records i
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Rajesh Baliram Mhatre, has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Santosh Baliram Mhatre, the area, as recorded in Table B.
Smita Laxman Tandel,
Janabai Namdev Mhatre,
Yashvant Namdev Mhatre,
Malati Namdev Mhatre,
Arati parshuran Kedari.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
X They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cc_mﬁrmed. .
65 Joma Changu Mali Moho 112/6 Class1 | 544 2800 65 1120 1120 : g Final Plot no. 65 as shown in plan no 4,
submitted any representation. h
as been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
66 Moho 60/2 ClassIT | 342 700 280 By considering the area of reservations
67 Moho 66/5 ClassII | 380 600 240 They appeared for a hearing on 23.06.2023 | and amenities in TPS-6, the request to
and submitted the representation dated | grant the final plot of a minimum of 60%
23.06.2023. of the original land can not be
considered. Regarding FSI and TDR
Submission: 1.) They have accepted the | provisions, the regulations are already
location of the Final Plot in the sanctioned | proposed in SDCR for TPS-6. The
draft TPS. However, requested to grant the | objection regarding the contribution
Dhau Hiru Patil final plot of a minimum of 60% area of their | amount will be decided in the ﬁ_nal
Changibai Kisna Bha,lckar original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the | scheme. For concession in the marginal
Janabai Namdev Patil i original plot shall be allowed to be consumed | spaces, new regulation has been
Pandurang Namdev Pa t’ll on the final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due | proposed.
Balaram Namdev Patil ? to any restrictions, shall be permitted to be - .
Baliram Namdev Patil’ 66 1928 transf_errgd as TDR on any plot. 3)~ The | Their .ongmal land bearing Gut No.
68 Krishna Namdev Patil, Moho 112/4 ClassT | 543 3520 1408 contribution amount as per'form no. 1 is not | 112/4 is Class I and and Gut No. 60/2 &
Santosh Namdev Patil’ - accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By | 66/5 are Class II lands. Therefore the
Surekha Kathod Tupe, considering the development of the High | proposed Final Plot No. 66 has been
Sunita Nana Patil 2 Rise Building, concession in the marginal | divided and Final Plot No. 66A has been
Shaila Subhash Mha’ﬁe space shall be granted and for that, the | granted to Gut No. 112/4 and Final Plot
premium shall not be charged. 3.) They shall | No. 66B has been granted to 60/2 &
be granted the compensation for Tabela and | 66/5. Also, as per updated 7/12 extracts
Trees in their original holding. Also, they | the name of the owners have been
shall be granted the certificate of Project | corrected.
Affected Person. 4.) They stated that they are
willing to be involved in the scheme only if | Final Plots no. 66A and 66B, as shown
their above requests are accepted, otherwise | in plan no 4 has been allotted to the
the scheme is not accepted by them. owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.
"]I'(l)l%)g ga:)\;;ubnutted representation dated on Th;’;ﬁc gone d draft scheme proposal is
e . z co! e
69 Janardan Balu Mhatre | Moho 1153 | Class1 | 565 | 3500 | 72 | 1400 1400 S“T‘;l“;‘jzgz‘s‘ion s %R:fpt?:;‘:ffig;‘;i ]l;inatl) Pl “aséhoin plan mo 4,f
land by CIDCO and allot the remaining 40% | 1* oy and o
of land to them is no acceptable to them. 2) o “9«%%’ e _%ﬁ i
C sy )«
%\\ it \\),// 71|Page
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
: Tenure | . | Areaas Representation of Owner on Sanctioned b 52 bit
sl Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 1(3: per 7/12 ;;l; Al:l; Aml?ll’g::::ted Draft TPS 06 Decnslfm i Ao
Land | Records ] ]
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
There is no public purpose in NAINA TPS
and to include them in the said scheme
without their consent and levying
contribution charges is itself against natural
law. 3) If any land is required for public
purposes, it shall be acquired under the
LARR Act. 4) Accordingly they requested to
exclude their original land from said TPS-6.
Maymun Ismail Sheikh,
Amina Shahfajal Sheikh,
l};i:; :nlildgllcrs?l dsllalﬁl’ The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
A iy 3 . firmed.
Bibi Ahmed Sheikh They have neither appeared for a hearing nor . .
70 Shaida Gana Pinjari, Moho 1111 ClassII | 534 2100 73 840 840 submitted any representation. Final Plot no. 73, as shown in plan no 4,
Ramjana Ahmed Sheikh has been allotted to tt_le owner(s) and of
Muskan Barkat Sheikh R the area, as recorded in Table B.
Rafik Ahmed Sheikh,
Chandra Mojamali Sheikh
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vasant Manaji Bhadra, : . confirmed.
71 | GitaRaghunath Nerulkar, | Moho 1154 | ClassI | 566 | 2200 | 74 | 880 880 x}zi‘g‘e‘f&f‘?ﬁi‘fs’gsxﬂ  for a hearing 10T | by a1 Plot no. 74, as shown in plan no 4,
Nirabai Pundalik Patil s ) has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
72 Moho 115/1 563 8200 3280 . By considering the area of reservations
73 Moho 1152 564 | 1600 640 gﬁﬁfgﬁi‘?d ]f")’ ;f:y"“‘gi :“az&gfe'ioﬁe’ and amenities in TPS-6, the request to
74 Moho 115/5 567 1300 520 location of the Final Plot in the sanctioned glt'\an:h the ﬁnal pl:lt olf al;lmlmum oi 60}?
draft TPS. However, requested to grant the il de grlgl;{l da.n chaln l:loTDlg
final plot of a minimum of 60% area of thejr | COSidered. Regarding an
original land, | Provisions, the regulations are already
2, Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot | ProPsed in S g s
shall be allowed to be consumed on the final | °%° :m wﬁfggr dg id ?1 4 onth l;irali
plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due to any aglll?;?e F W 1P $ S al
Govind R. Jaydhara Class I 75 6640 restrictions, shall be permitted to be |S L S
transferred as TDR on any plot. spaces, new regulation has been
75 Moho 1171 580 5500 2200 3) The contribution amount as per form no. 1 proposed.
is not accepted and shall be waived off. - .
4) By considering the development of the Ihe sanctloned_draﬁ e Proposal B
High Rise Building, concession in the confirmed, subject to the correction n
marginal space shall be granted and for that. ﬂe‘e S f IO e e disic
the premium shall not be charged. 5.) The ;"q:l ;i 75 e it i 4
ownership mentioned in form no. 1 shall be hm b Oa?loﬁ d,tastshown np anng i.
corrected as follows: Govind R. Jaidhara. 5 been, dlotied o thg owner(s) and o
the area, as recorded in Table B.
Dhaya Hari Phadke, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
76 Gopal Hari Phadke, Moho 113/6 ClassI | 550 200 76 80 80

submitted any representation.

The sanctfoned draft scheme proposal is

confi d:s

Final §lof no. 76, as-shown in plan no 4,
=1 [ ars g
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SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNI

G SCHEMENAINANO.6

Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 66
X Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned 3
ek Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | OF |per72 | v | NP Amagamated | prate TPS 06 i e
Land Records S
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Valkya Gopal Phadke, has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Mahadev Hari Phadke the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
] . confirmed.
77 | Motiram DhonduPatil | Moho 1161 | ClassT | 569 | 2400 | 77 | 960 960 . have neither appeared for a hearing ROr | ging} piot no. 77, as shown in plan o 4,
yrep ’ has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
N . confirmed.
78 | Pundalik ZimagyaPatl | Moho 11566 | ClassT | 568 | 1600 | 78 | 640 640 L2 ilt‘f‘e‘:fa‘f“f:rgg;f‘t"id:‘” ahearing nor | po o lot no. 78, as shown in plan no 4,
Y rep ation. has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
. . The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
L;I:;nuabl;iaklnagdkaﬁ‘ﬁgzge, confirmed, subject to change in the
’ . . name of the owners, as per the updated
79 | HareshvarBalaramurf | \opo | 1113 | Classi| 536 | 1700 | 79 | 680 680 Ty areneilithdiipes e diowaticuiiginon | 71> extract,
Bama Patil, submitted any representation. Final P1 he .
Sanjay Balaram urf Bama inal Plot no. 79, as shown in plan no 4,
Patil has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
They appeared for a hearing on 26.06.23 and
submitted  their representation  dated
22.06.23.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) 1.) They
l;‘:e a::negtti:;ilélae logr?; n o_lflt,lée Fn;ﬁ“l;le(i’t;l Considering the area of reservations and
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum amenities in TPS-6, the request to &r it
of 160manen otiici: oxgmsbilangs. 2] L eSOl ot
Pésinissitie kOOBSNoftheonmnsliplotihal g S B ey e Hielta i ered
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot. Regmdmg Ry TR tl}e
Mahadev Ananta Mhatre, Also, unconsumed FSI due to any rsegléllz;t 101}sr M%Pg r6ead)%hprop<:,§edﬁ;1;
Jayram Ananta Mhatre, restrictions, shall be permitted to be regarding (:he contrib.utioneamg anetcwill
Narayan Ananta Mhatre, transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The = ]
80 I T — Moho 116/2/A | ClassIl | 570 1750 81 700 700 contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not zgndemidc:;linmththfn ﬁn?lalsche(?;e. rfor
Barka Gana Patil, accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By | gul"ests. i g a’bge‘: it :(‘l"
Gomibai Shalik Patil considering the development of the High SRR S el
Rise Building, concession in the marginal . .
space shall gbe granted and for that,gnt;le The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
premium  shall not be  charged. I(i“(i)rlllaﬁlr;}:?ﬁ 81 —— 4
Submission in Representation: 1.) Their Hasib allo tt d’fs fho e ng i.
written consent was not taken to include their thas i ce - do di ej(zv;r;erl(;s) anco
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA | "¢ &¢% & Tecorcec in fable .
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA. No. 06 : i o 4 S :
. Tenure Area as , epresentation of ner on Sanctione
Ne: Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of ;‘) t per 7/12 L e Amxipamatid Draft TPS 06 Yetisippt Arbitcator
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for hearing nor cqnﬁrmed. .
81 Laxman Chahu Mhaskar Moho 124/1 ClassI | 608 2500 82 1000 1000 : A Final Plot no. 82, as shown in planno 4,
submitted any representation. h
as been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.
Baby Shalikgram Phadke,
Subhash Shalikgram
Phadke,
Sujata Digambar The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Khandakale, ’ . confirmed.

82 | GamuNarayanPhadke, | Moho | 1132 | ClassI | 546 | 2700 | 83 | 1080 1080 | Ihey ilt‘taevd“'a‘:f‘“r‘ee’rzls’gggig:‘” ahearing 0% | gl Plot no. 83, as shown in plan o 4,
Bhagwan Narayan Phadke, yrep ) has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Siddharth Narayan Phadke, the area, as recorded in Table B.

Vasant Narayan Phadke,
Ranjna Ram Jambhulkar,
Laxmi Madan Patil
Devkabai Namdev Phadke . .
! The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Eﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁﬁ gﬁ?i:z gﬁ:gkkz’ They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cqnﬁrmed. .
83 Naresh Namdev Phadke >|  Moho 113/4 ClassI | 548 2900 84 1160 1160 submitted any representation Final Plot no. 84, as shown in plan no 4,
. ; 4 ’ has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
Nirabai Sandeep Jadhav, the area, as recorded in Table B
Shevanti Gurunath Patil 4 i
2 o 7 R [T —
- - Co! ed.

f| v SRl cw PR w CE | Doyttt | FER v

as been allotted to the owner(s) and of

88 Moho 125/3 621 500 200 the area, as recorded in Table B

89 Moho 125/4/A 622 600 240 j

90 Moho 124/6A 613 2470 988 They appeared for a hearing on 15.06.23 and

91 Moho 124/6B 614 2730 1092 submitted  their representation  dated Considering the area of reservations and

15.06.23. amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the original land can not be considered.
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area | regulations are already proposed in
Kundlik Sitaram Patil of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
- 2 FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be regarding the contribution amount will
Bhaskar Tulshiram Patil, Ehex o s consumed on the final plot. Also, | be decided in the final scheme. For
92 Bhanudas Tulshiram Patil Mocho 128/1/B 639 2400 960 i 5 ’

unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off.
4) By considering the development of the

concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation  has been  proposed.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Ployio. 87, as;shown in plan no 4,

High Rise Building, concession in the | has beed/allotted to the owner(s) and of
marginal space shall be granted and for that, | the ar¢4,-as recorded in Table B,
the premium shall not be charged. &
= : = . Y SR
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SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINANO.6

Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

5

6

7

8

9

10

Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

93

Laxmibai Hiru Mhatre

Moho

128/1/A

Class I

638

2400

88

960

960

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of the owners, as per the updated
712 extract.
Final Plot no. 88, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

94

95

96

Tukaram Hari Patil,
Shyam Hari Patil

Moho

2/6

Moho

128/2

Moho

128/3

Class I

136

200

80

640

1400

560

641

1500

600

1240

They have not appeared for a hearing. Shri.
Shyam Hari Patil and Shri. Mayur Tukaram
Patil submitted representation dated
03.07.2023,

Submission in representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

Smt. Vanita Tukaram Patil, Shri. Mayur
Tukaram Patil, Smt. Dhanashri Kiran Bhopi,
Smt. Namrata Subhash Naik, Smt. Dharati
Tukaram Patil submitted representation dated
on 03.07.2023,
Submission in representation: 1.)Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no 90 has been granted in part of
their original holdings bearing survey
no. 12872 & 128/3.

The location of Final Plot No. 90 has
been slightly shifted upward on the same
road and as per the updated 7/12 extract,
the names of the owners have been
changed.

Final Plot no. 90 has been allotted, as
shown in plan no. 4, to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

97

Dnyanu Bhimrao Mane

Moho

13273

Class I

666

1000

92

400

400

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is

confirmed.

Final Plot no. 92, as shown in plan no 4,

has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
as recerded in Table B.

98

Dharma Kathor Thakur

Moho

132/5

Class I

668

2100

93

840

840

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

opP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP

No.

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned

| Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

N

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

has been alloited to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

99

100

M/s Rihhab Housing Pvt.
Ltd.

Chikhale

138/1A

25

3300

1320

Chikhale

13972

Class I

29

2700

94

1080

2400

They appeared for a hearing on 30.05.2023
and submitted their representation at the time
of the hearing and thereafter additional
representation on 19/6/2023.
Submission 1) Rehab Housing Pvt. Ltd. Own
Gut No. 139/2, 138/1A, 142/3, 142/4 in
Chikhale and Falguni Patel, who is their
family member, owns Gut No. 81/0 in
Shivkar Village. Earlier, with the consent
letter dated 09.11.2020, they had given
consent to provide them with a single final
plot in the scheme. However the company
has been allotted final plots no. 8 & 94 and
Falguni Patel has been allocated Final Plot
no. 568 at different locations, therefore they
contended that it will lead to hardship in
planning and its financial viability, 2.) Civil
Suit No. 675/2011 has been disposed of and
accordingly wide mutation no. 3598, the
entry of "litigation under civil suit no.
675/2011" in the 7/12 extract of Gut No.
142/3 and 142/4 has been deleted. Also, all
the lands are under occupancy class I 3.)
Therefore they requested to grant one
combined final plot in the joint name of the
company and Falguni Patel.

In the other right column of the 7/12
extract of Gut no 138/1A, it was
mentioned as "kulkayada kalam 63a -1
chya tartudis adhin kharedi- vikris
pratibandh". Therefore as per their
request, their original lands bearing Gut
no. 142/3, 142/4, 139/2, and 81 pt are
clubbed together and combined Final
Plot no.91 has been granted. For Gut no.
138/1A, Final plot no.94 has been
granted.

Accordingly Final Plot Nos. 91 & 94, as
shown in plan no 4, have been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

101

Rohidas Tukaram Mhatre

Moho

128/5

Class I

643

2300

95

920

920

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of the owners, as per the updated
712 extract.
Final Plot No. 95, as shown in plan no 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area, as recorded in Table B.

102

Narayan Hari Patankar

Moho

128/6/B

Class I

645

800

96

320

320

Shri. Padmakar Chandu Patil appeared for a
hearing on 20.06.23
Submission in Hearing: 1) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,

unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regari e contribution amount will
be d \g@cﬁ niithe” final scheme. For
cony %‘}gﬁ in the margmal spaces, new

be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any

regylation  « as beep proposed.
( #45 y =l
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Sr.

Proposal of Saciioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
ey Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of g = per 7/12 e e Anaignice Draft TPS 06 DpstisaiokAstametan
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off. | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
4) By considering the development of the | confirmed, subject to change in the
High Rise Building, concession in the | name of owners, as per their request and
marginal space shall be granted and for that, | updated 712 extract.
the premium shall not be charged. 5.) As per | Final Plot no. 96 has been allotted, as
the order dated 06.07.2021 of Additional | shown in plan no. 4, to the owner(s) and
Tahsildar and Land Tenancy Authority | of the area as recorded in Table B.
Panvel, mutation entry number 2552, was
approved. Accordingly, the name of the
original owner of Gut No. 128/6/B Village
Moho, Shri. Narayan Hari Patankar has been
canceled and the following names are
included as the occupier class II of Gut
Number 128/6/B: i) Aambibai Gopal
Phadke, ii.)Padmakar Chindu Patil, iii.)
Mahadu Chindu Patil, iv.) Manda Mafa Alias
Mahendra Patil, v.) Vaibhav Mafa alias
Mahendra Patil, vi) Vaishali Sanjay
Koparkar, vii.) Satish Mafa alias Mahendra
Patil.
Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor B
103 Narayan Hari Patankar Moho 128/6/C ClassI | 646 750 97 300 300 s 7/12 extract.
yrep ) Final Plot No. 97, as shown in plan no.4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area as recorded in Table B.
They appeared for a hearing on 04.05.23. | Considering the area of reservations and
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to | the original land can not be considered.
Virai Sandeen Mhatre grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
104 y P > Moho 126/2 ClassI | 625 600 98 240 240 of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | regulations are already proposed in

Shantanu Sandeep Mhatre

FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form

f5t—TFPS-6. The objection
ng " \the’ conﬁib\utlon amount will
ed‘m ﬂi@\ﬁgal scheme. For
al spaces, new
n  proposed.
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

5

6

7

8

9

10

no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off,
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 98, as shown in plan no. 4,
has been allotted to the owner(s) and of
the area as recorded in Table B.

105

Narayan Shivram Patil,
Lata Chandrakant Uandge,
Ravindra Shamrav Ghure

Moho

128/4

Class I

642

3320

99

1328

1328

They submitted their representation on
08.05.23,

Submission: 1.) Mrs. Lata Chandrakant
Undage Stated that she owns lands at five
different locations in village Moho in joint
ownership with others. However, they have
been granted Final Plot no. 99,
112,127,308,335 at various locations.
Therefore they requested to allot them the
combined final plot on a road of larger width
for better planning and for consumption of
FSI. 2)) In the calculation of betterment
charges, the commercial exploitation of plots
available to NAINA and income to be
generated against that is not taken into
consideration, therefore requested to give a
setback of income to be generated against
these commercial plots. 3.) In the case of TPS
planning, the land area of 40% is adequate for
common amenities, and the balance of 60%
land is to be handed over back to the owner.
Thereafter All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and Ravindra
Ghure has submitted notariesed consent for
considering their original land parcels in joint
ownership and to provide them a single Final
Plot.

All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and
Ravindra Ghure has submitted notarised
consent for considering their original
land parcels in joint ownership and to
provide them a single Final Plot.
Accordingly, single Final Plot No. 127
has been granted for their original lands
bearing 100/4, 102/1A, 1B, 1C, 1E, IF,
129/3, 13072, 130/3, 130/7, 131/1,
131/6, and 44/5 (FP No. 112, 127 and
308 in the draft sanctioned scheme.)
Their original land bearing no. 128/4 is
co-owned by Shri. Narayan Patil and
therefore its final plot no. 99 is retained.
Also, original land bearing 59/6 is co-
owned by Shekhar Namdev Bhujbal &
Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal and therefore
its final plot no. 335 is retained.
Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
The objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final
scheme.

Final Plot no. 99 has been allotted as
shown in plan no. 4 to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

106

107

Radhabai Baliram Patil,
Shantaram Baliram Patil

Moho

117/6

585

3300

1320

Moho

128/8

Class I

648

1300

100

520

1840

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of the owners, as per the updated
712 extract.
Final Plot No. 100, as shown in plan
no.4, has been allotted to the owner(s)

108

109

Balya Hasu Patil

Moho

116/3/C

Class I

575

400

160

Moho

128/6/A

Class II

644

1250

101

500

660

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor

€a as recorded in Table B.
ted, draft scheme, as the

submitted any representation.
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Viliage

Survey No.

Tenure
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Area as
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FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
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Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

and 128/6/A are of the same ownership,
a combined final plot no. 101 was
granted. Now as per the updated 7/12
extract, the ownership of Gut no.
116/3/C has been changed. Therefore
separate final plots no. 101 A & 101B
are allotted for Gut no. 128/6/A and
116/3/C respectively.

Final Plot No. 101A & 101B, as shown
in plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.

110

Bhagwan Shankar Mhatre

Moho

116/2/B

Class I

571

1050

102

420

420

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 102, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

111

Ballal Vishnu Patankar

Moho

116/2/C

Class I

572

900

104

360

360

Shri. Tukaram Rambhau Mhatre appeared for
a hearing on 13.06.23.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) The contribution
amount as per form no. 1 is not accepted and
shall be waived off. 3.) By considering the
development of the High Rise Building,
concession in the marginal space shall be
granted and for that, the premium shall not be
charged. 4.) As per the order dated
12.06.2017 of Additional Tahsildar and Land
Tenancy Authority Panvel mutation entry
number 2519, was approved. Accordingly,
the name of the original owner of Gut No.
116/2/C Village Moho, Shri. Ballal Vishnu
Patankar has been canceled and the following
name is included as the occupier class II of
Gut Number 116/2/C: Shri. Tukaram
Rambhau Mhatre.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 712 extract.
Final Plot No. 103, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

112

Jitendra Dattatray Shelke,
Jivika Dattatray Shelke,
Kavita Ravindra Patil,
Savita Vishwas Bhoir,
Yogita Jagan Phadke,

Moho

116/5

Class II

577

2300

105

920

920

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirm: ject to slight modification
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 s ¥ R
3 Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctione hrs
s Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of 12 13 per 7/12 b i ATl amated Draft TPS 06 Diéeision elsbitratar
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Lalita Santosh Patil,
Bebi Dattatraya Shelke
Baban Aalya Patil,
Haribhau Aalya Patil, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Nandabai Ramdas Patil, : ; confirmed.
113 | Barkibai Suresh Mhatre, | Moho | 116/%B | ClassI | 574 | 250 | 106 | 100 100 ;ru‘flﬁt‘t“e‘:fa‘f‘t:‘e’rggsggfr abearing n0r | pival Plot no. 106, as shown in plan o
Pushpa Sadu Patil, TP ’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Gunvanti Aalya Patil, of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Bamibai Aalya Patil
114 Moho 116/3/A 573 250 100 They appeared for a hearing on 22.06.23.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
Padmakar Chindu Patil, sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
Mahadu Chindu Patil, grant the final plot of a minimum of 80% area
Aambibai Gopal Phadke, of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | The sanctioned draft scheme propopsal
Manda Mafa urf Mahendra FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | is  confirmed, subject to slight
Patil, Class I 107 656 consumed on the final plot. Also, | modification in the shape.
115 | Vaibhav Mafa urf Mahendra | Moho 121/6/C 602 1390 . 556 unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | Final Plot no. 107, as shown in plan no
Patil, be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Satish Mafa urf Mahendra plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Patil, no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off,
Vaishali Sanjay Koparkar 4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.
Aambi Bandu Bhopi,
Pandurang Ganu Mhatre,
Devkabai Rajaram Patil,
Vandna Namdev Patil,
Changuna Ganu Mhatre,
Gangubai Ganu Mhatre, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Kisan Dharama Patil, confirmed, subject to change in the
Alka Maruti Bhalekar, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | number ~ of ~ the  final lot.
e Kamal Sakharam Patil, Melio " ElasSGE 0D L Gl P submitted any representation. Final Plot no. 108, as shown in plag no
Suman Namdev Dhavale, 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Rakesh Prakash Patil, of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Dinesh Prakash Patil, Kamla
Maruti Joshi, Vithabai
Janrdhan Patil, Sandeep
Narayan Gawade, Dhulaji
Lakshman Pandhare
ol They appeared for a hearing on 20.06.23. Considering the area of reservations and
\S/'as_ant gda;l?!.]?élagra, Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | amenities.in”TPS-6; the request to grant
117 agay L ushu s adsy, Moho 118/2/2 | Class1 | 588 | 6150 | 110 | 2460 2460 accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
Ramesh Budhaji Kadav

sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to

the final plot of a'minimum of 80% of
o ollas
ji?

grant the final plot of a minimum of 80% area

the ofigin: I'land can not be considered.
R¢ g FSTand TDR provisions, the
\ =3
\\
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

No.

Mame of Owner

Village

Sarvey No.

Tenure
of
Land

OoP
Ne.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Arca

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off.
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged. 5.) There
are three sub-holders of survey no. 118/2/2:
a.) Vasant Manaji Bhadra - 1600 sq. m. b.)
Sanjay Bhudhaji Kadav - 2250 sq. m. ¢.)
Ramesh Bhudhaji Kadav - 2300 sq. m. and
therefore requested to grant independent final
plots for all three subholders. 4.) In the
holding of Shri. Ramesh Bhudhaji Kadav, a
temporary farmhouse of 1342 sq. ft., 20 trees,
and one well exists.

regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been proposed. As they
are sub-holders of Gut no. 118/2/2, the
request to grant an independent final
plot to each of them can not be
considered.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
number of the final  plot.
Final Plot No. 109, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

118

Sakharam Shankar Mhatre,
Taibai Aappa Mhatre,
Aappa Balaram Mhatre

Moho

13172

Class I

659

500

111

200

200

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 7/12 extract. Also the number of
the final plot has been changed.
Final Plot no. 110, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

119

Lata Chandrakant Undage,
Ravindra Shamrao Ghure

Moho

1311

Class I

658

1500

112

600

600

They have submitted their representation on
08.05.23,

Submission: 1) Mrs. Lata Chandrakant
Undage Stated that she owns lands at five
different locations in village Moho in joint
ownership with others. However, they have
been granted Final Plot no. 99,
112,127,308,335 at various locations.
Therefore they requested to allot them the
combined final plot on a road of larger width
for better planning and for consumption of
FSL 2.) In the calculation of betterment
charges, the commercial exploitation of plots
available to NAINA and income to be
generated against that is not taken into
consideration, therefore requested to give a
setback of income to be generated against
these commercial plots. 3.) In the case of TPS

All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage, and
Ravindra Ghure have submitted
notarised consent for considering their
original land parcels in joint ownership
and to provide them a single Final Plot.
Accordingly, single Final Plot No. 127
has been granted for their original lands
bearing 100/4, 102/1A, 1B, 1C, 1E, 1F,
129/3, 130/2, 130/3, 130/7, 131/1,
131/6, and 44/5 (FP No. 112, 127 and
308 in the draft sanctioned scheme.)
Their origt bearing no. 128/4 is

0. 99 is retained.
igirial lend\bearing 59/6 is

 Shekhar Namdev Bhujbal
- T %
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 & B 5 = -+
: Tenure Area as epresentation of ner on Sanction i
L Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of | 3 P per 7/12 il a2 e Draft TPS 06 Rerslonet/sbirate
0. No. Area FP Area 3
Land Records .
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
planning, the land area of 40% is adequate for | & Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal, and
common amenities, and the balance of 60% | therefore its final plot no. 335 is
land is to be handed over back to the owner. | retained.
Thereafter All the partners of M/s Rainbow Considering the area of reservations and
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and Ravindra | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
Ghure has submitted notariesed consent for | the original land can not be considered.
considering their original land parcels in joint | The objection regarding the contribution
ownership and to provide them a single Final | amount will be decided in the final
Plot. scheme.
Final Plot no. 127 has been allotted as
shown in plan no. 4 to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
In the Sanctioned Interim Development
Plan, their original land bearing Gut no.
136/2 was affected by the reservation of
Savita Anant Patil, Growth Centre and therefore they were
Bhushan Anant Patil, granted Final Plot No. 113 in Moho
Shantaram Chintu Patil, A . Village.
120 |  DhammaChintuPatil, | Chikhale | 1362 | ClassI | 15 | 1000 | 113 | 400 400 iyl g shappeat iuglheatingor
Bhagwan Chintu Patil, yrep ’ The layout of the scheme has been
Gangabai Chintu Patil, revised for planning requirements and
Sr.no. 2 Gaurdian Savita revised reconstituted Final Plot No. 14,
as shown in plan No. 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.
Jankibai Sitaram Patil, Arun
Sitaram Patil, The layout of the scheme has been
Sunanda Dattatray Patil, revised for planning requirements and
Mahadibai Ambaji Thakur, ] They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 112,
12 Padma JomaJPatil, Shivkar BOGE) ClassIl | 111 1010 L i A submitted any representation. as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
Chetan Joma Patil, to the owner(s) and of the area, as
Daivik Joma Patil, recorded in Table B.
Tejaswi Bhanudas Patil
As per updated 7/12 extract, the name of
the owners have been changed.
The layout of the scheme has been
Ambo Bamma Tople, . They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | revised for planning requirements and
L2 Hira Bama Topllc)e e 2 S 2 {500 L S g0 submitted any representation. revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 113,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owng and of the area, as
reoon s RTHETN,
Dilip Hiru Mhatre, The Axobtof the”; cheme has been
Tukaram Dattatrey Patil, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | revfs for ;planain, irerents and
i Pandhrinath Dattatrey Patil, Rl e iSSR0 00 L Lol 1860 submitted any representation. e @. eco‘l?tﬂf}_']§l e}\B lot no. 115,
Phashibai Dattatrey Patil, as pigwn in ;’_w 0 i,) fag/been allotted
o = %\\:ﬁfJg%‘?\' / 82 |Page
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SANCIIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINA NO. 6

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 05

Sr.
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned s
oy Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of gf per 7/12 Pl‘;f A‘:‘; Amli;‘l',g;‘:;‘a“d Draft TPS 06 DEsisiy oA
Land | Records 1
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Lilabai Dattatrey Patil, to the owner(s) and of the area, as
Shantabai Dattatrey Patil, recorded in Table B.
Shantaram Dattatrey Patil,
Sugandha Pandurang Patil,
Surdas Dattatrey Patil,
Surekha Haribhau
Kurangale,
Sangita Laxman Pavnekar
They appeared for a hearing on 21.06.23. | Considering the area of reservations and
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
three lands at Moho bearing Gut no. 120/5, | the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
81/1/A, and 81/1/B and have been given | the original land can not be considered.
Final plots no. 119 and 390 at different | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
locations. They requested to grant a |regulations are already proposed in
combined square-shaped final plot for their | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
total holding at the place of Final Plot no. | regarding the contribution amount will
390. Also, they requested to grant a Final Plot | be decided in the final scheme. For
of a minimum of 60% area of their original | concession in the marginal spaces, new
124 Ganesh Damu Shelke Moho 120/5 ClassI | 593 3100 119 1240 1240 land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original | regulation has been  proposed.
plot shall be allowed to be consumed on the | As per their request, their three lands
final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due to any | bearing Gut No. 120/5, 81/1/A, &
restrictions, shall be permitted to be | 81/1/B are clubbed together (Final Plot
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The | no. 119 & 390 in sanction draft scheme),
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not | and combined Final Plot no 116 is
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By | allotted.
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal | Final Plot No. 116, as shown in plan No.
space shall be granted and for that, the | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
premium shall not be charged. of the area as recorded in Table B.
125 Moho 172 129 500 200 They appeared for hearing and submitted | A.) In the sanctioned Draft TPS - 6,
126 Netis Padis Kaday Moho 65/3 365 600 240 their notarised stamped consent letter dated | 1.) Final Plot no. 120 was proposed for
127 AtantaPadi Kada\; Moho 68/1/A 385 630 252 29/19/2023. It was mentioned that they had | Gut no. 1/2, 65/3, 68/1/A, 116/6/B,
128 Raibai Ragho Ka da\; Moho 116/6/B 579 1060 424 distributed their lands between themselves | 121/3, 123/6, Moho.
129 . > Moho 12173 596 3200 1280 and it was registered wide mutation entry no. | 2.) Final Plot no. 172 & 263 were
Rma eehoRcno, 2473 as follows: | proposed for Gut no. 5/4, 58/5, Moh
Prakash Ragho Kadav. > * | proposed for Gut no. 5/4, , Moho.
Gulabbai Ananta Rodp al]lar 1) Hiraman Ragho Kadav & Prakash Ragho | 3.) Final Plot no. 179 was proposed for
Yamunabai Ashok Gaikar > Kadav- Gut nos-5/4-14 gunthe, 116/6B-10 | Gut no. 126/1, Mobho.
Kri A > Class I 120 3876 gunthe, 68/1/B- 6.70 gunthe, 65/3, - 6 gunthe, | 4.) Final Plot no. 461 was proposed for
i 58/5- 13 the. |Gut  no.  68//B,  Moho
e 2) Suresh Rambhau Kadav & stulﬁ/ani B.) As per fegistered dist;ibution deeci
130 | Sitabai Rambhau Kadav, | Moho 123/6 607 | 3700 1480 Rambhau Kadav- Gut nos. 123/6- 22 gunthe, | 1442/2020 dated 03.02.2020, mutation
s e e e e 172 5 gunthe, 5/4- 14 gunthe, 68/1A- 6.30 was  registered
Yashwant Rambhau Kadav, aas B i i) s e TR S
DrisgiNasayai Plinlore gunthe. Therpafier; |4ceo ding, to updated 7/12
Eoninh Mhatre, 3) Nama Padu Kadav- Gut no. 5/4- 14 ’ﬁa’?ﬁéef‘@ wners of above
gunthe, 58/5- 16 gunthe, 126/1- 11 gunthe. 0o changed.
4) Nirabai Kadav, Sarita Patil & Surekha submitted

83|Page




Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
Sr. - - ¢

No.

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

| Tenure

of
Land

or
No.

Area as
- per 7/12

Records |

FP
No.

! Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

Mhatre- Gut Nos. 123/6- 15 gunthe, 121/3-
32 gunthe, 41/5- 11 gunthe.
Accordingly they requested to grant separate
final plots as per their individual’s holdings.

notarised stamped consent letter dated
20.10.20223 and accordingly requested
to grant separate final plot as per their
holdings.

D.) According to their consent letter and
updated 7/12 extract, the layout of the
scheme has been revised and revised
reconstituted final plots are allotted as
follows;

i) For Gut no. 5/4, 116/6/B, 68/1/B,
65/3,  58/5, Moho Village total area
4900 sq. m. of Hiraman Ragho Kadav &
Prakash Ragho Kadav, Final Plot no.
341 A has been allotted on their existing
structure in Gut no. 58.
ii.) For Gut no. 123/6, 1/2, 5/4, 68/1/A,
Moho Village total area 4730 sq. mt. of
Suresh Rambhau Kadav & Yashwant
Rambhau Kadav, Final Plot no. 310 has
been allotted.
iii.) For Gut no. 5/4, 58/5, 126/1, Moho
Village total area 4100 sq. m. of Nama
Padu Kadav, Final Plotno. 263 has been
allotted.

iv.) For Gutno. 123/6 & 121/3 total area
4700 sq. m. of Nirabai Anant Kadav,
Sarita Balkrishna Patil and Surekha
Sunil Mhatre Final Plot no. 118 has been
allotted.

The area is recorded in Table B.

131

Ananta Shankar Mhatre,
Rajiv Pramod Parab

Moho

116/6/A

Class I

578

1040

121

416

416

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

As per updated 7/12 extract, the
ownership have been changed.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 104,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.

132

Savlaram Mahadu Phadke,
Manubai Dashrath Patil,
Padubai Mahadu Phadke

Moho

113/3

Class I

547

3000

124

1200

1200

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.




Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
L Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned 5
e Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of gg per 7/12 gz AFrl; Am;;gz:l;ted Draft TPS 06 BeraiuntAAten
Laand " | Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.
133 Moho 103/1 503 2000 800 In the sanctioned draft scheme, for their
134 Moho 103/2 504 2830 1132 original lands bearing Gut no. 103/3,
135 Moho 110/1 529 2400 960 103/5/A, 129/6 Final Plot no. 54 was
136 Moho 129/4 652 3000 1200 proposed, and for their lands bearing
Gut no. 103/1, 103/2, 110/1, 129/4,
129/5 Final Plot no. 125 was proposed.
However, Final Plot no. 54 was
proposed on the existing building in Gut
Abdul Rahman Ismail Class I 125 4172 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | no. 103/5/B.
Solanki submitted any representation. Therefore for their all lands, a combined
Final plot no. 125 has been alloted, by
e Mo 1225 63 o0 og increasing the size of the earlier allotted
FP no. 125 in the sanctioned draft
scheme.
Final Plot no. 125, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
They have not appeared for a hearing and
Ananta Joma More, submitted representation dated 07.07.2023. s Pell;i updﬁtcd 7/11)2 extra;t, tl:ie
Kavita Eknath Patil, Submission in Representation: 1.) Their %gners P i o et
Kanibai Joma More written consent was not taken to include their * Iayout: of tl}e schen}e s her
i " . d for planning requirements and
138 Sunanda Aambo More, Moho 110/4 |ClassIl | 532 | 6000 | 126 | 2400 2400 land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA | €ViS¢¢ Ior plannmg req
5 . i : : revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 114,
Pandharinath Aambo More, TPS is inconsistent with the law and against A
Namdev Aambo More, the interest of the people, therefore raised e o AN ER O |
. i . Rt " q .. | to the owner(s) and of the area, as
Nivrutti Aambo More their objection to include them in the said ’
— recorded in Table B.
139 Moho 100/4 492 3100 1240 They have submitted their representation on | All the partners of M/s Rainbow
140 Moho 102/1/A 493 3900 1560 08.05.23, Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
141 Moho 102/1/B 494 1330 532 Submission: 1) Mrs. Lata Chandrakant | Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage, and
142 M/s Rainbow Dev. Tarfe Moho 102/1/C 495 2580 1032 Undage Stated that she owns lands at five | Ravindra Ghure have submitted
143 Partner, Moho 102/1/E 497 680 272 different locations in village Moho in joint | notarised consent for considering their
144 | Ambadas Dattatray Shinde, | Moho 102/1/F 498 930 372 ownership with others. However, they have | original land parcels in joint ownership
145 Madhuri Arvind Shinde, Moho 129/3 651 1100 440 been granted Final Plot no. 99, |and to provide them a single Final Plot.
146 Vaishali Pradip Jagdale, Moho 130/2 655 600 240 112,127,308,335 at various locations. | Accordingly, single Final Plot No. 127
147 | Lata Chandrakant Undage, Moho 130/3 ClassI [ g356 780 127 312 7280 Therefore they requested to allot them the | has been granted for their original lands
148 Shubhangl Dhanraj Garad, Moho 130/7 657 1200 480 combined final plOt on aroad oflarger width bearmg 100/4, 102/1A, 1B, IC, IE, lF,
Anil Ramrao Gogavale, for better planning and for consumption of | 129/3, 130/2, 130/3, 130/7, 131/1,
Pramod Babanrao FSL 2.) In the calculation of betterment 131/6 and 44/5 (FP No 112, 127 and
Mehmane, charges, the commercial exploitation of plots fi ioned scheme.)
149 Prakash Vilas Rasal Moho 131/6 663 2000 800 available to NAINA and income to be aring no. 128/4 is
generated against that is not taken into o ..5 ayan Patil and
consideration, therefore requested to give a ore its final ploﬁ&‘o 99 is retained.
setback of income to be generated against 2 oﬁﬁufal landiﬁqanng 59/6 is

* /]
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2 [ 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6

8

9

10

these commercial plots. 3.) In the case of TPS
planning, the land area 0f40% is adequate for
common amenities, and the balance of 60%
land is to be handed over back to the owner.
Thereafter All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and Ravindra
Ghure has submitted notariesed consent for
considering their original land parcels in joint
ownership and to provide them a single Final
Plot.

co-owned by Shekhar Namdev Bhujbal
& Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal, and
therefore its final plot no. 335 is
retained.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
The objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final
scheme.

Final Plot no. 127 has been allotted as
shown in plan no. 4 to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

150

Vinayak Pandurang Shelke,

Kailas Pandurang Shelke Meho

102/1/D | ClassII | 496 580 128

232

232

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

Their original land bearing 102/1/D and
109/4/1 are clubbed together and
combined final plot no. 138 has been
granted.

Final Plot no. 138, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

151

Moreshwar Bama Patil,
Bhau Bama Patil,
Anant Bama Patil,
Gunabai Changdev Keni

Shivkar 72 Class I 96 3520 130

1408

1408

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 130, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

152

153

Moho 2/2/1 131 1210

184

Sunil Kisan Patil,
Vilas Kisan Patil,
Ganesh Kisan Patil,
Aruna Dyaneshwar Paradhi

131,

Class I 186

Moho 10272 499 3400

1360

1844

Shri. Vilas Kisan Patil appeared for a hearing
on 14.06.23 on behalf of Sunil Kisan Patil,
Ganesh Kisan Patil, and Aruna Dnyaneshwar
Pardhi.

Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off,
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation  has  been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
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marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.

154

Shubhash Shankar Kadav

Moho

13173

Class I

660

2010

133A

804

804

They have neither appeared for hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the final
plot number.
Final Plot No. 132, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

155

156

Budhaji Nama Kadav

Moho

131/4

Moho

131/5

Class I

661

1910

764

662

2400

133

960

1724

Shri. Harishchandra Budhaji Kadav, Shri.
Bhavesh Vaman Kadav, Mrs. Kunda Vaman
Kadav, and Mrs. Arti Harshad Dhumal
appeared for a hearing on 21.06.23 on behalf
of Bhudhaji Nama Kadav.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
not accepted the final plot as per the
sanctioned draft TPS. Gut No. 131/4 and
131/5 of Moho Village were earlier owned by
Shri. Bhudhaji Nama Kadav. After his
demise, Gut No. 131/4 was transferred in the
name of Kunda Vaman Kadav, Bhavesh
Vaman Kadav, and Aarti Harshad Dhumal,
wide mutation entry no. 2647. Also, Gut No.
131/5 was transferred in the name of
Harishchandra Bhudhaji Kadav wide
mutation entry no. 2622. Accordingly, they
requested to grant separate final plots for Gut
No. 131/4 and 131/5. 2.) The contribution
amount as per form no. 1 is not accepted and
shall be waived off. 3.) By considering the
development of the High Rise Building,
concession in the marginal space shall be
granted and for that, the premium shall not be
charged. 4.) The land holding of Gut no.
131/5 is fertile and is used for cultivation, it
has the following fruitful trees: 41 Mango, 2
Coconut, 3 Guava, 2 Chickoo, 2 Ramfal, 1
Sitafal, 2 Limbu, 1 Kaju and 5 Shekat. It also
has an open well and two borewells that
supply water to the two villages (Moho and
Moho-pada in its vicinity). Also, Gut No.
131/4 has 8 Kalam trees. Their survival is
dependent on their income and therefore
requested compensation for the same.

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no 133 was granted in lieu of their
original holdings bearing Gut no. 131/4
& 131/5 in part of the same and
adjoining lands. Now ownership has
been changed. Therefore, as per their
request, separate final plots no. 133 A &
133 B have been granted for Gut no.
131/5, & 131/4 respectively. Regarding
FSIand TDR provisions, the regulations
are already proposed in SDCR for TPS-
6. The objection regarding the
contribution amount will be decided in
the final scheme. For concession in the
marginal spaces, new regulation has
been proposed.

Also, as per their request and updated
7/12 extracts the name of owners have
been changed.

Final Plots No. 133A and 133B have
been allotted, as shown in plan no. 4, to
the owner(s) and of the area as recorded
in Table B.

\E\,OPMA“‘

157

158

Mabharashtra State
Government

Moho

114/4/A

Moho

114/6/A

558

2600

1040

561

1500

134

600

1640

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

own in plan no
owner(s) and
niTable B. It has

ﬁ ﬁo
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been included in public/semi-public
users.

159

160

Joma Shankar Mhatre

Moho

Moho

132/4

Class I

667

1300

135

520

520

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 139
B, as shown in plan no 4, has been
allotted, to the owner(s) and of the area,
as recorded in Table B.

161

162

Lahu Janu Patil

64/5/B

361

2400

960

Moho

133/4'

Moho

134/1

Class II

672

3880

1552

674

1100

136

440

2952

Shri. Sanjay Lahu Patil appeared for a
hearing on 31.07.23.
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They
have accepted the location of the Final Plot in
the sanctioned draft TPS. However,
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum
of 60% area of their original land. 2.)
Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot.
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) The
ownership details are incorrect and need an
updation. Original lands bearing survey No.
133/1, 133/4, 64/5/B of Village Moho,
Taluka - Panvel were earlier in the name of
Shri. Lahu Janya Patil, after their demise the
ownership was transferred in the names of
their heirs as follows: i.) Arun Lahu Patil, i.)
Chandrakala ~ Shashikant Mhatre, iii.)
Gangaram Lahu Patil, iv.) Sanjay Lahu Patil,
v.) Fashi Lahu Patil, vi.) Sadhana Santosh
Jitekar, vii.) Sima Lahu Patil.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has  been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 712 extract.
Final Plot No. 136, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

163

Lahu Janya Patil,
Shankar Janya Patil,
Bayjubai Changdev

Waghmare,

Bhagi Janu Patil

Moho

133/1

Class I

670

2020

137

808

808

Shri. Sanjay Lahu Patil appeared for a
hearing on 31.07.23.
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
re mn§ yare~already proposed in
" for ~TPS-6;, The objection
g €. contn‘butlon amount will

consumed on . the final plot. Also,
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 = = s . =
E Tenure Area as epresentation o er on Sanction A
ey Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | O |per712| XT A‘:‘; Amagamated | pratt TPS 06 e
Land | Records ?
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 [3 7 8 9 10
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | concession in the marginal spaces, new
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | regulation has  been  proposed.
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off. | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
4) By considering the development of the | confirmed, subject to change in the
High Rise Building, concession in the | name of owners, as per their request and
marginal space shall be granted and for that, | updated 7/12 extract.
the premium shall not be charged. 5.) The | Final Plot No. 137, as shown in plan No.
ownership details are incorrect and need an | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
updation. Original lands bearing survey No. | of the area as recorded in Table B.
133/1, 133/4, 64/5/B of Village Moho,
Taluka - Panvel were earlier in the name of
Shri. Lahu Janya Patil, after their demise the
ownership was transferred in the names of
their heirs as follows: i.) Arun Lahu Patil, ii.)
Chandrakala Shashikant Mhatre, iii.)
Gangaram Lahu Patil, iv.) Sanjay Lahu Patil,
v.) Fashi Lahu Patil, vi.) Sadhana Santosh
Jitekar, vii.) Sima Lahu Patil.
Their original land bearing 102/1/D and
109/4/1 are clubbed together and
164 | Vinayak Pandurang Shelke, | /00 | o941 | cClassm| 527 | 2300 | 138 | 920 920 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor ;oﬁlt):fd L s
Kailas Pandurang Shelke submitted any representation. Fi .
inal Plot no. 138, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The layout of the scheme has been
Balaram Savlaram Patil, revised for planning requirement and
Anita Anant Patil, , They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 180,
165 Baburav Savlaram Patil, Ksito 13818 Clagsill || 1673 a8 139 & &0 submitted any representation. as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
Namdev Savlaram Patil to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.
Tarabai Sudam Patil, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Shevanta Gaju Phadke, confirmed, subject to change in the
Suman Mohan Thakur, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | "€ of owners as per the updated 7/12
166 | Sunita Kailas Dhamanaskar, | Moho 50/5 ClassI | 289 | 1000 | 140 | 400 400 e i 10T | extract,
Sunil Shankar Kadav, sumittecany/ Iepreserlation. Final Plot no. 140A, as shown in plan no
Subhash Shankar Kadav, 4, has been allotted to the owner(s)and
Lilabai Shankar Kadav of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, sybje hange in number
167 Sunil Shankar Kadav Moho 132/1 | Class1 | 664 | 1600 | 140A | 640 640 Micyihmpcinilienppetcdioralbcasngnor
submitted any representation.
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168

Pandurang Balaram More,
Kashinath Balaram More,
Ramchandra Balaram More

Moho

127/1/B

Class I

631

2730

141

1092

1092

They have not appeared for a hearing and
submitted representation dated 27.06.2023.
Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme. 3.) Gaothan extension has not been
taken into consideration.

In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no. 141 has been granted in part of
their original holding bearing Gut no.
127.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 141, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

169

Raghunath Nana More,
Janardhan Nana More

Moho

127/1/A

Class I

630

1710

142

684

684

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 142, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted, subject to change
in the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

170

Vimlabai Sudam Kadav,
Rajaram Sudam Kadav,
Arun Sudam Kadav,
Mina Sudam Kadav,
Sunita Sudam Kadav

Moho

114/12

Class II

554

4000

143

1600

1600

Shri. Arun Sudam Kadav and shri. Omkar
Rajaram Kadav appeared for a hearing on
22.06.23 & 26.06.23.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 80% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off,
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged. 5.) The
ownership details as per form no. 1 is
incorrect and need an updation. Ms. Vimlabai
Sudam Kadav and Ms. Sunita Sudam Kadav
have relinquished their rights in Gut No.
114/1/2. Accordingly wide Mutation entry
no. 2608, their names have been canceled,
and the following owners' names are retained.
i.) Rajaram Sudam Kadav, ii.) Arun Sudam
Kadav, iii.) Ms. Meena Sudam Kadav.
Accordingly, they requested to correct the

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 7/12 extract.
Final Plot No. 143, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

ownership record in TPS -6. 6.) The land is
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fertile and is been used for cultivation
purposes. It has 50 mango trees and 1 Jamun
tree on which their livelihood depends and
therefore requested for its compensation.

171

Namdev Posha Mhatre Moho 125/1/A ClassII | 616 1880 144

752

752

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 144, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

172

Vasant Manaji Bhadra Moho 125/1/D | ClassII | 619 690 145

276

276

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 145, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

173

174

Moho 87/2/A ClassII | 472 1500

600

Laxman Chahu Mhaskar,
Sulochna Ramdas Mhaskar,
Abhijit Ramdas Mhaskar,
Atish Ramdas Mhaskar,
Ashvini Prabhakar Mhatre,
Aruna Ramdas Mhaskar

146

Moho 12572 ClassI | 620 6100

2440

3040

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

Their original land bearing Gut No.
125/2 is Class I land and Gut No.87/2/A
is Class II land. Therefore the proposed
Final Plot No. 146 has been divided and
Final Plot No. 146A has been granted to
Gut No. 125/2 and Final Plot No. 146B
has been granted to 87/2/A. Also, as per
updated 7/12 extracts the name of the
owners have been  corrected.
Final Plots no. 146A and 146B, as
shown in plan no 4, has been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

175

176

177

Moho 112/1 ClassI | 540 3200

1280

Moho 11272 ClassII | 541 400

160

Ganu Joma Bhagat,

Bamibai Narayan Patil al

Moho 112/3 ClassII | 542 3700

1480

2920

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

_| Also, as per updated 7/12 extracts the

Their original land bearing Gut No.
112/1 is Class I land and Gut No.112/2
&112/3 are Class II lands. Therefore the
proposed Final Plot No. 147 has been
divided and Final Plot No. 147A has
been granted to Gut No. 112/1 and Final
Plot No. 147B has been granted to 112/2
&112/3.

name of the owners have been corrected.
Final Plots no. 147A and 147B, as
shown in plan no 4, has been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

178

Lakhman Govabhai
Bhatesara,
Vishwas Laxman Bhagat

Moho 124/3 ClassI | 610 1200 149

480

480

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned-¢

shigwn in plan no

allotted 10, e quner(s) and
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Dattatray Parshuram Patil,
Laxmibai Aambo Shendage,
Sitabai Shantaram Patil,
Nirmala Bama Patil,
Ramdas Kalu Patil, Ganpat
Kalu Patil, Shantaram Kalu
Patil,
Bhau Kalu Patil, Gajanan
Kalu Patil, Atmaram Sudam
Patil, Ram Sudam Patil, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Kalpana Namdev Bhagat, ’ 7 confirmed.

179 | Sindhu Somvarya Shisave, | Moho | 126/5 | ClassI | 620 | 3640 | 150 | 1456 1456 gﬁﬁg‘?:ﬂggggggf‘ abeariNg nor | pinal Plot no. 150, as shown in plan no
Sitabai Ram Gatade, Aasha yIep i 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Shankar Mokal, Yamunabai of the area, as recorded in Table B.

Sudam Patil , Anita
Kundalik Phulore, Balaram
Gajanan Patil, Dnyaneshwar
Gajanan Patil, Bharati
Baban Patil, Prajyoti
Prakash Mhatre, Kavita
Prakash Thakur, Pramila
Navnit Mali, Dinesh Baban
Patil, Atul Baban Patil
They appeared for a hearing on 15.06.23 and
submitted  their representation  dated
15.06.23. Considering the area of reservations and
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to | the original land can not be considered.
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | regulations are already proposed in
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | SDCR  for TPS-6. The objection
Kundalik Sitaram Patil, consumed on the final plot. Also, | regarding the contribution amount will
Damu Sudam Patil, unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | be decided in the final scheme. For
180 | Bhanudas Tulshiram Patil, Moho 12772 ClassII | 634 3700 151 1480 1480 be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | concession in the marginal spaces, new
Bhaskar Tulshiram Patil, plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form regulation has been  proposed.
Sadu Dagdu Patil

no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off.
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.
Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners as per the updated 7/12
extract.

Final Plot No. 151, as shown in plan No.
4, has hegnallotted:to the owner(s) and
of the/dréa, as recorded in Table B.
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA Ne. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

OoP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

181

Rajendra Mahadev Patil

Moho

127/3/2

Class I

636

1000

152

400

400

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 152, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

182

183

Jijabai Tukaram Pathe,
Dnyaneshwar Balaram
Kadav,
Vandana Mahadev Pawar,
Nanda Ramdas Pardhi,
Eknath Balaram Kadav

Moho

45/4

Moho

47/5/B

Class I

260

2900

1160

2200

153A

880

2040

Mrs. Sunita Sudhakar Mahajan appeared for
a hearing on 09.05.23.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) As per
proposed draft TPS. 6, a final plot no 153 was
proposed against owners combined land
bearing Gut no. 45/4, 47/5/B & 127/4 of
village Moho. Out of that, lands bearing Gut
no. 45/4 & 47/5/B of village Moho were
purchased by them by deed of conveyance
and accordingly the ownership of lands were
transferred in their name in Land and
Revenue record. Accordingly, they requested
to change the ownership names in respect of
final plot no. 153 (pt). 2) As per para 15 of
the conveyance deed, out of the proposed
Final plot no. 153, a south side portion of the
proposed Final plot no. 153 was agreed to be
given to smt. Sunita Mahajan against land
bearing Gut no. 45/4 & 47/5/B of village
Moho. As per the boundaries defined in the
conveyance deed, a corner plot facing 20 mt
& 27 mt. out of proposed FP no. 153 was
agreed to be given to them. Accordingly,
they requested to allocate an appropriate
sized final plot no 153 as proposed in
sanctioned draft TPS no. 6, of appropriate
area to them as per agreement/deed of
conveyance with the earlier owners instead of
proposed odd shaped Final Plot no. 153 A
and to change the ownership of land. 3.)
Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot.
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 4) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 5) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal

Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

As per the registered sale deed
21/05/2021, between Smt Sunita
Mahajan and Shri. Dnyaneshwar Kadav
& other 5, Gut no. 45/4 & 47/5/B of
village Moho were purchased by smt.
Sunita Mahajan and as per clause 15 of
the sale deed, it was agreed to allocate
southern side of proposed Final plot no.
153 in the draft scheme no. 6, on the
junction of 20 mt. and 27 mt. wide roads,
to smt. Sunita Mahajan.
Accordingly the layout of the scheme
has been revised and Final plot no.
153B, as shown in plan No. 4, has been
allotted, subject to change in the name of
owners as per the updated 7/12 extract
and of the area as recorded in Table B.
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 ; ok
¥ Tenure Area as | Representation of Owner on Sanctioned ke
| A
o Name of Owner | Village | Survey No. of o per 7/12 i FE Amalgamated Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
No. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.
- As per the registered sale deed
They appeared for a hearing on 14.06.2023 | 5oy ™ EEEE  or
and submitted the representation also. . :
Subsission” ‘durin the  hestings Mahajan and Shri. Dnyaneshwar Kadav
i 'ng ATNE: | & other 5, Gut no. 45/4 & 47/5/B of
.) The land holding belonged to their | <
G P village Moho were purchased by smt.
" randmother Jijabai Tukaram Pathe and after X 5
Jijabai Tukaram Pathe, her demise, it got transferred in the name of Sunita Mahajan and as per clause 15 of
Dnyaneshwar Balaram their f: athér %ﬁkaji Tukorgm Pathe & the sale deed, it was agreed to allocate
Kadav, southern side of proposed Final plot no.
184 Vandana Mahadev Pawar, Moho 127/4 ClassI | 637 5200 153 2080 2080 ]:abu‘rlzl:\q Tukaram Pathe. I’\[Ihey Xsepr th; lan_d 153 in the draft scheme no. 6, on the
Nanda Ramdas Pardhi N P N A e s et} Bl s, wwicdoonls
2 not accepted. 1 t Sunit Mahai g
Eknath Balaram Kadav Submission in representation: N g = " e
A Accordingly the layout of the scheme
1) The NAINA project is not accepted by has been revised and Final blot no
them and therefore requested to delete their , p :
L 153A, as shown in plan No. 4, has been
land bearing survey no. 127/4, Moho from allotted and of the area as recorded in
NAINA TPS No. 06.
Table B.
Jaydas Maruti Patil
Dattatray Maruti Patil The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Sangita Ramesh Patil : . confirmed.
185 Hira Rajesh Dare Moho | 127D |Classll| 633 | 4000 | 154 | 1600 1600 sz;i*t‘t‘::fa’f“:‘“gg;gggf’ aBearing nor | pinal Plot no. 154, as shown in plan 1o
Nira Maruti Patil yIep ’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Taibai Maruti Patil of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Umabai Maruti Patil
186 Moho 52 ClassI | 149 1300 520 Shri. Hanuman Vasant Kadav appeared for a Considering the area of reservations and
hearing and submitted their representation on | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
23.06.2023. the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They | the original land can not be considered.
have accepted the location of the Final Plot in Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
the sanctioned draff TPS. However, regulations are already proposed in
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum | SDCR  for TPS-6. The objection
of 60% area of their original land. 2.) They regarding the contribution amount will
requested to allow the consumption of 3.00 | be decided in the final scheme. For
FSI on their final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI | concession in the marginal spaces, new
187 Vasant Nama Kadav Moho 114/111 ClassTl | 553 4000 156 1600 2120 due to any restrictions, shall be permitted to regulation  has been  proposed.

be transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) They have
stable and trees on their land, for which they
requested to give compensation. Also,

Their original land bearing Gut No. 5/2
is Class I land and Gut No.114/1/1 is
Class II land. Therefore the proposed
Final Plot No. 156 has been divided and
Final Plot No. 156A has been granted to

requested for Project Affected People

/ x|}
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

certificate.

Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

Final Plots No. 156A & 156B, as shown
in plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.

188

Jitendra Janardan Topale,
Jayvant Janardan Topale

Moho

126/4/1

Class I

627

3900

157

1560

1560

Shri. Jitendra Janardan Tople appeared for a
hearing on 14.06.2023.
Submission in Hearing: 1) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off.
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot No. 157, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

189

Nirmala Baliram Kadav,
Anant Baliram Kadav,
Shailja Madhukar
Choudbhari,
Vanita Janardhan Shelke,
Savita Baliram Kadav

Moho

126/4/2

Class {1

628

3800

158

1520

1520

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners as per the updated 7/12
extract

Final Plot no. 158, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

190

191

192

193

Vivek Dnyaneshwar Patil

Shivkar

44/2

Shivkar

4473

Shivkar

50

Shivkar

51

Class I

61

1920

768

62

510

204

70

1000

159

400

71

1100

440

1812

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 159, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

194

Sant Krupa Housing Society
Tarfe Chief Promoter Vijay
Dharma Jamsutkar.

Moho

6/3/A

Class I

157

4000

160

1600

1600

They have not appeared for a hearing and
submitted representation on 04.05.2023.
Submission in Representation:
1.) The contribution amount as per Form-1 is
not accepted and concession shall be
provided for the same.
2.) Demarcation of the plot and development
of physical infrastructure shall be completed
as soon as possible.

The objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final

scheme.
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No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.
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of
Land

or
No.
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per 7/12
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2
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5

6

8
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195

Harishchandra Chandar
Patil

Moho

6/3/B/1

Class I

158

1700

161

680

680

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 161, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

196

Prakash Gajanan Pote

Moho

6/3/B/2

Class |

159

2900

1160

197

Akash Prakash Pote,
Sidhesh Vishwas Pote,
Pratik Prakash Pote

Moho

2711/E

Class I

165

3600

163

1440

2600

They appeared for a hearing on 10.05.2023,
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They do
not accept the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. During the Land
Owner's meeting, they were allotted two
different plots out of which one was having a
frontage of 27M wide road, situated at the
comer. (Earlier Final Plot No. 162).
However, in the sanctioned draft TPS they
were allotted a combined plot which has a
frontage of 15M wide road. They requested
to allot them the plot which has a frontage of
27M wide road and in place of FP No. 162
which was their earlier demarcated location.
2.) Also, requested to grant the final plot of a
minimum of 60% area of their original land.
3.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot
shall be allowed to be consumed on the final
plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 4) The
confribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has  been  proposed.
The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 164,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.

198

199

Janardan Tukaram Ghogare,

Dilip Tukaram Ghogare,
Sunita Ganu Ghogare,
Suraj Ganu Ghogare,
Swapnil Ganu Ghogare,
Guardian Mother Sunita
Ganu Ghogare.

Moho

5/1

Moho

38/6

Class I

148

2100

840

226

1500

164

600

1440

Shri. Janardan Tukaram Ghogare appeared
for a  hearing on 23.06.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) They requested to
allow the consumption of 3.00 FSI on their
final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be dCCIdCd in the final scheme. For
concession i inal spaces, new
proposed.

separa Final Plot

gl?& b&:ﬁj"’allote,d4 or the land

considering the development of the High
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No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amezlgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

9

10

Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) They have
their home (wada) and trees in their place for
which they requested to give compensation.
Also, requested for Project Affected People
certificate.

Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

Shri. Ritesh Nama Mhatre appeared for a
hearing on 14.07.23.
Submission in hearing: 1.) Land bearing
survey no. 38/6 was purchased by Shri. Amar
Nama Mhatre and Shri. Ritesh Nama Mhatre
from Shri. Janardan Ghogare and 5 others,
thus requesting to allot a separate final plot
for survey no. 38/6, adjacent to a road. Also,
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum
of 60% area of their original land. 2.)
Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot.
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

bearing Gut no. 5/1 and Final Plot no.
452 has been allotted for Gut no. 38/6.
Also, as per their request and updated
7/12 extracts the name of the owners
have been changed.

Final Plots No. 172 and 452, as shown
in plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.

200

Vimal Sudam Kadav,
Rajaram Sudam Kadav,
Arun Sudam Kadav,
Mina Sudam Kadav,
Sunita Santosh Patil.

Moho

5/3

Class I

150

1200

165

480

480

Smt. Nilam Rajdev Khatavkar appeared for a
hearing on 09.08.23.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are..a
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner
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Survey No.

Tenure
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No.
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Records
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No.
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Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

]

8

9

10

be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived off,
4) By considering the development of the
High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged. 2.) The
ownership details in form -1, are incorrect
and need an updation, Survey No. 5/3 was
purchased by Smt. Nilam Rajdev Khatavkar
from Shri. Vimal Sudam Kadav and 4 others.

regulation  has  been  proposed.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 7/12 extract.
Final Plot No. 165, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

201

Fashibai Dattaterey Patil

Moho

3/5

Class I

142

4100

166

1640

1640

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 166, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

202

Mathura Gajanan Patil,
Dnyaneshwar Gajanan Patil,
Balaram Gajanan Patil,
Gulab Pundalik Fullore

Moho

3/1/A

Class I

137

2320

167

928

928

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 167, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

203

204

Shankar Goma Kadav

Moho

5/5

152

2200

880

Moho

571

Class I

320

900

168

360

1240

Shri. Santosh Shankar Kadav appeared for a
hearing on 15.06.2023.
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They
have accepted the location of the Final Plot in
the sanctioned draft TPS. However,
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum
of 60% area of their original land. 2.
Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot.
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) The land
ownership is incorrect, the survey no. 5/5 and
57/1 of Village Moho, Taluka Panvel were in
the name of their father Shankar Goma
Kadav, and after their demise, it got
transferred in the name of their heir, Shri.
Santosh Shankar Kadav. Accordingly

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 7/12 extract.
Final Plot No. 168, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

requested to correct the ownership title.




Sr.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 66

Teaure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned 4
No. oP FP FP Amalgamated Decision of Arbitrator
Name of Owner Village | Survey No. L:; . No. ;g; Z‘{ldi No. Aica FP Area Draft TPS 06
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Shri. Santosh Shankar Kadav appeared for a
hearing on 15.06.2023.
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They
have accepted the location of the Final Plot in | Considering the area of reservations and
the sanctioned draft TPS. However, | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum | the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
of 60% area of their original land. 2.) | the original land can not be considered.
Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot. | regulations are already proposed in
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any|SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
restrictions, shall be permitted to be |regarding the contribution amount will
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The | be decided in the final scheme. For
205 Shankar Goma Kadav Moho 56/3 ClassI | 313 300 169 120 120 contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not | concession in the marginal spaces, new
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By | regulation has been  proposed.
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
space shall be granted and for that, the | confirmed, subject to change in the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) The land | name of owners, as per their request and
ownership is incorrect, the survey no. 5/5 and | updated 7/12 extract.
57/1 of Village Moho, Taluka Panvel were in | Final Plot No. 169, as shown in plan No.
the name of their father Shankar Goma | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Kadav, and after their demise, and it got | of the area as recorded in Table B.
transferred in the name of their heir, Shri.
Santosh Shankar Kadav. Accordingly
requested to correct the ownership title.
The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
They have neither appeared for hearing nor | revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 170,
206 Chandar Balya Pathe Moho 118/1 ClassII | 586 5700 171 2280 2280 silbtitted aryepresentation. as shown in plan no 4, has been allotied
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.
Nama Padu Kadav, A.) In the sanctioned Draft TPS - 6,
Ananta Padu Kadav, 1.) Final Plot no. 120 was proposed for
Mahadi Rambhau Gaikar, Gut no. 1/2, 65/3, 68/1/A, 116/6/B,
Raibai Ragho Kadav, They have not appeared for a hearing and | 121/3, 123/6, Moho.
Hiraman Ragho Kadav, submitted representation dated 28.06.2023. | 2.) Final Plot no. 172 & 263 were
Prakash Ragho Kadav, Submission in Representation: 1.) Their | proposed for Gut no. 5/4, 58/5, Moho.
Gulabbai Ananta Rodpalkar, 172 written consent was not taken to include their | 3.) Final Plot no. 179 was proposed for
207 | Yamunabai Ashok Gaykar, | Moho 5/4 ClassI | 151 4200 2 63’ 1680 2840 land in NAINA TPS. 2) The said NAINA | Gut no. 126/1, Moho.
Krushnabai Ragho Kadav, TPS is inconsistent with the law and against | 4.) Final Plot no. 461 was proposed for
Janabai Ragho Kadav, the interest of the people, therefore raised | Gut no. 68/1/B, Moho.
Sitabai Rambhau Kadav, their objection to including them in the said | B. : gred distribution deed
Suresh Rambhau Kadav, scheme. 144 02.2020, mutation
Yashwant Rambhau Kadav, WF-Sho” 24737 Was  registered.
Durga Narayan Fulare, gafters aecording 1o, updated 7/12
Kunda Avinash Mhatre. o iifte of the-owners of above
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Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Gut no. are changed.
C.) The owners have submitted
notarised stamped consent letter dated
20.10.20223 and accordingly requested
to grant separate final plot as per their
holdings.
D.) According to their consent letter and
updated 7/12 extract, the layout of the
Nama Padu Kadav, scheme has been revised and revised
Ananta Padu Kadav, reconstituted final plots are allotted as
Raibai Ragho Kadav, follows;
Hiraman Ragho Kadav, i.) For Gut no. 5/4, 116/6/B, 68/1/B,
Prakash Ragho Kadav, 65/3,  58/5, Moho Village total area
Gulababai Ananta 4900 sq. m. of Hiraman Ragho Kadav &
Rodpalkar, Prakash Ragho Kadav, Final Plot no.
Yamunabai Ashok Gaikar, 341 A has been allotted on their existing
208 Krishnabai Ragho Kadav, Moho 58/5 333 2900 1160 structure in  Gut no. 58.
Janabai Ragho Kadav, ii.) For Gut no. 123/6, 1/2, 5/4, 68/1/A,
Sitabai Rambhau Kadav, Moho Village total area 4730 sq. mt. of
Suresh Rambhau Kadav, Suresh Rambhau Kadav & Yashwant
Yashwant Rambhau Kadav, Rambhau Kadav, Final Plot no. 310 has
Durga Narayan Fulore, been allotted.
Kunda Avinash Mhatre, iii.) For Gut no. 5/4, 58/5, 126/1, Moho
Mahadibai Rambhau Village total area 4100 sq. m. of Nama
Gayakar Padu Kadav, Final Plot no. 263 has been
allotted.
iv.) For Gutno. 123/6 & 121/3 total area
4700 sq. m. of Nirabai Anant Kadav,
Sarita Balkrishna Patil and Surekha
Sunil Mhatre Final Plot no. 118 has been
allotted.
The area is recorded in Table B.
They appeared for a hearing and submitted | Considering the area of reservations and
representation on 15.06.2023 | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
have accepted the location of the Final Plot in | the original land can not be considered.
the sanctioned draft TPS. However, | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum | regulations are already proposed in
209 Arun Dhondu Patil Moho 6/4 Class I 160 5700 173 2280 2280 of 60% area of their original land. 2.)

Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot.
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The

SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new

proposed.

contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not

regulati been
Q\%,QVPMZ: 42
The/faseiioned draft, ¢ proposal is
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5

6

7

8

9
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accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium  shall not be  charged.
Submission in representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

confirmed, subject to change in the
name of owners, as per their request and
updated 7/12 extract.
Final Plot No. 173, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

210

211

Baliram Dunkur Patil,
Pundalik Dunkur Patil

Moho

3/3

Moho

3/4

Class II

140

2200

880

141

500

175

200

1080

Shri. Shantaram Pundalik Patil appeared for
a hearing on 23.06.2023
Submission in hearing: 1) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) They requested to
allow the consumption of 3.00 FSI on their
final plot Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) Gut no.
3/3, 3/4, 52/2, 52/6, 53/3, 57/6, and 127/1/C
of Village Moho, Tal- Panvel were in
combined ownership of Shri. Baliram
Dunkar Patil and Pundalik Dinkar Patil.
Thereafter the lands were separated and Gut
No. 52/2 and 3/3 were allotted in the
ownership of Shri. Pundalik Dinkar Patil and
therefore requested to grant separate FInal
Plot for Gut No. 52/2 and 3/3. 6.) They have
stable and trees on their land, for which they
requested to give compensation. Also,
requested for Project Affected People
certificate.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

1.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
3/3 & 52/2 are now owned by Shri.
Pundalik Dinkar Patil and therefore as
per their request separate Final Plot no.
202, as shown in plan No. 4, has been
allotted to the owner(s) and of the area
as recorded in Table B.

2.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
52/6, 53/3, 57/6, 7/1 are now owned by
Shri. Baliram Dunkar Patil and therefore
separate Final Plot no. 285, as shown in
plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.
3.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
3/4 is now o

Pl
mplanNo. 4, hasbee
s) and.of the area|as recorded

\B ( ("“"»"*-*'\\

N
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» | Tenure Area as Representation of er on Sanctione s :
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0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
in Table B.
4.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut
00.127/1/C is now owned by Jitendra
Yugraj Jain, Mahavir Basantilal Surana,
Vipul Kamal Parekh and therefore
separate Final Plot no. 213, as shown in
plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.
Shantaram Dhondu Patil, ;[;1)1: ﬁsl:azll:goned draft scheme proposal is
2p | CldmbmwaBmiar | e 32 |ClassI| 139 | 2800 | 176 | 1120 fizg | | SRQIDSSE SplenSphamed o a Bearing 1ot | ip s e 176, asfsiows i plan o
Bhagat, submitted any representation. 4 has\beentallotted talh d
Bebi Harishchandra Bhagat e i Dl
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
213 Sulochana Ramdas Patil, Moho 3/1/B 138 2480 992 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Mohan Ramdas Patil, - . confirmed.
p14 | YoShvantRamdasPal, | ool ClasT | | | [ 1152 Zﬁﬁ?ﬁ;‘ﬁéﬁﬁﬁ;’;ﬂfm @ bearing 1or | £ya1 Plot no. 177, as shown in plan no
Bharat Ramdas Patil, i 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Minakshi Motiram Mhatre. of the area, as recorded in Table B.
A.) In the sanctioned Draft TPS - 6,
1.) Final Plot no. 120 was proposed for
Gut no. 172, 65/3, 68/1/A, 116/6/B,
12173, 123/6, Moho.
2.) Final Plot no. 172 & 263 were
proposed for Gut no. 5/4, 58/5, Moho.
Ananta Padu Kadav, 3.) Final Plot no. 179 was proposed for
Nama Padu Kadav, Gut no. 126/1, Moho.
Raibai Ragho Kadav, 4.) Final Plot no. 461 was proposed for
Hiraman Ragho Kadav, Gut no. 68/1/B, Moho.
Prakash Ragho Kadav, B.) As per registered distribution deed
Gulabbai Ananta Rodpalkar, 1442/2020 dated 03.02.2020, mutation
Yamunabai Ashok Gaikar, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | entry no. 2473  was registered.
2 KrishnaBai Ragho Kadav, pio 1254 Class | 624 L L Ll = submitted any representation. Thereafter, according to updated 7/12
Janabai Ragho Kadav, extract the name of the owners of above
Sitabai Rambhau Kadav, Gut no. are changed.
Suresh Rambhau Kadav, C.) The owners have submitted
Yashwant Rambhau Kadav, notarised stamped consent letter dated
Durga Narayan Phulare, 20.10.20223 and accordingly requested
Kunda Avinash Mhatre to grant separate final plot as per their
holdings.
D.) According to their consent letter and
updated 7/12 extract, the layout of the
scheme has_been_revised and revised
itlited, final plots are allotted as
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Tenuare Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned St =
Mo Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of g: per 7/12 :’OP. Al?; Am;li,g;:::ted Draft TPS 06 BechibaBt Achitator
Land " | Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
i) For Gut no. 5/4, 116/6/B, 68/1/B,
65/3, 58/5, Moho Village total arca
4900 sq. m. of Hiraman Ragho Kadav &
Prakash Ragho Kadav, Final Plot no.
341 A has been allotted on their existing
structure in Gut no. 58.
ii.) For Gut no. 123/6, 1/2, 5/4, 68/1/A,
Moho Village total area 4730 sq. mt. of
Suresh Rambhau Kadav & Yashwant
Rambhau Kadav, Final Plot no. 310 has
been allotted.
iii.) For Gut no. 5/4, 58/5, 126/1, Moho
Village total area 4100 sq. m. of Nama
Padu Kadav, Final Plot no. 263 has been
allotted.
iv.) For Gutno. 123/6 & 121/3 total area
4700 sq. m. of Nirabai Anant Kadav,
Sarita Balkrishna Patil and Surekha
Sunil Mhatre Final Plot no. 118 has been
allotted.
The area is recorded in Table B.
. The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Ramchandra Gharu Patil . e
. e . . confirmed, subject to change in Final
216 II,(aSh’nath GharuPatil, | o~ pote | 1333(P) |Classi| 10 | 270 | 180 | 108 108 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | g . 179 a6’ shown in plan no 4, has
andurang Gharu Patil, submitted any representation. lotted to th d of th
P —— been allotted to e owner(s) and of the
area, as recorded in Table B.
They have not appeared for a hearing and
submitted representation dated 15.06.2023.
’ Submission in representation: 1.) Their ’ .
%agg g]il;rl:l;;tﬁl written consent was not taken to include their g:iisﬁgtéoned e kemespropasaliis
217 | Sunita Narayan Choudhary, | Shivkar | 90/2(P) |ClassIl| 114 | 180 | 181 | 72 7 land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The proportion of | g, 1 1oy 15 181, as shown in plan no
Baby Padmakar Usatkar, stk nortat e by NI s CTING B 21k 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Pratima Prakash Patil ’ et SHRMIFSR AR NN TS 15/ gpatast o,fthe area, as recorded in Table B
their interest and, therefore raised their ’
objection to include them in the said scheme.
4.) Gaothan extension shall be considered.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. . confirmed.
218 | DevkabaiJanardan Patil | Moho 1263 | Class1 | 626 | 1100 | 183 | 440 440 They have neither appeared for a hearing 0t | g, .1 pjo; 1o, 178, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation.
sted.to the owner(s) and
,a.‘ Table B.
219 Ganu Balu Patil, Janabai Moho 3/6 ClassI | 143 2500 184 1000 Thev have neither appeared for a hearing nor el proposal is
220 | Kashinath Bhopi, Sagunabai | _Moho 50/6 | ClassII | 290 400 ses |_160 3680 subgﬁne S mpgztaﬁon g oo, thange in
21 Sitaram Shelke, Goma Moho 53/5 | ClassII | 309 | 1800 720 yrep ' Plotniol as 183 &
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Land Records :
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Dharma Patil, Balaram 565.
Dharma Patil, Hanuman Final Plot no. 183 & 565, as shown in
Dharma Patil, Bhagwan plan no 4, has been allotted to the
Dharma Patil, Vanita owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Sawalaram Patil, Sushila Table B.
Haribhau Patil, Arun,
Tukaram Shelke,
Dnyaneshvar Tukaram
Shelke, Sopan Tukaram
Shelke, Gitabai Jayvant
22 | Wejekar, Surckha Haribhan | (0 138/1 | ClassT | 681 | 4500 1800
Kurangale, Surdas
Dattatreya Patil, Sugandha
Pandurang Patil, Shantaram
Dattatreya Patil, Shantabai
Dattatreya Patil, Lilabai
Dattatreya Patil, Fashibai
Dattatreya Patil, Tukaram
Dattatreya Patil,
Pandharinath Dattatrey
Patil, Sangita Laxman
Pavanekar.
Aanandi Dhamba Dhavale,
Ambaji Dhamba Dhavale,
Pandu];iln;% a]?ehamba The ﬁsra.?cgi’one% draft sch;me propo;al :j
y . . confirmed, subject to change in Fin
23 ﬁifg%iﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ Shivkar | 263 |Classti| 52 | 1640 | 185 | 656 656 ﬁgﬁfa‘fy‘fxggﬁgﬁfr S BeRTINg 00F | pyot no. 184,505 showain plass 0o 4, has
Tarabai Kana Patil been allotted to the owner(s) and of the
Bhuribai Keshay Gaw:ade, area, as recorded in Table B.
Anjana Hasu Tare,
Santosh Hasu Tare
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
L They have neither appeared for a hearing nor oqnﬁrmed. :
224 Janardan Changa Patil Moho 21212 ClassI | 132 1200 187 480 430 5 : Final Plot no. 187, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation. 4 h
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
] They have not appeared for a hearing and | Their original land bearing Gut no. 44/4
%ggﬁ;gm%ﬁ;?’ submitted representation dated 15.06.2023, | is affected by IDP reservations of the
Balaram Charu Patil’ submission in representation: 1.)Their | City park and playground. They have
225 Ganesh Charu Patil 3 Shivkar 44/4 ClassTl | 63 2070 188 828 828 written consent was not taken to includ; their bgen granted the final plot on a 15 mt
Sunita Narayan Chau dl’xari, land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The proportion of | wide A roac.l.
By Padmakar Usatlr land being taken b){ NAINA, CIDC_O is not | The's dr ft scheme proposal is
Pratibha Prakash Patil 3 accepted. 3.) The said NAINA TPS is against | con \“Final Plot 10, 188 has been
their interest and, therefore raised their | all S shown in plan no. 4 to the
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objection to include them in the said scheme.
4.) Gaothan extension shall be considered.

owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.

226

Ananta Kashinath Patil,
Sunil Kashinath Patil,
Dashrath Kashinath Patil,
Ganesh Bhagwan Patil,
Umesh Bhagwan Patil,
Bhupesh Bhagwan Patil

Moho

51/1/5/4

Class I

294

4800

190

1920

1920

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 190, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

227

228

Jija Tukaram Pathe,
Dnyaneshwar Balaram
Kadav,

Vandana Mahadev Pawar,
Nanda Ramdas Pardhi,
Eknath Balaram Kadav

Moho

5172

Class I

295

400

160

Moho

127/3/1

Class I

635

1000

191

400

560

They appeared for a hearing on 14.06.2023
and submitted the representation also.
Submission  during the  hearing:
1) The land holding belonged to their
Grandmother Jijabai Tukaram Pathe and after
her demise, it got transferred in the name of
Bhikaji Tukaram Pathe & Baburao Tukaram
Pathe. They use their land for cultivation
purposes. NAINA Project is not accepted.
Submission in representation:
1.) The NAINA project is not accepted by
them and therefore requested to delete their
land bearing survey no. 51/2 Moho from
NAINA TPS No. 06.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in
ownership as verified from the updated
7/12 extract.
Final Plot no. 191, as shown in plan no.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

229

Kundalik Sitaram Patil,
Bhaskar Tulshiram Patil,
Bhanudas Tulshiram Patil

Moho

5173

Class I

296

400

193

160

160

They appeared for a hearing on 15.06.23 and
submitted  their representation  dated
15.06.23.

Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.)
By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium  shall not be  charged.
Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot No. 193, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and




Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
3 Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned i 3
s Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 12(1: per 7/12 ;;OP. Al:'l:a Am;ll’g:;:ted Draft TPS 06 RecsionjofiEhitetox
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor c(?nﬁrmed. .
230 Eknath Ramdas Patil Moho 51/4 ClassI | 297 500 194 200 200 p ; Final Plot no. 194, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cgnﬁrmed. ]
231 Shankar Janu Patil Moho 114/4/B ClassII | 559 2500 195 1000 1000 k . Final Plot no. 195, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation. 4 h
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Deviche Deol Vahi., h 6 Class1 | 298 400 196 160 160 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor 1(;0 naiin;led‘ 1 h in ol
222 Dinkar Dhau Patil Ll 3 ass submitted any representation. 41111 ot no. 196, as shown in plan no
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
233 Moho 52/1/A 299 2290 916 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
] They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cgnﬂrmed. )
Shankar Janu Patil Class II 197 1556 ; : Final Plot no. 197, as shown in plan no
234 Moho 100/1 489 1600 640 submitted any representation. 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Pandurang Namdev Patil, confirmed.
Baliram Namdev Patil, 5 : Final Plot no. 198, as shown in plan no
235 | Balaram NamdevPatl, | Moho | 52//B |ClassIl| 300 | 3210 | 198 | 1284 1284 :ﬁ;ﬁgj a’fy“:‘:;;‘;g;ggglf“ ahearing nor | ; "has been allotted, subject to change
Krushna Namdev Patil, X in the name of owners as per the updated
Santosh Namdev Patil 7/12 extract and of the area as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cgnﬁrmed. .
236 Janardan Nana More Moho 125/4/B ClassI | 623 400 199 160 160 : ] Final Plot no. 199, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation. 4k
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
Mahadev Goma Tople, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Ramabai Chandrakant cqnﬁrmed. ]
Topl They have neither appeared for a hearing nor Final Plot no. 200, as shown in plan no
237 op'e, Shivkar | 79/4(P) | ClassIl| 110 330 200 132 132 Y PReate 10T | 4. has been allotted, subject to change in
Ashok Chandrakant Tople, submitted any representation.
Kishore Chandrakant Tople, the name of owners as per the updated
Kiran Chandrakant Tople 7/ 12 extract and of the area as recorded
in Table B.
238 Moho 52/2 301 4900 1960 Shri. Shantaram Punalik Patil appeared for a Considering-the-area of reservations and
239 Baliram Dunkur Patil Moho 52/6 305 400 160 hearing on 23.06.2023. | amenities in- TPS-6, the request to grant
240 Pundalik Dunk Patii Moho 53/3 ClassII | 307 400 202 160 3064 Submission in hearing: 1) They have | the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
241 Moho 57/6 326 500 200 accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the ‘original land can not be considered.
242 Moho 127/1/C 632 1460 584 sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to | Regarding FSI'and TDR' provisions, the
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No. Ne. Area FP Area
Land Records
i 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) They requested to
allow the consumption of 3.00 FSI on their
final plot and if some area remains un
utilisable avail them TDR in licu of the same.
3.) The survey no. 3/3, 3/4, 52/2, 52/6, 53/3,
57/6, and 127/1/C of Village Moho, Tal-
Panvel were in combined ownership of Shri.
Baliram Dunkar Patil and Pundalik Dinkar
Patil. Thereafter the lands were separated
and Gut No. 52/2 and 3/3 were allotted in the
ownership of Shri. Pundalik Dinkar Patil and
therefore requested to grant separate FlInal
Plot for Gut No. 52/2 and 3/3. 4.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 5.) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 6.) They have
stable and trees on their land, for which they
requested to give compensation. Also,
requested for Project Affected People
certificate.

Shri. Kunal Krushna Patil appeared for a
hearing and submitted representation on
15.06.2023.

Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) The ownership
details as per form -1, are incorrect/ needs an
updation. Survey No. 52/6, 53/3, and 57/6 of
village Moho were earlier in the combined
ownership of Shri. Baliram Dunkur Patil and
Shri. Pundalik Dunkur Patil, however Shri.
Pundalik Dunkur Patil has relinquished their
right from the respective survey no. wide
mutation entry no. 2555 and therefore the
Final Plot No. 202 shall be allotted in the
name of Shri. Baliram Dunkur Patil. Also
Shri. Baliram Dunkur Patil has relinquished
his rights in survey no. 52/2 and 127/1/C and
it remains in the name of Shri. Pundalik

regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed

1.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
3/3 & 52/2 are now owned by Shri.
Pundalik Dinkar Patil and therefore as
per their request separate Final Plot no.
202, as shown in plan No. 4, has been
allotted to the owner(s) and of the area
as recorded in Table B.

2.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
52/6, 53/3, 57/6, 7/1 are now owned by
Shri. Baliram Dunkar Patil and therefore
separate Final Plot no. 285, as shown in
plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.
3.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
3/4 is now owned by Janaradhan Nana
More and Naresh Baburao Patil and
therefore separate Final Plot no. 201A as
shown in plan No. 4, has been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area as recorded
in Table B.
4.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut
n0.127/1/C is now owned by Jitendra
Yugraj Jain, Mahavir Basantilal Surana,
Vipul Kamal Parekh and therefore
separate Final Plot no. 213, as shown in
plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 o S R =
3 | Tenure | Area as epresentation of ner on Sanction R 5
N Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | OF | per7/12 R Amsgamated | praft TPS 06 vESHioruLAThiEaton
Land " | Records :
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Dunkur Patil only.
Submission in representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is against their interest and, therefore
raised their objection to include them in the
said scheme.
243 Moho 2/1 130 500 200 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
244 Pundlik Valaku kadav, Moho 2/5 135 1000 400 confirmed.
245 Namdev Valaku kadav, Moho 52/4 303 2500 1000 : : Final Plot no. 203, as shown in plan no
26|  Vitthal Valakukadav, | Moho | 67/I/I ] ClassI [ 382 | 4000 | 203 [ 1600 3840 :g;ﬁ?g“f:’;ggg;ﬁgfw ahearing 10T | 4 has been allotted, subject to change in
Indu Jethya Patil, yrep ’ the name of owners as per the updated
247 Dhakali Valaku kadav Moho 68/3 388 1600 640 7/12 extract and of the area as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. . . firmed.
Gajanan Govinda Patil, lioilrllal Plot no. 204, as shown in plan no
24 | XundalkGovindaPatll, | oo | 5100 | classt| 201 | 1200 | 206 | 480 480 o<y o gHhen dppeted for a bearip nor |y et abicet 10 chlt)mge in
Sundar Motiram Bhopi, submitted any representation.
i Shivaii Patil the name of owners as per the updated
R 7/12 extract and of the area as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
- : confirmed.
Dilip Balaram Patq, They h ith d for a heari Final Plot no. 205, as shown in plan no
249 |  Dharat Balaram Patil, Moho | 5113 | Class | 293 | 400 | 205 | 160 160 S e o 8PPEArSC 0T a heaning nor | 4 1as been allotted, subject to change in
Kunda Balaram Patil, submitted any representation. the £ the updated
Anusaya Balaram Patil ¢ name o1 owners as per the update.
7/12 extract and of the area as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. s confirmed.
250 Shankar janu patil Moho | 114/6/B |ClassIl | 562 | 1500 | 206 | 600 600 g&ﬁfg‘iﬁgﬁﬁ:&gﬁ' ahearing 00T | giyal Plot no. 206, as shown in plan no
yIep ) 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of'the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
5 : confirmed., subject to change in Final
251 | RevubaiRamaKadav | Moho | 1234 | ClassI | 605 | 1000 | 207 | 400 400 ﬁé&i‘fﬁ‘ﬁ‘:‘;ﬁ;&jﬂframmg 9T | Plot no. 207B, as shown in plan no 4, has
yrep ’ been allotted to the owner(s) and of the
area, as recorded in Table B.
sl\:zlai; %iﬁiﬁg{ The sanctioned ¢aﬁ scheme proposal is
Sagya Ankush Kadav. ) - - L8 ;:onﬁrmed, subject to slight change in
a > ey have neither appeared for a hearing nor | location.
20 Nltllln mthédzv’ i3 o 1228 Slassil gl Gos 800 #3 =t 320 submitted any representation. Final Plot no. 214A, as shown in plan no
Q,k.shzg Adkn sh K ad:v, 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Dli:nanjay L:hu Za d‘;:/ of tyg'm'ea, as recorded.in Table B.
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. §6

Name of Owner

Village

Survey Ne.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
Ne.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

253

Shantaram Dhondu Patil

Moho

128/7

Class II

647

1900

216

760

760

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 216, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted, subject to change in
the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area as recorded
in Table B.

254

Bhau Posha Mhatre,
Lilabai Pundalik Kadav,
Kanchan Hiraman Kadav,
Jayram Ananta Mhatre,
Pandurang Namdev Patil,
Budhaji Rambhau Mhatre,
Sunita Ganesh Ghongre,
Dhanshree Maya Patil

Moho

56/6/A (P)

Class I

316

900

255

Baliram Dunkur Patil,
Pundalik Dunkur Patil

Moho

56/6/B (P)

Class I

317

1500

217

1589.18

1589.18

They have not appeared for a hearing. Shri.
Machhindra Jayram Mhatre, Smt. Lilabai
Pundalik Kadav, smt. Vanita Pandurang
Kadav, Smt. Kanchan Hiraman Kadav
submitted representations on 26.06.23.
Submission in representation: i.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

Shri. Kunal Krushna Patil appeared for a
hearing on 15.06.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have not
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. Survey no. 56/6/A
comprise of structures of Shri. Bhau Posha
Mhatre and other 7 and survey no. 56/6/C
comprises of house of Shri. Shantaram Patil.
Therefore, they requested to grant separate
final plot for their Gut no. 56/6/B. Also
requested to grant the final plot of minimum
60% area of their original land. 2.) The
ownership details as per form -1, are
incorrect/ needs an updation. The Survey No.
56/6/B of village Moho were earlier in the
combined owership of Shri. Baliram Dunkur
Patil and Shri. Pundalik Dunkur Patil,
however Shri. Pundalik Dunkur Patil has
waived their right from the respective survey
no. wide mutation entry no. 2555 thus the
Final Plot No. 217 shall be only in the name
of Shri. Baliram Dunkur Patil. 3.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived off. 4.) By
considering the development of High Rise
Building, concession in the marginal space
shall be granted and for that the premium

The owners of Gut no. 56/6/A submitted
representation dated 08.09.2023 and
notarised affidavit. It is stated that
survey no. 56/6 has three hissas 56/6/A,
56/6/B and 56/6/C. Their hissa no.
56/6/A is situated along the west
boundary of 56/6 and it is adjoining to
gaothan. Their RCC residential houses
are existing there for last 45 to 50 years.
According they request to delete the said
Sutvey no. 56/6/A from TPS- 6.
In sanctioned draft TPS- 6, the said gut
no. 56/6/A, adjoining to Moho Gaothan,
was not included in the TPS area.
The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no.
217A & 217B for Gut no. 56/6/B &
56/6/C respectively, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted, subject to change in
the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
2 Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned ARG
s Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of | 12: per 7/12 ;?o,_ Al:,l; Am;ll’g;ﬁ:ted Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
shall not be charged.
Joint Hearing of all the 1and holders of Gut
no. 56/6/A, B.C was conducted on 08.09.23
Submission in the hearing:
1) The measurement plan showing
boundaries of three hissas in Gut no. 56/6 is
not available with them. In general gut no.
56/6/A is on the western boundary of Gut no.
56/6 and there is 9 residential houses are
existing since last 40 to 50 years. Gut no.
56/6/B is situated between 56/6/A & 56/6/C
and therein Poultry farm is existed. Gut no.
56/6/C is on the eastern boundary of Gut no.
56/6 and therein 2 houses are existed.
2.) They requested to delete all their land
from the TPS -6.
They have not appeared for hearing and
submitted  representation  dated on
26.06.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) Their written
256 Shantaram Dhondu Patil Moho 56/6/C' (P) | ClassII | 318 2600 consent were not taken to include their land
in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA TPS is
inconsistent with the law and against the
interest of the people, therefore raised their
objection to include them in the said scheme.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cqnﬁrmed,
257 Cemetery Moho 55 WHPR | 310 1300 219 520 520 sitbmifted sy renrescatation Final Plot no. 219, as shown in plan no
yrep i 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Chandrabhaga Maruti Patil,
Gajanan Maruti Patil,
Vijay Maruti Patil, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Dilip Maruti Patil, 3 . confirmed.
258 Noresh Maruti Patil, | Shivkar | 90/1(P) |ClassII| 113 | 2750 | 222 | 1100 1100 :ﬁ;ﬁ‘fﬁ‘?j‘;ﬁggggfm ahearing 1o | ginal Plot no. 222, as shown in plan no
Shyam Maruti Patil, yrep : 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Gaurdian Mother of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Chandrabhaga Maruti Patil,
Sugandha Maruti Patil
As per updated 7/12 extract, the area of
Gut no. 89/1 is 2100 sq. mt.
25 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | According, the layout of the scheme has
259 Budhaji Rambhau Mhatre Moho 89/1 ClassI | 476 4000 223 1600 1600 submitted any representation. been revised-for-planning requirement
and revised reconstituted Final Plot no.

2234 as shown in plan'no 4, has been
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 66

Sr. 2 Z
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned e £
Dot Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of g: per 7/12 g: Al:. AmF';g;';:ud Draft TPS 06 g s
Land | Records v
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
allotted to the owner(s) and of the area,
as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. ] confirmed.
260 Ragho Changa Patil Moho 89/5 | Classi | 482 | 2900 | 224 | 1160 1160 They have neither appeared for a hearing ot | g, ) piog 1. 224, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
261 Dinkar Tukaram Mhatre, Moho 89/3/2 479 1600 640 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Namdev Tukaram Mhatre, confirmed, subject to change in the
Janabai Maya Mhatre, . . name of owners as per the updated 7/12
262 | SantoshMayaMhatre, | 0| ggy | ClassTl geq | g09 | 225 | 1120 1iiog gl?tgultltt?axf ]t:frr:]:g;;eignfm e
Raghunath Maya Mhatre, 8 yrep ’ Final Plot no. 225, as shown in plan no
Jaydas Maya Mhatre, 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Kishori Kishor Gharat of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. " confirmed.
263 |  Shankar Kamlu Pathe Moho 90/1 |Classt | 484 | 4500 | 227 | 1800 1800 They have neither appeared for a hearing Or | p;. .1 pyog 1o, 227, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Sanjay Gajanan Patankar, Shri. Sanjay Gajanan Patkar appeared for a
264 | Raghunath Chandar Gharat, | Moho 89/6' 483 2000 800 hearing on 12.05.2023.
Nitin Shashikant Povale Submission in hearing: 1.) They have not Considering the area of reservations and
Sanjay Gajanan Patkar, accepted the location of the Final Plot in the i 5
265 | SecliunathChandanGlasa | MOP© | 5028 486 | 9450 3780 sanctioned draft TPS. They carlier requested | Ametities in TPS-6, the request to grant
: the final plot of a minimum of 50% of
CIDCO to grant a combined square-shaped N .
. : the original land can not be considered.
final plot on a bigger road by amalgamating 3 ..
: Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
Final Plot No. 229 and 231. Also, requested regulations are already proposed in
to grant the final plot of a minimum of 50% SDCR for TPS-6 )"II'hp p(:,s_ Cetn
area of their original land. 2.) The ownership Fomodin t;e contril; ti ne < Jet w?ll
details as per form -1 shall be grammatically B e
229, . . be decided in the final scheme. For
Class I 231 7260 corrected as Sanjay Gajanan Patkar. 3.) concessionvimthelmarzinalispaces: new
Sharad Mahadev Dhope, Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall | =/ b rh ™ o lfe‘:n P i
Sanjay Gajanan Patkar, be allowed to be consumed on the final plot. proposec.
266 Chikhale 140/3B 36B 6700 2680
Raghunath Chander Gharat, Also, unconsumed FSI due to any The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Sharad Mahadev Dhope restrictions, shall be permitted to be propo:

transferred as TDR on any plot. 4.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived. 5.) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

confirmed.

Final Plots No. 229, 231 as shown in
plan No. 4, have been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
gr. Tenure op Area as FP FP Adahamita Representation of Owner on Sanctioned Decision of Arbitrator
5 Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of per 7/12 8 Draft TPS 06
No. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Shri. Narendra alias Narayan Kisan Mhatre
Bamibai Posha Mhatre, and Bhau Posha Mhatre appeared for a
Bhau Posha Mhatre, hearing on 21.06.2023 and 22.06.2023. 3o g
Yamibai Hiru Gadkari, Submission in hearing: 1.) They have gﬁgls:lzznugl t_}.l;;f g a;ﬁr;s e‘rl\é:? t(;ns a:;(:
Duklibai Govind Patil, accepted the location of the Final Plot in the i &t
; the final plot of a minimum of 50% of
Shakun Janardan Phadke, sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to ok :
2 n - : i the original land can not be considered.
Soni Kundlik Patil, Chalabai grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area : Ao
Balaram Patil, Radhabai f their original land. 2.) FSI of 2.5 shall be | ~ogarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
267 e TR Moho 771211 444 | 4200 1680 outsr ougHaling 2 )FSVor2 Sehabe | e brtionsiare already proposed in
Hari Chaudhari, granted on their final plot. 3.) The SDCR for TPS-6. The obicction
Chandubai Tukaram Tupe, contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not resarding the conh'iﬁuti — ant will
Narendra Kisan Mhatre, accepted and shall be waived. 4.) By Rl
. . Class II 230 2340 P .7 | be decided in the final scheme. For
Sharad Kisan Mhatre, Sunil considering the development of the High concession in the marginal spaces. new
Kisan Mhatre, Rukmini Rise Building, concession in the marginal regulation  has bgelgn P g ’o setl
Gopinath Mhatre, Anil space shall be granted and for that, the proposed.
Gopinath Mhatre, premium shall not be charged. 5.) They shall . g
Pramod Gopinath Mhatre, be granted priority as Project Affected g;ﬁﬁzgoned draft scheme proposal is
Vinod Gopinath Mhatre, Persons for jobs in The Navi Mumbai | ., - .
Rupali Gopinath Mhatre, International Airport Project. 6.) Their status | | " P10t No. 230, as shown in plan No.
Deepali Gopinath Mhatre as farmers shall be retained and they shall be 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
268 Gaurdian Rukmini Gopinath Moho 90/2/A 485 1650 660 granted compensation for the tees that of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Mhatre. existed therein.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed,
X . Final Plot no. 233, as shown in plan no
269 Gavkari Panch Inam Moho 91/1 | ClassII| 487 | 9000 | 233 | 3600 3600 :g;&if;f“ﬁfﬂgg;ggglfm ahearing 0ot | 4 12 been allotted to the owner(s) and
yIep) . of the area, as recorded in Table B. It
has been included in public/semi-public
users.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
h . Final Plot no. 235, as shown in plan no
270 |  Maruti Pama Phadke Moho | 1003 | ClassI | 491 | 3100 | 235 | 1240 1240 ﬁgﬁfﬁ'ﬁﬁggj&eﬁgfm ahearing nor | 4 a5 been allotted, subject to change in
yrep ’ the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. . They have neither appeared for a hearing nor oc_mﬁrmed. -
271 Gana Govind Topale Shivkar 78/3 ClassII | 106 4660 236 1864 1864 Sbmitied A febrsentation Final Plot no. 236, as shown in plan no
yrep : 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Vishvanath Pandurang Patil, Shri. Vishvanath Pandurang Patil appeared | Considering the area of reservations and
Anjani Dhanaji Chorghe, for a hearing on 12.05.23. | amenitigs in TPS-6, the request to grant
272 Vaishali Santosh Mhatre, Moho 10072 ClassI | 490 9100 237 3640 3640 Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | the fifial plot of a minimum of 50% of
Pratik Tukaram Mhatre , not accepted the location of the Final Plot in | the/driginal land can hot be considered.
Yuvraj Tukaram Mhatre, the sanctioned draft TPS. Their house exists | Régafding FSI and TDR provisions, the
” - =( Vi

K\\\\
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Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 86

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of

OoP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
Ne.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

sr. no. 3 Soloni Tukaram
Mhatre's Guardian Father
Tukaram Namdev Mhatre

on the east side of the 8-meter wide existing
road, adjoining Moho Lake, and therefore
requested to grant them the final plot
adjoining their house. Also, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.)
By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot No. 237, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

273

Group Grampanchayat
Chikhale

Moho

135/0

Class I

675

3500

239

3500

3500

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The Gut No. 135/0 is a Government
Land assigned to Group Grampanchayat
Chikhale on certain conditions.
Accordingly, Final Plot no. 239 is
allotted to “Govt. of Maharashtra” and
in their other rights it is mentioned that
“given to Group Grampanchayat
Chikhale on certain condition.”
Final Plot no. 239, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

274

Y. Vekant Reddy

Moho

102/3/2

Class 1

501

3650

241

1460

1460

They appeared for a hearing on 08.08.23.
Submission in hearing: 1) As per
sanctioned draft TPS they have been allotted
the Final Plot no. 241 which is solely in the
ownership of Shri. Yampalla Venkat Reddy
and the Final Plot no. 243 which is in
combined ownership of Shri. Namdeo Posha
Mhatre and and Shri. Yampalla Venkat
Reddy. Therefore, they requested to allot
them the Final Plot by combining final plot
no. 241 and their their share in final plot
1n0.243. 2.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the
original plot shall be allowed to be consumed
on the final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due
to any restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived. 3.) By
considering the development of the High

Gutno. 102/3/1 is Class Il land & jointly
owned by Namdeo Posha Mhatre and
Yampalla Venkat Reddy. Gut no.
102/3/2 is class I land and owned by
Yampalla Venkat Reddy. Therefore,
they request to amalgamate Gut no.
102/3/2 & their share in Gut no. 102/3/1
cannot be acceded.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession ip-the-marginal spaces, new
\ bk _ proposed.

: proposal is




Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 2
< Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned o S
oy Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of o per 7/12 A - ARl Draft TPS 06 Dedispyot s irator
No. No. Area FP Area L
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 i1/ 8 9 10
Rise Building, concession in the marginal | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
space shall be granted and for that, the | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
premium shall not be charged.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vishnu Parshuram They have neither appeared for a hearing nor confirmed.
275 Chaudhari Shivkar 58/2 ClassII | 80 4200 242 1680 1680 subtnifted sy resveseitiation Final Plot no. 242, as shown in plan no
apciar yrep ) 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Shri. Yampalla Venkat Reddy appeared for a
hearing o on - O0BOB23.| G 02/3/1 s Class Il and & jointly
Submission in hearing: 1) As per owned by Namdeo Posha Mhatre and
sanctioned draft TPS they have been allotted | 3 ang TR el
the Final Plot no. 241 which is solely in the | | ;;/‘352 . cl:ss ; lan; an’; Ow‘;e 5 ‘g"
o?engFOt:hg' Yampal%VenﬁclaLReddy Yampalla Venkat Reddy Thereforey
an e Fin ot no. 243 which is in : >
combined ownership of Shri. Namdeo Posha tll:)ez);?’;ze gﬁe;zhﬁafa&?tzo (il(l)tz /I;;)l‘
Mhatre and and Shri. Yampalla Venkat e e ‘ac ded
Reddy. Therefore, they requested to allot Regarding FSI and TDR provisiox?s: thé
Namdev Posha Mhatre them the Final Plot by combining final plot regulations are already propose d d
276 1 Moho 102/3/1 ClassII | 500 3700 243 1480 1480 no. 241 and their their share in final plot PEOposeCh
Yampalla Venkat Reddy N SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
n0.243. 2.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the ’ i o .
o regarding the contribution amount will
original plot shall be allowed to be consumed be decided in the final scheme. For
on the final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due e alss " :' . (\)av
to any restrictions, shall be permitted to be regulation  has bge .- pp‘;g;;os: d
&ansfenqd as TDR on any plot. 3'). e The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not s
accepted. and shall be waived. 3) B Y Final Plot no. 243, as shown in plan no
cqnsmen_ng. the developmept i ngh 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Rise Building, concession in the marginal o,f the area_ as recorded in Table B
space shall be granted and for that, the ’
premium shall not be charged.
277 Dunkur Tukaram Mhatre, Mocho 6/2/A ClassI | 154 3270 1308
278 | Namdev Tukaram Mhatre, Moho 41/8 ClassI | 249 1200 480
279 Chandrabhaga Shankar Moho 44/4 ClassI | 255 2100 840 . .
ft
280 Mhatre, Moho 46/3__ | Class1 | 266 | 1800 720 grfﬁslﬁzg‘md deall §ff emcproposaliis
281 Chahu Shankar Mhatre, [ Moho 53/4 ClassII | 308 1600 640 ) . Final Plot 0, 247. as shown in plan.no
282 Ram Shankar Mhatre, Moho 89/3/1 ClassI | 478 1600 247 640 5588 They ~have neither appeared for a hearing nor A Rben allotteé, subject to change in
Joma Shankar Mhatre, submitted any representation. ﬂ;e name of owners as per the updated
;:?1?2:111 II\\/I/I?;: ngi’ 7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
283 | Raghunath Maya Mhatre, | Moho 89/4/2 | Class | 481 2400 960 in Table B.
Jaydas Maya Mhatre,
Kishori Kishor Gharat
284 Baliram Dundhya Mhatre, Moho 89/2 477 2500 1000 ] . The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
285 | Sudam DundhyaMhatre, | Moho | 118/2/3 | ClassTl | 589 | 6000 | 248 | 2400 5044 :ﬁ;&t‘f;ﬁ‘?ﬂ:ﬁ’gﬁ:ﬁf’ b L R
286 | Kunda Aambo Mhatre, Moho | 125/1/B 617 | 4110 1644 yrep ; Final Pt/ 248, as shown in plan no

i
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SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINA NO. 6

Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Kailas Aambo Mhatre,

Machhindra Aambo Mhatre,

Sima Aambo Mhatre,
Sarika Aambo Mhatre

4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

287

Shri. Shankar Deul Vahi.,
Madhukar Ballal Joshi,
Sudhir Ballal Joshi

Moho

62

Class I

355

3200

250

1280

1280

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

Final Plot no. 250, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B. It has
been included in public/semi-public
USers.

288

Sachin Nagraj Chhajed,
Harshad Savjee Dhanani,
Suresh Karsanbhai Jadav,

Kailash Karsanbhai Jadav,
Alice Francis,
Sina Mathew

Moho

56/1

Class I

319

4800

253

1920

1920

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

In the sanctioned draft Scheme Gut No.
56/7, Moho was owned by Sachin
Chhajed and other five. Now as per
updated 7/12 extract Gut no. 56/7 is
subdivided into 56/7/A and 56/7/B.
Therefore size of Final Plot no. 253 has
been reduced and allotted for Gut no
56/7/B.

Also, in draft scheme Final Plot No. 257
was granted inlieu of Gut no. 57/2 to
Sachin Chhajed and other three. Now as
per updated 7/12 extract, Sachin
Chhajed and other three own both Gut
no. 56/7/A and 57/2 and therefore
combined final plot 257 has been alloted
to them by increasing the size of
proposed final plot no. 257 in the draft
scheme.

Final Plot no. 253, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

289

Prakash Ganpat Waghe

Moho

56/5

Class I

315

300

254

120

120

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 254,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.

290

Bama Ganpat Dhawale

Shivkar

75/1

Class I

99

860

255

344

344

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no. 78/2
& 75/1, Shivkar are now totally owned
by M/s Valuable Property Pvt. Ltd.
Director Narendra Hete. Therefore, Gut
no. 75/1 & 78/2 are clubbed together




Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
Noe.

| Area as

per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Deéiéiqn of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

291

Sachin Nagraj Chhajed,
Harshad Savjee Dhanani,
Suresh Karsanbhai Jadav,
Kailash Karsanbhai Jadav

Moho

5772

Class I

321

2600

257

1040

1040

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

In the sanctioned draft Scheme Gut No.
56/7, Moho was owned by Sachin
Chhajed and other five. Now as per
updated 7/12 extract Gut no. 56/7 is
subdivided into 56/7/A and 56/7/B.
Now as per updated 7/12 extract, Sachin
Chhajed and other three own both Gut
no. 56/7/A and 57/2 and therefore
combined final plot 257 has been alloted
to them by increasing the size of
proposed final plot no. 257 in the draft
scheme.

Final Plot no. 257, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

292

Dharma Kanya dhavale

Shivkar

32072

Class II

128

810

258

324

324

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 258, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

293

294

Muktabai Balaram Bhoir,
Trimbak Balaram Bhoir,
Raghunath Balaram Bhoir,
Arun Balaram Bhoir,
Gurunath Balaram Bhoir,
Suman Baburao Patil,
Madhuri Trimbak Gharat

Moho

38/2

Class 1T

220

500

200

Moho

57/4/A

Class I

323

380

259

152

352

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

In the sanctioned draft Scheme Gut No.
38/2 and 57/4/A, Moho were owned by
Muktaibai Balaram Bhoir and other six.
Now as per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
38/2 is owned by Raghunath Balaram
Bhoir and 57/4/A is owned by Arun
Balaram Bhoir. Therefore, Proposed
Final Plot no. 259 in draft scheme is
subdivided and Final Plots no. 259A is
allotted for Gut no. 57/4/A and 259B is
allotted for 38/2.
Final Plots no. 259A and 259B, as
shown in plan no 4, have been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area as recorded
in Table B.

295

Aambo Gana Dhawale

Anna Khanderao

Moho

57/4/B

Class I

324

420

260

168

168

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 260, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and

296

Gayakwad,
Nitin Raosaheb Kolape,
Pandurang Shankar

Moho

56/4

Class IT

314

2300

261

920

920

Shri. Nitin Ravsaheb Kolpe appeared for a

hearing on 16.06.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have

accepted the location of the Final Plot in the




Proposal of Sactioned Draft Tewn Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Sr. < -
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned .
e Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of g 3 per 7/12 i e Aealpemuted Draft TPS 06 e
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Padalkar, sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
Prasad Pramod Shende, grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area | regulations are already proposed in
Rajkumar Dhanraj Jadhav, of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
Rajesh Hanmant Popale, FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | regarding the contribution amount will
Varsha Satish Kalambe, consumed on the final plot. Also, | be decided in the final scheme. For
Vinod Dattatrey Kale, unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | concession in the marginal spaces, new
Virudev Narayan Gorad, be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | regulation has  been  proposed.
Shankar Popat Gayakwad, plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
Shrutika Vikram Pawar, no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Suchita Ananda Khandekar, By considering the development of the High | confirmed, subject to correction in the
Sudhir Pandurang Kadam, Rise Building, concession in the marginal | name of the owners, as per their request.
Sanjay Anand Nanhe space shall be granted and for that, the | Final Plot no. 261, as shown in plan no
premium shall not be charged. 5.) The |4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
ownership details in form-1 are correct, | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
however, the following grammatical
corrections shall be dorme: i) Anna
Khanderao Gaikwad 1) Nitin Ravsaheb
Kolpe iii.) Birudev Narayan Gorad iv.)
Shankar Popat Gaikwad v.) Shrutika Vikram
Pawar
Aaditya Ambo Phadke,
Baby Shalikgram Phadke,
Subhash Shalikgram
Sujazhg?g(:;nbar The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Khandakale They have neither appeared for a hearing nor oc?nﬁrmed. .
297 G d Moho 113/1 ClassI | 545 7300 264 2920 2920 . ! Final Plot no. 264, as shown in plan no
anu Narayan Phadke, submitted any representation. 4 h
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Bhagwan Narayan Phadke, *th ded in Table B
Siddhasth Narayan Phadke, of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Vasant Narayan Phadke,
Ranjna Ram Jambhulkar,
Laxmi Madan Patil
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
. 3 Final Plot no. 265, as shown in plan no
208 Tukaram Kalu Bhoir Moho 61/1 |Classm| 350 | 3700 | 265 | 1480 1480 They have neither appeared for a hearing n0r | 4. s peen allotted, subject to chl;.nge in
submitted any representation.. th
e name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
299 Moho 61/4 353 200 80 Shri. Dasharath Ambo Patil appeared for a | Considering the area of reservations and
hearing on 18.07.23. | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Dasharath Ambo Patil, Submission in hearing: 1) They have | the final plot-gfa-minimum of 70% of
300 Ananta Ambo Patil, Moho 61/5 Class II 354 6600 267 2640 2720 accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
Subhash Ambo Patil sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to

grant the final plot of a minimum of 70% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00

the origjnial fand/ean-not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regufdtions arc” already’, proposed in

SDCR (for TPS-6. ,The. objection
) Y 117 |Page
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
= Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned % !
N, Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 48 per 7/12 i e AmulgRiatcd Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
No. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | regarding the contribution amount will
consumed on the final plot. Also, | be decided in the final scheme. For
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | concession in the marginal spaces, new
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | regulation  has  been proposed.
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | confirmed.
By considering the development of the High | Final Plot No. 267, as shown in plan No.
Rise Building, concession in the marginal | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
space shall be granted and for that, the | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
premium shall not be charged.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor Gtiied
301 Valkya Gopal Phadke Moho 113/5 ClassI | 549 2300 270 920 920 d . Final Plot no. 270, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Shri Jayprakash Denial, Shri. Deepak Ganpat Koli, Shri. Hemant
Shri Deepak Ganpat Koli, Hiraji Patil, Shri. Prasad Hiraji Gharat | Considering the area of reservations and
Shri Prakash Shridhar appeared for a hearing on 16.06.2023. | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
302 Tavde, Moho 121/1 594 900 360 Submission in hearing: 1) They have | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
Shri Raju Lalchandra Baye, accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the original land can not be considered.
Shri Vishvanath Lalchandra sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
Baye grant the final plot of 2 minimum of 60% area | regulations are already proposed in
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
Class I 271 630 FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | regarding the contribution amount will
Shri Deepak Ganpat Koli, consumed on the final plot. Also, | be decided in the final scheme. For
Deepak Babu Mhatre, unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | concession in the marginal spaces, new
Prasad Hiraji Gharat, be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | regulation  has  been proposed.
303 Suryakant Narayan Moho 12472 609 800 320 plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Bhandari, no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | confirmed.
Sankesh Bama Patil, By considering the development of the High | Final Plot No. 271, as shown in plan No.
Hemant Hiraji Patil Rise Building, concession in the marginal | 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
space shall be granted and for that, the | of the area, as recorded in Table B.
premium shall not be charged.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor Sl ned
304 Ram Shankar Mhatre Moho 121/6/A ClassI | 600 1850 272 740 740 : : Final Plot no. 272, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Dattatreya Bahu Pz.ml’ The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Ganesh Balu Patil, N .
: 5 : confirmed, subject to change in the
Janabai Kashinath Bhopi,
S abai Sitaram Shelke They have neither appeared for a hearing nor name of owners as per the updated 7/12
305 agun 2 Moho 122 ClassI | 603 13100 275 5240 5240 . " extract
Ramdas Narayan Patil, submitted any representation.
: Final Plgtfﬁo 7 wn in plan no
Vasant Narayan Patil,
Xl . 4, has beenall owner(s) and
Anandibai Narayan Patil, of ﬂ“‘/ A ea, as recor d able B.
Rajaram Kalu Patil,

118 |[Page

ot



Propossl of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Sr.
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanectioned
s Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of g . per 7/12 £ b G s Draft TPS 06 PELSDINIRG Moo
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Baliram Kalu Patil,
Mathura Gajanan Patil,
Dnyaneshwar Gajanan Patil,
Balaram Gajanan Patil,
Gulab Pundalik Fulore
They have not appeared for a hearing.
Shri. Shyam Hari Patil, Smt. Vanita Tukaram
Patil, Shri. Mayur Tukaram Patil, Smt. . .
Dhanashri Kiran Bhopi, Smt. Namrata I iCRsMcHandudias schen_le, Final
Subhash Naik, Smt. Dharati Tukaram Pagil, | POt 210 276 has been granted in part of
. : ’ p : > | their original holdings bearing Gut no.
Balkrushna Rama Patil, Shri. Balkrushna Rama Patil, Shri. Madhukar 43 =i adioinin: lands
Madhukar Rama Patil, Rama Patil, Shri. Ananata Rama Patil, Smt. g ria) B
Ananta Rama Patil Bebibai  Tukaram  Patil  submitted Tieisepetionizd duilischemenmoposal is
306 R o Moho 4/3 ClassI | 146 6900 276 2760 2760 s confirmed, subject to change in the
Bebibai Tukaram Khutale, representation dated 03.07.2023.
o e N ." | name of owners as per the updated 7/12
Tukaram Hari Patil, Submission in representation: 1.) Their P,
Sham Hari Patil. written consent was not taken to include their Final Plot no. 276. as shown in plan 1o
land in NAINA TPS. 2)) The said NAINA | e pran 0.
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against | as been allotted to tl}e owner(s) and
) ga of the area, as recorded in Table B.
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Ramakrishna Eknath Kadav, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor Gl
307 Sachin Eknath Kadav, Moho 50/3 ClassI | 287 | 3900 | 277 | 1560 1560 Subgﬁm e rels’gmaﬁon €007 | pinal Plot no. 277, as shown in plan no
Shrikrishna Eknath Kadav yrep ’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Sadu Dagadu Patil, They appeared for a hearing on 15.06.23 and
Kundalik Sitaram Patil, submitted their representation dated | Considering the area of reservations and
308 | Bhaskar Tulsiram Patil, | M°H° e 20 Jr K60 sy 15.06.23. amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Bhanudas Tulsiram Patil Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the original land can not be considered.
sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area | regulations are already proposed in
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | regarding the contribution amount will
Class I 278, 2120 consumed on the final plot. Also, [ be decided in the final scheme. For
Sadu Dagadu Patil, 207A unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | concession in the marginal spaces, new
Kundalik Sitaram Patil, be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | regulation has  been  proposed.
2% Bhaskar Tulshiram Patil, o S o e =58 plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
Bhanudas Tulshiram Patil no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is

By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium  shall not be  charged
Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their

confirmed.

Final Plots No. 278 & 207A, as shown
in plan No.”4, have heen allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B!
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Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
g Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned 3
e Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of & per 7/12 LS A Amalzamated Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
No. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

310 Moho 50/2 ClassI | 286 3800 1520 In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
plot no 279 has been granted in part of
their original holdings bearing Gut no.

They have not appeared for a hearing and 20 g adjeming LS
Shri. Eknath Laxman Patil and Shri. Baburao - .
Baburao Laxman Patil, Laxman Patil submitted representation dated ?hellr original land bearing Gut No. N2
Eknath Laxman Patil, 03.07.2023. e s g b0l s
Yamubai Dinkar Hared, Submission in representation: 1.) Their glota;o' 27:@2&:3%15;353% f’ﬁ:ll
Anantibai Jayram Bhagat, 279 1732 written consent was not taken to include their X
311 . Moho 59/4 ClassII | 338 530 212 ; : Plot No. 279A has been granted to Gut
Barkibai Gangaram land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA .
s . A p No. 50/2 and Final Plot No. 279B has
Dhavale, TPS is inconsistent with the law and against been granted to 59/4. Also. as
Jaya Lakshman Patil the interest of the people, therefore raised date%dr 7112 extract th o’e £ lt3hel’
their objection to include them in the said | "P g = Tanie (e
e Py owners have  been  corrected.
Final Plots no. 279A and 279B, as
shown in plan no. 4, has been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
Sambhaji Laxman The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. . confirmed.
32 | ppoohopade | Moho | 1245 | Classi| 612 | 2000 | 280 | 800 800 gﬁﬁfg‘?‘:’ggj&jﬁf’ ahearing 10T | il Plot no. 280, as shown in plan no
4 Devkar PISH I 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
. of the area as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
' : name of owners as per the updated 7/12
313 | RevubaiRamaKadav | Moho 50/4 | Class1 | 288 | 2000 | 281 | 800 800 They have ncither appearcd for a hearing nor | .,
submitted any representation. 5 :
Final Plot no. 281, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Rukmini Pandurang Shelke, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vinayak Pandurang Shelke, : . confirmed.
314 | Kailas Pandurang Shelke, | Moho 49/4 | ClassTI| 284 | 2400 | 282 | 960 960 :flfé;aefa‘f“}‘:r;ggzgg?’ ahearing 10r | g1 Plot no. 282, as shown in plan no
Latifa Pandurang Shelke, yrep : 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Surekha Pandurang Shelke of the area as recorded in Table B.
315 Chikhale 136/3 16 1800 720 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. - . . firmed.
Surekha Sudhir Kulkarni, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor g - .

316 | SukhiyaSudhirKulkami | Chikhale | 136/4 | CBST| 17 | g0 | 283 | 35 1640 submitted any representation. z“;}a:sph A 2 o °V;nw:;rp(lsa)“m’l‘g
of the/Area 4s recorded i-Table B.

317 Moho 4/1 ClassI | 144 3600 284 1440 2200 (IR R\
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Sr. g
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned J S
g Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | OF | per72 FP | FP | Amalgamated |;, ., 1pggq s e
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

318 Moho 4/2 145 600 240 Now as per updated 7/12 extract the
ownership has been changed as follows;
1.) Gut no. 4/1 - Gajanan Govind Patil.
2.) Gut no. 4/2 - Sundarabai Motiram
Bhopi, Janabai Shivaji Patil. 3.) Gut no.
45/2 - Kundalik Govind Patil.
Therefore, Proposed Final Plot no. 284
Gajanan Govind Patil, in the draft scheme has been subdivied
Kundalik Govind Patil, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | and 1.) Final Plot no. 284A has been
319 | Sundarabai Motiram Bhopi, | Moho 45/2 258 1300 520 submitted any representation. allotted for Gut no. 4/1.
Janabai Shivaji Patil 2.) Final Plot no. 284B has been allotted
for Gut no. 45/2.
3.) Final Plot no. 284C has been allotted
for Gut no. 4/2.
Final Plots no. 284A, 284B, 284C as
shown in plan no 4, have been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded

in Table B.
Shri. Kunal Krushna Pat appeared for a | Considering the area of reservations and
hearing on 15.06.2023. | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have | the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the | the original land can not be considered.
sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area | regulations are already proposed in
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | regarding the contribution amount will
consumed on the final plot. Also, | be decided in the final scheme. For
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | concession in the marginal spaces, new
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | regulation  has  been  proposed.

plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form

no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | 1.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
Baliram Dunkur Patil, By considering the development of the High | 3/3 & 52/2 are now owned by Shri.
20 Pundalik Dunkur Patil Maie il Gloszible]) 596 e 285 250 2299 Rise Building, concession in the marginal | Pundalik Dinkar Patil and therefore as

space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) The
ownership details as per form -1, are incorrect
and need an updation. The Survey No. 7/1 of
village Moho was earlier in the combined
ownership of Shri. Baliram Dunkur Patil and
Shri. Pundalik Dunkur Patil, however Shri.
Pundalik Dunkur Patil has relinquished their
rights from the respective survey no. wide
mutation entry no. 2555 and therefore

per their request separate Final Plot no.
202, as shown in plan No. 4, has been
allotted to the owner(s) and of the area
as recorded  in Table B.

2.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
52/6, 53/3, 57/6, 7/1 are now owned by
Shri. Baliram Dunkar Patil and therefore

requested to grant Final Plot No. 202 in the | owner of the-grea as recorded in
name of Shri. Baliram Dunkur Patil. | Tabl¢/sc/ <o oo B.
Submission in representation: 1.) Their | 3.) As‘per updated 7/12,ex Gut no.

) *




Sr. Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06
= Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned koot ;
s Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 1(\]) E per 7/12 ;:P Al:'l; Am;;g:n:;ted Draft TPS 06 Decision of Aritrator
Land % | Records i
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
written consent was not taken to include their | 3/4 is now owned by Janaradhan Nana
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA | More and Naresh Baburao Patil and
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against | therefore separate Final Plot no. 201A as
the interest of the people, therefore raised | shown in plan No. 4, has been allotted to
their objection to include them in the said | the owner(s) and of the area as recorded
scheme. in Table B.
4.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut
n0.127/1/C is now owned by Jitendra
Yugraj Jain, Mahavir Basantilal Surana,
Vipul Kamal Parekh and therefore
separate Final Plot no. 213, as shown in
plan No. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area as recorded in
Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
321 Rk B, Moh 73 |ClassIl| 399 | 6100 | 286 | 2440 244 | They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | FONITeE o 1
Baliram Kalu Patil & = submitted any representation. 4,1[;1218 b:er?gilo tte’dif) Sthz“;nwl;&sz;nagg
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
322 Moho 57/5 325 1100 440 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
’ They have neither appeared for a hearing nor c(_mﬁlmed. ]
323 Surdas Balaram Patil Moho ma | OS] a0 | a0 | 287 | gog 2 submitted any representation, i“;’g:’;:;‘;lif;ﬂi Stll‘]‘év(‘;“w‘lferl?s*;“ 'm0
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
] . Final Plot no. 288, as shown in plan no
324 Vishnu Hari Thosar Moho | 62/C | ClassI | 156 | 2420 | 288 | 968 968 Tesegitier e in s hearing nor |y e B et 1 change in
submitted any representation. th
¢ name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cgnﬁrmed. -
325 Bhalchandra Balu Mhatre Moho 6/2/B Class I 155 2210 289 884 884 . 5 Final Plot no. 289, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation. Py e )
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
326 Rajaram Ragho Patil, Moho 7/2B 398 4180 1672
327 Maruti Ragho Patil, Moho 48/3 279 4100 1640 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Harishchandra Ragho Patil, i . confirmed.
Gomibai Shalikglfl’atil, Class II 291 4652 ;’ﬁ&t‘f;ﬁy‘fg&ggﬁ;ﬁgﬁ ahearing 10T | Eunal Plot no. 291, as shown in plan no
328 Navnath Shailik Patil, Moho 73/2/D 422 3350 1340 ) 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Jija Shalik Patil, of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Sugandha Shalik Patil ‘
329 . Moho 2/3 (P) ClassI | 133 |1015.71* 406.28 . . Their original land. bearing Gut No.
330 | phetadey VinaKadav, | yioho 481 | Class1 | 276 | 7700 | 292 [ 3080 5246.28 ;’fﬁﬁ?gy‘f&gﬁg&jﬂf’ @ hearing 0T | /15313, 1235 is Class I lands and Gut
331 Moho 52/3 ClassI | 302 1900 760 ' No. 2/3 (P) & 52/5 Is) Class II lands.

122 |Page

\
x\ /

\\



Proposal of Sactiened Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Sr. X
Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned =
No. Naitis ot Gwnie Village | Survey No. of opP per 7/12 FP FP Amalgamated Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
No. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
332 Moho 52/5 ClassII | 304 800 320 Therefore, the proposed Final Plot No.
292 has been divided and Final Plot No.
292A has been granted to Gut No. 48/1,
52/3 & 123/5 and Final Plot No. 292B
has been granted to 2/3 (P) & 52/5
Also, as per updated 7/12 extracts the
333 Moho 123/5 ClassI | 606 1700 680 iR EEveteencomected.
Final Plots no. 292A & 292B as shown
in plan no 4, have been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vijay Sakharam Dange. They have neither appeared for a hearing nor eamlimeed
334 yay 28 Moho 47/3 ClassI | 271 4700 293 1880 1880 s . g Final Plot no. 293, as shown in plan no
Rajesh Shankarlal Kothari. submitted any representation.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Vasant Narayan Patil,
Rajaram Kalu Patil,
Baliram Kalu Patil,
Dattatrey Balu Patil,
Ganu Urf Ganesh Balu
Patil, . .
Janabai Kashinath Bhopi, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
. confirmed.
Sagunabai Sitaram Shelke, ) .
Sulochana Ramdas Patil They have neither appeared for a hearing nor BirleEi ot 20rihonsninanoo
335 i Moho 47/4 Classi | 272 7800 294 3120 3120 : F 4 has been allotted, subject to change in
Mohan Ramdas Patil, submitted any representation.
g the name of owners as per the updated
Yashwant Ramdas Patil,
] 7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
Bharat Ramdas Patil, in Table B
Meenakshi Motiram ’
Mhatre, Mathura Gajanan
Patil, Dnyaneshwar Gajanan
Patil, Balaram Gajanan
Patil, Gulab Pundalik
Fullore
336 Moho 472 270 1700 680 Shri. Yatin Sadashiv Tandel, Shri. Viraj | Considering the area of reservations and
Sandeep Mhatre, Shri. Shantanu Sandeep | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Mhatre appeared for a hearing on 17.05.2023. | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
Submission in hearing: 1.) Gut No. 47/2 and | the original land can not be considered.
. 124/7 of Moho Village were owned by Shri. | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
g;f:ﬁ glﬁz;ng;n; llz‘z;.ttlill’ Class I 295 1200 Umesh Bhagwan Patil and 2 others and in | regulations are already proposed in
337 Ew . Moho 124/7 615 1300 520 lieu of this land, Final Plot No. 295 has been | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
Bhupesh Bhagwan Patil. i

proposed in the scheme. Now Gut No. 47/2
has been purchased by Yatin Sadashiv
Tandel and 2 others from Shri. Umesh Patil
and 2 others wide registered purchased deed

no. 2708 dated 3.3.2022 and accordingly, the

ibution amount will

spaces, new
proposed.
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Pla;lning Scheme NAINA No. 06 = ok . il
3 Tenure Area as presentation of er on Sanction e ¥
No. Nerhé of Ovier Village | Survey No. of gP per 7/12 FP FP Amalgamated Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
names have been changed in the 7/12 extract, | As per their request, Final Plot no. 295
therefore they requested to bifurcate Final | has been bifurcated. For Gut no. 47/2,
Plot No. 295 and to grant separate final plots | Final Plot no. 295A has been granted
for Gut No. 47/2 and 124/7. Also requested | and for Gut no. 124/7, Final plot no. 295
to grant the final plot of a minimum 60% area | B has been granted. Also as per their
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00 | request and updated 7/12 extract, the
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be | name of owners have been changed.
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall | Final Plots No. 295 A & 295 B, as
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | shown in plan No. 4, have been allotted
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form | to the owner(s) and of the area, as
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | recorded in Table B.
By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Akshay Ashok Phadke, . : confirmed.
338 | Devyani Ashok Phadke, | Moho | 4712 | ClassT | 269 | 2800 | 296 | 1120 1120 ggﬁ‘f;‘??:;;‘;g;;ﬁgj“ ahearing nor | pinal Plot no. 296, as shown in plan no
Omkar Ashok Phadke ’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor c&_)nﬁxmed‘ .
339 Arun Namdev Phadke Moho 47/1/1 ClassI | 268 2700 297 1080 1080 . " Final Plot no. 297, as shown in plan no
submitted any representation. o
, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
340 Moho 48/2/B 278 1290 516 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Sachin Dharma Joshi, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor ct_mﬁrmed. ]
341 Swapnil Dharma Joshi, Moho 121/4 Sl 597 500 428 200 alg submitted any representation. i%ﬂ:::;::ngﬁiﬁi Stllll?znwi;&l:;nazg
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Maya Narayan Shelke,
Nama Narayan Shelke,
Eknath Narayan Shelke, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Bharat Narayan Shelke, confirmed, subject to slight modification
Ganesh Narayan Shelke, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | in shape and location.
2 Santosh Nara}),ran Shelke, R e Elassi ] 261 pone Pl L S submitted any representation. Final Plot no. 302, as shown in plan no
Laxmibai Rajendra Patil, 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Sangeeta Pundilak Phadke, of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Gita Nivrutti Karavkar,
Mai Narayan Shelke.
343 Pandurang Sitaram Pathe Moho 45/6 ClassI | 262 4000 1600 Shn': Pandurang Sitaram Pathe appeared fora | In the sanctioned draft scheme, Final
344 B amubaigSitaram Pathe g Moho 74/3 Class I | 427 2700 1080 heanng : on l§.06.2023. p,lo? no 302 has;bc}:cn grantgd in part of
ety > 302 2800 Subu.us.sion in hearin_g: 1.) The said NAINA their  original holdin s bearing Gut no.
345 Sitabai Sitaram Pathe Moho 76/1 ClassI | 438 300 120 TPS is inconsistent with the law and against 456 - ‘and \ <adjoining lands.
the interest of the people, therefore raised |< Vdicy e \ |
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ARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NAINANO.6

Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

op
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
revised Final Plot no. 301 has been
allotted to them.
Their original land bearing Gut No.
45/6, 76/1 is Class I lands and Gut No.
74/3 is Class II land thus Final Plot no.
301 has been divided and Final Plot No.
301A has been granted to Gut No. 74/3
and Final Plot No. 301B has been
granted to 45/6, 76/1 Also, as per
updated 7/12 extracts the name of the
owners have been  corrected.

Final Plot no. 301A and 301B, as shown
in plan no. 4, has been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.

346

Kisan Dharma Patil,
Alka Maruti Bhalekar,
Kamal Sakharam Patil,

Suman Namdev Dhawale,
Rakesh Prakash Patil,
Dinesh Prakash Patil

Moho

47/5/A

Class I

273

1450

303

580

580

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation..

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 303, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

347

Ganesh Kana Pathe

Moho

46/1/A

Class I

263

2900

304

1160

1160

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 304, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted, subject to change in
the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

348

Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal,
Balaram Kaluram Pathe

Moho

46/1/B

Class I

264

2500

305

1000

1000

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 305, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

349

350

351

352

Ganu Balu Patil

Moho

44/1

Moho

44/2

Moho

59/3

Moho

11972

Class I

252

3000

1200

253

1900

760

337

2400

960

591

3300

306

1320

4240

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 306, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted, subject to change in
the name ers as per the updated
tract-and ofithe area, as recorded

~NZoN\

353

354

Goma Govind Mhatre

Moho

4473

Moho

77/4

Class II

254

1600

640

447

2500

307

1000

1640

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

,{ansﬁgned drafi'scheme proposal is
firmed* ¢ )

|‘
indl Plof'n02307, a§ shown in plan no
¥ - 7
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nning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

oP
Ne.

FP
No.

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

4

6

8

9

10

4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

355

Laxmibai Shyamrao Ghure,
Lata Chandrakant Undage

Moho

44/5

Class I

256

2300

308

920

920

They have submitted their representation on
08.05.23,

Submission: 1) Mrs. Lata Chandrakant
Undage Stated that she owns lands at five
different locations in village Moho in joint
ownership with others. However, they have
been granted Final Plot no. 99,
112,127,308,335 at various locations.
Therefore, they requested to allot them the
combined final plot on a road of larger width
for better planning and for consumption of
FSL 2.) In the calculation of betterment
charges, the commercial exploitation of plots
available to NAINA and income to be
generated against that is not taken into
consideration, therefore requested to give a
setback of income to be generated against
these commercial plots. 3.) In the case of TPS
planning, the land area of 40% is adequate for
common amenities, and the balance of 60%
land is to be handed over back to the owner.
Thereafter All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and Ravindra
Ghure has submitted notariesed consent for
considering their original land parcels in joint
ownership and to provide them a single Final
Plot.

All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and
Ravindra Ghure has submitted notarised
consent for considering their original
land parcels in joint ownership and to
provide them a single Final Plot.
Accordingly, single Final Plot No. 127
has been granted for their original lands
bearing 100/4, 102/1A, 1B, 1C, 1E, IF,
129/3, 1302, 130/3, 130/7, 131/1,
131/6, and 44/5 (FP No. 112, 127 and
308 in the draft sanctioned scheme.)
Their original land bearing no. 128/4 is
co-owned by Shri. Narayan Patil and
therefore its final plot no. 99 is retained.
Also, original land bearing 59/6 is co-
owned by Shekhar Namdev Bhujbal &
Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal and therefore
its final plot no. 335 is retained.
Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
The objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final
scheme.

Final Plot no. 127 has been allotted as
shown in plan no. 4 to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.

356

Suresh Rambhau Kadav,
Yashwant Rambhau Kadav,
Janardan Tukaram Ghogare,

Dilip Tukaram Ghogre,
Sunita Ganu Ghogare,
Suraj Ganu Ghogare,
Swapnil Ganu Ghogare,
Guardian Mother Sunita
Ganu Ghogare,

Moho

41/4

Class I

245

4700

309

1880

1880

Shri. Janardan Tukaram Ghogare appeared
for a  hearing on 23.06.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) They requested to
allow the consumption of 3.00 FSI on their
final plot and if some area remains unutilized
avail them TDR in lieu of the same. 3.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived. 4.) By
considering the development of the High

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regu}ation has' | been  proposed.
o

The dagout’of the scheme has been

Rise Building, concession in the marginal

revised, for planning requirements and
A
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SANCTIONED PRELIMINARY TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NA

NANO.6

Sr.
No.

Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

opP
No.

Avrea as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

-

8

9

10

space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged. 5.) They have
their home (wada) and trees in their place for
which they requested to give compensation.
Also, requested for Project Affected People
certificate. )

Submission in Representation: 1.) Their
written consent was not taken to include their
land in NAINA TPS. 2.) The said NAINA
TPS is inconsistent with the law and against
the interest of the people, therefore raised
their objection to include them in the said
scheme.

revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 309,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.

357

Nirabai Antan Kadav

Moho

41/5

Class I

246

1100

311

440

440

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 117,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted,
subject to change in the name of owners
as per the updated 7/12 extract and of the
area, as recorded in Table B.

358

Asmita Sanjay Kankariya,
Devidas Anant Bhujbal

Moho

4177

Class 1

248

2200

880

880

Shri. Devidas Anant Bhujbal and Shri.
Sanjay Kankariya on behalf of Asmita Sanjay
Kankariya appeared for hearing on 22.06.23.
Submission during Hearing: 1.) They have
not accepted the location of the Final Plot in
the sanctioned draft TPS. They claimed that
an unauthorized building existed in the
allotted Final Plot No. 312 and therefore
requested to either demolish the said building
or they shall be granted a corner final plot at
the place of Final Plot 311. Also requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.)
By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirements and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 314,
as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.

359

Dattatreya Ghutya Shinde,
Radhabai Ghutya Shinde,
Janardan Gana Shinde,

Moho

41/6

Class I

247

1100

313

440

440

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The tion

m
ed.dra

ﬁ{ d.dra ﬁ‘pmposal is
con i 5 3
Fingl Pl tno%as oM in plan no
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Tenure Area as
Survey No. of ;1): per 7/12 yl‘q‘oP
Land | Records ¥

Name of Gwner Village

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6

7

8

9

10

Maina Jagannath Thakur,
Mukta Chander Shinde,
Manjula Chander Shinde,
Sarika Chander Shinde

4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

360

Arvind Omprakash Agarwal | Chikhale | 129/2B(P) | Class I 2 1780 315A

712

712

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

As per updated 7/12 extract and
mutation entry no. 3300, the area of
Owner in Gut no. 129/2/B is 2100 sq.
mt.

Accordingly, the layout of the scheme
has been revised and revised
reconstituted Final Plot no. 315, as
shown in plan no 4, has been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

361

Eknath Ramdas Patil Moho 49/3 ClassI | 283 2100 316

840

840

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 316, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

362

Rama Tukaram Patil,
Shrikant Ramakant Rasal,
Shrikrushna Ramakant
Rasal

Moho 49/2 ClassI | 282 3000 317

1200

1200

Shri. Dattatreya Rama Patil appeared for a
hearing on 23.06.23.
Submission in hearing: 1) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot. 2.)
They requested to allow the consumption of
3.00 FSI on their final plot and if some area
remains unutilized avail them TDR in lieu of
the same. 3.) Gut No. 49/2 of Village Moho
was partially owned by Shri. Rama Tukaram
Patil. After his demise, his share in Gut no.
49/2 was transferred to Shri. Dattatreya Rama
Patil and accordingly they requested to
incorporate the name of Shri. Dattatreya
Rama Patil in the ownership record of Final
Plot no. 317. 3.) The contribution amount as
per form no. 1 is not accepted and shall be
waived. 4.) By considering the development
of the High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged. 5.)
Compensation for stable and trees situated in
their plot shall be granted and also provide
them a Project Affected Person certificate.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has  been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot No. 317, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted, subject to change in
the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

363

Prakash Nathuram Mhatre Moho 49/1 ClassI | 281 6900 318

2760

2760

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

opP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
Neo.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner om Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

364

Geeta Chandrakant Kakade,
Geeta Yadav,

Nisha Shahu,
Bhawna Sharma,
Sarla Gehlavat,

Swati Gupta

Moho

46/4

Class I

267

1800

319

720

720

They appeared for a hearing on 24.05.23 and
submitted representation on 17.05.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have not
accepted the location of the plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS and requested to allot
them the final Plot on the road of 27M
frontage, in place of Final Plot No. 305. Also
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum
60% area of their original land. 2.) The
ownership as per form -1, is incorrect and
needs an updation as follows: 1.) Gita Yadav
ii.) Nisha Sahu iii.) Bhavna Sharma iv.) Sarla
Gahlawat v.) Geeta Chandrakant Kakade vi.)
Swati Gupta. 3.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the
original plot shall be allowed to be consumed
on the final plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due
to any restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 4.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived. 5.) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium  shall not be  charged
They have submitted a representation dated
on 17.05.23.
Submission in representation: 1.) The
Original Plot is close to 27M road thus allot
Final Plot close to it. 2.) While estimating the
value of original Plots the value of trees, bore
wells and other are negelected and shall be
considered.

In the sanctioned draft TPS, final plot
1n0.319 has been granted on 20.0 mt.
wide layout road. Considering the area
of reservations and amenities in TPS-6,
the request to grant the final plot of a
minimum of 60% of the original land
can not be considered. Regarding FSI
and TDR provisions, the regulations are
already proposed in SDCR for TPS-6.
The objection regarding the contribution
amount will be decided in the final
scheme. For concession in the marginal
spaces, new regulation has been
proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to correction in the
name of the owners, as per their request.
Final Plot No. 318, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

365

Shruti Manik Rathod

Moho

121/6/B

Class I

601

1360

320

544

544

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 320, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

366

Vijay Sakharam Dange,
Savita Chandrashekhar
Burse,

Santosh Prabhakarrav
Didore,

Sandeep Narayan Gavade

Moho

58/3

Class I

331

3800

321

1520

1520

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The shape of the Final Plot no. 321 has
been slightly modified and regular shape
has .,/,-::.&beqi\ N allotted.

Final Plotnc. 3245 as-shown in plan no

4, basd allotted to’the owner(s) and

of thefarea, ‘as fecorded:in Table B.
=T Rl ]

\‘,
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

| Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land

oP
No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

8

9

10

367

Smt. Pankaja Abhay Sanap

Moho

65/2

Class I

364

500

321A

200

200

Shri. Chandrakant Shankar Dhatrak appeared
for a hearing on 22.05.2023 on behalf of
Shrimati. Pankaja ~ Abhay  Sanap.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.)
By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium  shall not be  charged.
They submitted a representation dated
22.05.2023,

Submission in representation: 1.) The final
plot allotted shall at least be 50% area of the
Original Plot, also the contribution amount
from land owners is not acceptable as they are
granting 60% of the land ownership.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.
As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
60/6, Moho is also owned by Pankaja
Abhay Sanap. Therefore, the said Gut
no. 65/2 and 60/6 are clubbed together
and combined final plot no. 342B has
been allotted on 20 Mt. wide layout
road.

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement and
revised reconstituted Final Plot no.
342B as shown in plan No. 4, has been
allotted to the owner(s) and of the area,
as recorded in Table B.

368

Mahendra Motilal Banthiya

Moho

4172

Class I

243

1100

323A

440

440

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in final
plot 1no. as 323B.
Final Plot No. 323A, as shown in plan
no 4, has been allotted, subject to change
in the name of owners as per the updated
7/12 extract and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.

369

Ganesh Chindhu Thakur,
Vithabai Rama Vishe,
Kalpana Dattatray Dokale,
Sakhubai Baban Shinde,
Anand Baban Shinde

Moho

58/1

Class I

329

1100

323

440

440

Shri. Bhavesh Dilip Patil on behalf of
Sunanda D. Patil, Shri. Anil Janardan Shelke
on behalf of Sadhana A. Shelke and Shri.
Pramod Bhagvan Patil on behalf of Payal P.
Patil appeared for a hearing on 18.05.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 50% area
of their original land. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 80% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regardmg the contribution amount will
¢—inthe<fipal scheme. For
S i ‘mlheifﬁv al spaces, new
be \ proposed.

eme proposal is

unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Sr.
X Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned 5
o Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 12 4 per 7/12 bd £ Houisevated Draft TPS 06 Boia it Anbieidis,
0. No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any | confirmed, subject to change in the
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form | name of owners, as per their request and
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.) | updated 7/12 extract.
By considering the development of the High | Final Plot No. 323B, as shown in plan
Rise Building, concession in the marginal | No. 4, has been allotted to the owner(s)
space shall be granted and for that, the | and of the area, as recorded in Table B.
premium shall not be charged. 5.) The
ownership details as per form -1, are incorrect
and need an updation. Survey no. 58/1 has
been purchased from Ganesh Thakur and 4
others by Smt. Sunanda Dilip Patil, Smt.
Sadhana Anil Shelke, Smt. Payal Pramod
Patil through a registered sale deed no.
7303/2020, dated on 16/10/2020. Requesting
to update the same in form 1.
Sheikh Ibrahim Hasan,
Sheikh Abdul Qasam,
glﬁzﬁ glil:rtilt; YA?K: Tco’h; ﬁs:;:goned draft scheme proposal is
370 | SheikhKhatijaAlladin, | oo | 612 |Classt| 84 | 4730 | 324 | 1892 1892 Hieyhiavencititoappearcd for dhearing nor | pe oy oo, 324, usshowmintplan no
Sheikh Jaina Ajit, submitted any representation. ANk
. , has been allotted to the owner(s) and
ety of the area, as recorded in Table B
Sheikh Shaida Gulam, ’
Sheikh Siraj Gulam,
Sheikh Roshni Gulam
371 Moho 58/2 330 1400 560 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Vasant N Patil Class I 325 1920 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor ;9:13:1;?11. 325 h in ol
372 R Moho 59/2 asL1 336 | 3400 1360 submitted any representation. 4,“;1% e Sthzvg“w‘lfe&;“aﬁg
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Dattatrey Damodar Patankar Shri. Dattatreya Damodar Patankar appeared | Considering the area of reservations and
. for a hearing on 21.07.23 and submitted | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
Devram Bhikaji Doke, representation dated 09.10.23. | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
Shrikant Shankar Rahate, Submission in hearing: 1.) They do not | the original land can not be considered.
Vilas Sandipan Chauhan, . accept the sanctioned draft TPS and therefore | Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
373 Mohmmad Umar e H requested not to include their Original Plot | regulations are already proposed in
Mohammad Irfan Monaria, no. 11 & 12 in the NAINA Scheme as well as | SDCR  for TPS-6. The objection
Mohammad Saad 15440* 326 6176 6176 Town  Planning Scheme no. 6. |regarding the contribution amount will
Mohammad Irfan Monaria, Submission in representation: Survey No. | be decided in the final scheme. For
Ukej Resort Pvt. Ltd. 135 Village Chikhale was owned by Smt. | concession in the marginal spaces, new
Bama Gotiram Mhatre, Shantabai Patankar and Smt. Janabai Mhatre | regulation has been  proposed.
Krushna Gotiram Mhatre, through independent 7/12 extract. Out of that )
Tulshiram Gotiram Mhatre, : 8750 sq. m. land was acquired in 15.10.1987
e Eknath Gotiram Mhatre, SR EH N NE RN TN Sy L for Pgnvel By-Pass, however as the
Harishchandra Gotiram bifurcation of survey no. was not happened
Mhatre,

both the owners had taken the compensation




Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 '
¥ Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned el
Decisi t
ne Name of Owner Village | SurveyNo. | of | OF |per712| FP | FP | Amalgamated | ) o rn o EOER AN
No. No. Area FP Area
Land : Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 i 8 9 10
Changubai Dharma Patil, amount in equal share. Thereafter, hissa | occupation of Executive Engineer Road
Maibai Narayan Phadke

measurement of the said survey no. 135 was
done on 29.05.2023 and accordingly separate
7/12 extract of 135/1 and 135/2 are formed.
Accordingly, Survey no. 135/2 is totally
acquired for Panvel By- Pass.

Shri. Dnyaneshwar Eknath Mhatre and Shri.
Ganesh Tulshiram Mhatre appeared for a
hearing on 20.06.2023.
Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS, however, requested to
allot a separate plot for Survey No. 135/2.
Also requested to grant the final plot of a
minimum of 60% area of their original land.
2.) Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot
shall be allowed to be consumed on the final
plot. Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3.) The
ownership details as per form -1, are incorrect
and need an updation. After the demise of
Shri. Harishchandra Gotiram Mhatre, his heir
Shri. Bama Gotiram Mhatre, Shri. Eknath
Gotiram Mhatre and Shri. Tulshiram Gotiram
Mhatre became the owner of the said land and
via mutation entry no. 3508, 3509, 3510, and
3606, the 7/12 extract has been updated.
Accordingly requested to update the same in
form 1. 4.) The contribution amount as per
form no. 1 is not accepted and shall be
waived. 5.) By considering the development
of the High Rise Building, concession in the
marginal space shall be granted and for that,
the premium shall not be charged.
Shri. Krushna Gotiram Mhatre submitted
their  representation on  20.06.2023.
Submission in representation: 1.) The
survey no. 135 of village Moho is separated
by hissa no. and separate 7/12 extracts of it
are available, requesting to grant a separate
final plot for their survey no.
Shri. Devram Bhikaji Doke and Shri.
Shrikant Shankar Rahate appeared for a
hearing on 19.06.23.

development department. The total area
of Gut no. 135/2 is 5,000 sq. mt. Also, as
per Notification dated 15/2/2021 of
Public Works Department, Government
of Maharashtra, 1380 sq. mt. and 8750
sq. mt. out of Gut no. 135 of Chikhale
Village are delcared as highway.
Accordingly, the total net area of 135/1
and 135/2, retained with the owner is
13,370 sq. mt. Shri. Patankar submitted
that Smt. Shantabai Patankar and Smt.
Janabai Mhatre had taken the
compensation amount of Panvel Bye-
Pass (8750 sq. m) in equal share.
Therefore, the said acquistion area is
equally deducted from both Gut no.
135/1 and 135/2, and accordingly the
final plots are allotted as wunder.
Gut no. - Area - Area under Bye- pass
- Remaining. Area - FP no. - FP Area
135/1 - 17120 - 4375 (50% of 8750) -
12745 - 326B - 5098
135/2 - 5000 - 4375 (50% of 8750) - 625
- 326A - 250

Final Plot No. 326A & 326B, as shown
in plan No. 4, have been allotted, subject
to change in the name of owners as per
the updated 7/12 extract and of the area,
as recorded in Table B.
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Proposzl of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Name of Owner

Village

Survey No.

Tenure
of
Land
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No.

Area as
per 7/12
Records

FP
No.

FP
Area

Amalgamated
FP Area

Representation of Owner on Sanctioned
Draft TPS 06

Decision of Arbitrator

2

3A

3B

3C

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Submission in hearing: 1.) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. However, requested to
grant the final plot of a minimum of 60% area
of their original land. 2.) The contribution
amount as per form no. 1 is not accepted and
shall be waived. 3.) By considering the
development of the High Rise Building,
concession in the marginal space shall be
granted and for that, the premium shall not be
charged.

375

Amol Arvindrao Joshi

Moho

39/5

Class I

231

2400

328

960

960

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 328, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

376

Sukhdev Namdev Chavan

Moho

3977

Class I

233

1000

329

400

400

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot no. 329, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

377

378

Dynamic Developers Tarfe
Partner
Fakri A Hasamwaala,
Ismail Javed Patel,
Javed Mustafa Patel

Moho

39/6

Moho

59/1

Class I

232

2300

920

335

3200

330

1280

2200

They appeared for a hearing on 12.06.2023.
Submission during the hearing: 1.) They
have accepted the location of the Final Plot in
the sanctioned draft TPS. However,
requested to grant the final plot of a minimum
of 60% area of their original land. 2.)
Permissible 1.00 FSI of the original plot shall
be allowed to be consumed on the final plot.
Also, unconsumed FSI due to any
restrictions, shall be permitted to be
transferred as TDR on any plot. 3.) The
contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not
accepted and shall be waived. 4.) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
regarding the contribution amount will
be decided in the final scheme. For
concession in the marginal spaces, new
regulation has been  proposed.

The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.

Final Plot No. 330, as shown in plan No.
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.

379

380

Ramesh Charya Sonawane

Moho

39/8

Moho

60/4

Class I

234

1600

640

345

900

331

360

1000

They have neither appeared for a hearing nor
submitted any representation.

As per draft sanction scheme Gut no.
39/8, 60/4 & 60/5 were owned by
Ramesh Sonawane and inlieu of that

» were proposed.
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allotted and the name of the owners have
been changed.
Final Plot no. 331, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to slight modification
Anesh Ganu Dhawale, ; They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | in the shape.
58 Meenakshi Anesh Dhawale v - = 85 L = aiie 396 submitted any representation. Final Plot no. 333, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cqnﬁrmed. ]
382 Khandu Kanu Mhatre Moho 59/5 ClassII | 339 3800 334 1520 1520 subshitted any representation Final Plot no. 334, as shown in plan no
P ’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
They have submitted their representation on | All the partners of M/s Rainbow
08.05.23, Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Submission: 1) Mrs. Lata Chandrakant | Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and
Undage Stated that she owns lands at five | Ravindra Ghure has  submitted
different locations in village Moho in joint | notariesed consent for considering their
ownership with others. However, they have | original land parcels in joint ownership
been granted Final Plot no. 99, |and to provide them a single Final Plot.
112,127,308,335 at various locations. | Accordingly, single Final Plot No. 127
Therefore, they requested to allot them the | has been granted for their original lands
combined final plot on a road of larger width | bearing 100/4, 102/1A, 1B, 1C, 1E, 1F,
for better planning and for consumption of | 129/3, 130/2, 130/3, 130/7, 131/1,
FSL 2) In the calculation of betterment | 131/6, and 44/5 (FP No. 112, 127 and
Shekhar Namdev Bhujbal, charges, the commercial exploitation of plots | 308 in the draft sanctioned scheme.)
Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal, available to NAINA and income to be | Their original land bearing no. 128/4 is
38 Ambadis Dattatreya Sl:inde, S & Chass /L R H0 L 1 2 200 generated against that is not taken into | co-owned by Shri. Narayan Patil and
Madhuri Arvind Shinde.

consideration, therefore requested to give a
setback of income to be generated against
these commercial plots. 3.) In the case of TPS
planning, the land area 0of 40% is adequate for
common amenities, and the balance of 60%
land is to be handed over back to the owner.
Thereafter All the partners of M/s Rainbow
Developers, Ambadas Shinde, Madhuri
Arvind Shinde, Lata Undage and Ravindra
Ghure has submitted notariesed consent for
considering their original land parcels in joint
ownership and to provide them a single Final
Plot.

therefore its final plot no. 99 is retained.
Also, original land bearing 59/6 is co-
owned by Shekhar Namdev Bhujbal &
Sandhya Shekhar Bhujbal and therefore
its final plot no. 335 is retained.
Considering the area of reservations and
amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
the original land can not be considered.
The objection regarding the contribution
amount-will bedecided in the final

schente, - N
me Plot no.'335 has(.‘j}qxn allotted as
e/ Tty =
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- Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned % A
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1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
shown in plan no. 4 to the owner(s) and
of the area as recorded in Table B.
As per draft sanction scheme Gut no.
39/8, 60/4 & 60/5 were owned by
Ramesh Sonawane and inlieu of that
final plot no. 331 & 336 were proposed.
As per updated 7/12 extract the
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor R
384 | Ramesh Charya Sonawane Moho 60/5 ClassII | 346 800 336 320 320 : A transferred in their heirs and therefore a
submitted any representation. :
combined final plot no. 331 has been
allotted and the name of the owners have
been changed.
Final Plot no. 331, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
385 Chikhale 146/1/A 49 4100 1640 In the sanctioned Development Plan of
NAINA, their original lands bearing Gut
They appeared for a hearing on 30.05.23. | no. 146/1/A and 146/1/B in Chikhale are
Submission in hearing: 1.) They do not | under reservation of Growth Centre and
accept the sanctioned draft TPS, requesting to | therefore they have been given final plot
not include their original Plot no. 49 and 50 | no 337 in Moho, fronting on 20.0 mt.
386 | Dattatrey Damodar Patankar | oy e | 14618 | C25T | 5o | 4200 | BT | 1680 3320 |y the NAINA Scheme as well as Town | wide layout road
Planning Scheme no. 6. | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
Final Plot no. 337, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement and
Nandkumar Eknath They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | revised reconstituted Final Plot no. 336,
387 Mumbaikar BRELS G EERsieg et e =58 . gl submitted any representation. as shown in plan no 4, has been allotted
to the owner(s) and of the area, as
recorded in Table B.
388 Baba Mahadu Chaudhari, Shivkar 45 Class I 64 1720 688 In the sanctioned Development Plan of
Yamuna Aatmaram Patil, NAINA, their original lands bearing Gut
Chandrabhaga Kundlik Shri. Jaydas Babu Chaudhari on behalf of | no. 45 in Shivkar are under reservation
Chaudhari,Arun Kundlik Shri. Babu Mahadu Chaudhary submitted | of City Park and therefore they have
Chaudhari, Premnath representation dated 23.02.2023. | been given final plot no 339 in Moho,
Kundlik Chaudhari, Sachin Submission in representation: 1.) In their | fronting on 20.0 mt. wide layout road.
Kundlik Chaudhari, . - 339 3136 survey no. 45/0 and 57 of village Shivkar, | Their original land bearing Gut No. 45 is
268 Manisha Kundlik G 37 Class I . e A they have their Grampanchayat assessed 3

Chaudhari, Somnath
Kundlik Chaudhari, Bandu
Parshuram Chaudhari,
Vishnu Parshuram
Chaudbhari, Sushila

house no 15 and therefore requested to grant
them the final plot in the vicinity of their
house.

Class I land and Gut No. 57 is Class II
ofe=the proposed Final Plot
ed and Final Plot
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Ramchandra Mundhe, extracts the name of the owners have
Vishwanath Hasuram Patil, been corrected.
Rupesh Hasuram Patil, Final Plots no. 339A & 339B as shown
Tulshibai Raghunath in plan no 4, have been allotted to the
Chaudhari, Maruti owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Raghunath Chaudhari, Table B.
Hanuman Raghunath
Chaudhari, Sakharam
Raghunath Chaudhari,
Kalpna Santosh Patil,
Darshan Kashinath Patil,
Archana Kashinath Patil,
Prakash Pandurang Patil,
Suresh Pandurang Patil,
Harshal Kashinath Patil,
Parvati Ramchandra Patil,
Ramesh Pandurang Patil
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to slight modification
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | in shape.
390 Dhau Ambo Mhaskar Moho 6173 ClassT | 352 il < G £ submitted any representation. Final Plot no. 340, as shown in planl:leo
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement and
Dilip Balaram Gonbare, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | reconstituted Final Plot no. 343, as
o Kifan Tukaram Bhoir Bl o2 LSRR o Lo el 68y ey submitted any representation. shown in plan no 4, has been allotted to
the owner(s) and of the area, as recorded
in Table B.
392 Moho 57/3 322 800 320 Shri. Santosh Namdeo Thombare, Shri. | Considering the area of reservations and
393 Moho 577 327 600 240 Navnath Rangnath Shendage, Shri. Kunal | amenities in TPS-6, the request to grant
394 Moho 58/4 332 1400 560 Navnath Shendage appeared for a hearing on | the final plot of a minimum of 60% of
395 Moho 58/6 334 3400 1350 18.05.23. the original land can not be considered.
396 Moho 60/1 341 1000 400 Submission in hearing: 1.) The survey no. Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
58/4, 58/6, and 60/1 of village Moho, were | regulations are already proposed in
purchased by Shri. Santosh Namdeo | SDCR for TPS-6. The objection
Moho Garden Thombare and 7 others, Shri. Navnath regarding the contribution amount will
Co.0Op.Hou.Soc. tarfe Chief Class I 343 3280 Rangnath Shendage and 14 others and Shri. | be decided in the final scheme. For
Promotor M.K. Fransis Kunal Navnath Shendage and 6 others. | concession in the marginal spaces, new
397 Moho 60/6' 347 1000 400 Therefore requested to allot the separate final | regulation  has  been proposed.

plot for their survey no. and update the
ownership details in form - 1. Also requested
to grant the final plot of a minimum 60% area
of their original land. 2) Allow them to utilize
the FSI of 2.5 on their final plot. 2.) The

The layout of the scheme has been
revised for planning requirement.
: ; extract Gut no.

contribution amount as per form no. 1 is not

N/
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accepted and shall be waived off. 3.) By
considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium shall not be charged.

Shendage and 14 others and Shri. Kunal
Navnath Shendage and 6 others and
therefore as per their request separate
Final Plot no. 311 has been allotted to
them.

2.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
57/3 is now owned by Pankaja Abhay
Sanap & Samrudhi Shekhar Bhujbal and
therefore as per their request separate
Final Plot no. 342A has been allotted to
them.

3.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
57/7 is now owned by Samrudhi
Shekhar Bhujbal therefore separate
Final Plot no. 342C has been allotted to
them.

4.) As per updated 7/12 extract Gut no.
60/6 & 65/2 is now owned by Pankaja
Abhay Sanap and therefore combined
Final Plot no. 342B has been allotted to
them.

398

Rajani Jagdip Sehgal,
Ankita Jagdip Sehgal.

Moho

312

Class I

183

13700

344,
467

5480

5480

Ms. Ankita Jagdip Sehgal appeared for a
hearing on 20.06.23.
Submission in hearing: 1) They have
accepted the location of the Final Plot in the
sanctioned draft TPS. 2.) Permissible 1.00
FSI of the original plot shall be allowed to be
consumed on the final plot. Also,
unconsumed FSI due to any restrictions, shall
be permitted to be transferred as TDR on any
plot. 3.) The contribution amount as per form
no. 1 is not accepted and shall be waived. 4.)
By considering the development of the High
Rise Building, concession in the marginal
space shall be granted and for that, the
premium  shall not be  charged.

Shri. Bharat Jadhav, Corporator, Navi
Mumbai Mahanagar Palika wide letter no.
dated  002/2021/559/E-217076,  dated
08.01.2021 submitted representation that
Shrimati. Rajani Sehegal and Shrimati.
Ankita Sehegal wide mutation entry no. 179,
captured Goverment's Guruchan Land
bearing survey no. 31/2. Area 13700 sq. m.
and inlieu of that CIDCO has proposed to

Shri. Bharat Jadhav has not submitted
any supporting document and therefore,
wide letter no. ®dAIG/AIT-
&/AdHIYRUIR0R3/403 dated
19.10.2023, he was requested to submit
the copy of mutation entry no. 179. As
per updated 7/12 extract, Rajani Jagdip
Sehegal and Ankita Jagdip Sehegal are
the occupant of the gut no. 31/2, Moho
Village. Also as per mutation entry no.
2126 mentioned in the 7/12 extract, Gut
no. 31/2 & 43, Moho were purchased by
Rajani Jagdip Sehegal and Ankita
Jagdip Sehegal from Baburao Parekh.
Also, mutation entry no. 179 is not
mentioned in the 7/12 extract of Gut no.
31/2.

Regarding FSI and TDR provisions, the
regulations are already proposed in
SDCR  for '

The objection
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Sr Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06 e
3 Tenure Areaas | Representation of Owner on Sanctioned oot 5
E Name of Owner Village | Survey No. of 3 E per 7/12 ve 4 A Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrstor
e No. Area FP Area
Land Records
1 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
allot them Final Plot no. 344 and 467, total
area 5480 sq. m. Therefore they request to | The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
enquire and cancel the plot allotied to | confirmed, subject to change in Final
Sehegal. Plot no.
Final Plots No. 344A & 467, as shown
in plan No. 4, have been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Shri Darshan Laxman They have neither appeared for a hearing nor cgnﬁrmed. =
399 Shelke Moho 43 ClassI | 251 500 344A 200 200 submitted any representation Final Plot No. 344B, as shown in plan no
’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
400 Gurucharan Shivkar 68 92 1900 760 The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed.
WHFR 345, 12272 They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | Final Plot nos. 345 & 385, as shown in
401 Gurucharan Shivkar 294(P) 118 28780* 385 11512 submitted any representation. plan no 4, have been allotted to the
owner(s) and of the area, as recorded in
Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
] : name of owners as per the updated 7/12
app || RS | 385 | ClassI | 225 | 1400 | 346 | 560 560 ey aave ncither appeared for & hearing 1OF | gy rpcy
s i SEENINTIO Ul [ pIeselalion: Final Plot no. 346, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
1 . name of owners as per the updated 7/12
403 | SumanGangaramMate | Shivkar |  26/4 | ClassI | 53 | 1900 | 347 | 760 760 They have noither appeared for a hearing nor | .o
submitted any representation. Fi .
inal Plot no. 347, as shown in plan no
4,has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Abdul Rahman Sheikh Ali
Sheikh,
Abdul Karim Sheikh Ali
Sheikh,
Dastgir Sheikh Ali Sheikh, The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
Yusuf Sheikh Ali Sheikh, . : confirmed.
404 | Hazira Sheikh Ali Sheikh, | Shivkar 73 |Classi| 97 | 4480 | 348 | 1792 1792 ;‘fgﬁ‘fa‘f‘?ﬁ;‘s’gﬁ;ﬁgj‘” ahearing 00T | £ a1 Plot no. 348, as shown in plan no
Jaibbunissa Sheikh Ali yIep ’ 4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
Sheikh, of the area, as recorded in Table B.
Amina Abbas Sheikh,
Mojim Abbas Sheikh,
Hamida Abbas Sheikh,
Roshan Samasuddin Sheikh,
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Proposal of Sactioned Draft Town Planning Scheme NAINA No. 06

Tenure Area as Representation of Owner on Sanctioned 3 .
Ne. Rime o Ormes Village | Survey No. of gP per 712 FP FP Amalgamated Draft TPS 06 Decision of Arbitrator
0. No. Area FP Area
Lsnd Records
i 2 3A 3B 3C 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Faimeeda Akbar Sheikh
The sanctioned draft scheme proposal is
confirmed, subject to change in the
They have neither appeared for a hearing nor | "2 OGRS EIIoN SO MBI 7/12
405 Ketaki Rahul Anvikar Moho 66/1/C | ClassT | 376 | 650 | 349 | 260 260 ¥ ppeare 10T | extract.
submitted any representation. Fi .
inal Plot no. 349, as shown in plan no
4, has been allotted to the owner(s) and
of the area, as recorded in Table B.
The layout of the scheme have been
revised for planning requirement and in
406 | Meenakshi Anesh Dhawale | Shivkar 60 Class I 82 4380 350 1752 1752 They !Jave neither appeargd for a hearing nor | lieu of this revised regonstituted Final
submitted any representation. Plot no. 451 as shown in plan no 4, has
been allotted to the owner(s) and of the
area, as recorded in Table B.
407 Moho 65/1 369 200 80 As per latest 7/12 extract, In the other
rights column of the Gut no. 66/4 name
Sarala Ramchandra of Ganpat Rama Jadhav is mentioned as
Sadavarte, protected tenant and therefore Final Plot
Rahul Praksah Sadavarte, no. 351 B has been alloted for Gut no.
Gaurav Prakash Sadavarte, They have neither appeared for a hearing nor 66/<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>