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DCPR-2034

-

PART-IVREQUIREMENTOFSITEANDLAYOUT•division/amalgamated/plotareaismorethan5000sg.m,LOSmay
beprovidedinmorethanoneplace,butatleastoneofsuchplaces
shallbenotlessthan1000sq.minsize.SuchLOSwillnotbe
necessaryinthecaseoflandusedforeducationalinstitutionswith

attachedindependentplaygrounds.

n f f o eIncaseofprovisionsofRegulationNo33theLOSshallbeas
stipulatedintherelevantregulationsifspecifiedseparately,orelse
theLOSasspecifiedaboveshallbeprovided.

ProvidedfurtherthattheprovisionsofLOSincaseofthe
redevelopment ono
33(5),33(7),33(8),,33(15)and33(20)(A)maybereduceddueto
planningconstraints,minimumofatleast10%shallbemaintained.
d r t n e f t l rProvidedfurtherthatincaseofredevelopmentproposalunder
RegulationNo33(5),theexistingareaofLOSshallbemaintained,
f .ifitismorethan10%ofthelayout.

) m : o h S l e s n 5 . .(b)Minimumarea:NosuchLOSshallmeasurelessthan125sq.m.
m SMinimumdimensions:TheminimumdimensionofsuchLOS
l Sshallnotbelessthan7.5m,andiftheaveragewidthofsuchLOS
s sislessthan16.6m,thelengththereofshallnotexceed21/2times
e e .theaveragewidth.

) t(d)Access:EveryplotmeantforaLOSshallhaveanindependent
s ymeansofaccess,unlessitisapproachabledirectlyfromevery
buildinginthelayout.

) n(e)Ownership:TheownershipofsuchLOSshallvestbyprovision,in

e .whoseholdingstheLOSisassigned.

s dstructuresmentioned r ) , e S l e tunder(g)below,theLOSshallbekept
y n o e y d e o l s dpermanentlyopentotheskyandaccessibletoallownersand

. -occupantsasa.LOSandtreesshallbegrownasunder:-
5(a)attherateof5treesper100sq.morpartthereofofthesaidLOS

1tobegrownwithintheentireplot(b)attherateof1treeper100
. tsq.morpartthereoftobegrowninaplotforwhichLOSisnot
necessary

) t(c)Inbetweenthetreesplantedalongtheboundaryofplotshrubswitt
s dgrassshallbeplanted

t 4DevelopmentPlan2034
MunicipalCorporationofGreaterMumbal

5105
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R9
wp-1650.17.odt

pmw
INTHEHIGHCOURTOFJUDICATUREATBOMBAY
ORDINARYORIGINALCIVILJURISDICTION

WRITPETITIONNO.1650OF2017

AnkurPatils/o.PrabhakarPatilandAnr.
Vs.MunicipalCorporationofGreaterMumbaiandOrs.

...Petitioners

...Respondents

Mr.AltafKhani/byAnjaliAwasthiforthePetitioners.
Ms.PallaviThakarfortheRespondent-BMC.
Mr.KedarDighe,AGPforRespondentNos.3to5.
Mr.SuyashGadrei/byM/s.Utangale&Co.forRespondentNos.2and

CORAM:A.S.OKA&
PN.DESHMUKH,JJ.

DATE: 18*hJANUARY,2018
P.C.

•
•

Heardthelearnedcounselappearingforthepetitioners,

thelearnedAGPfortheStateandthelearnedcounselappearingforthe

MumbaiMunicipalCorporation.Wehavealsoheardthelearned

counselappearingforthesecondandfourthrespondents.Thelearned

counselappearingforthepetitionersseeksleavetoimpleadallthe

-8
legallyelectedrepresentativesmentionedinExhibit-8tothereplyof

theStateGovernmentaspartyrespondents.Oneofwhichhasbeen

alreadyimpleadedaspartyrespondentNo.6.

3
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••

*wp-1650.17.odt*

•Accordingly,wegrantleavetoamendforimpleadingthe

saidpersonsaspartiesandforcarryingoutconsequentialamendments

awhichshallbedonewithinaperiodoftwoweeksfromthedateon

whichthisorderisuploaded.Issuenoticetotheaddedrespondentsas

wellasrespondentNo.6returnableon28thFebruary,2018.Petitionto

•.
belistedunderthecaptionof"FreshAdmission".Advocateforthe

petitionerstosupplyadequatenumberofcopiesforeffectingservice

a
withinaperiodofthreeweeksfromtodayfailingwhichthePetition

shallstanddismissedfornon-prosecutionwithoutfurtherreferenceto

theCourt.

••

- 8PerusalofExhibit-8tothereplyfiledonbehalfofthe

Collectorrecordsthat5personsnamedthereinhavecarriedout

constructionontheplotsallottedtothemwithoutobtainingpermission

oftheMumbaiMunicipalCorporation.

We,therefore,directtheDesignatedOfficeroftheMumbai

MunicipalCorporationtovisittheplotbearingCTSNo.1320atvillage

Mulund,TalukaKurlaandinspectthestructureswhicharementioned

8inExhibit8ofthereplyfiledonbehalfoftheCollector.Asstatedinthe

saidletteratExhibit-8,theDesignatedOfficershallinitiateappropriate

actioninaccordancewithlawinrespectofthestructureswhichare

2 32of3
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L UMAILLU e . e t l e d e e tvemegal.Compuancearcavitsnaldecuedbeforethenext

date.

(P.N.DESHMUKH,J (A.S.OKA,J

••

••

3 f 33of3
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d t e s f n 8 f e u n t e tholdthattheprovisionsofSection8oftheHinduSuccessionActarenot
e n n d e e u d e e tretrospectiveinoperationandwhereamaleHindudiedbeforetheAct
o e . e n d e e , n 8 fcameintoforcei.e.wheresuccessionopenedbeforetheAct,Section8ofa

e t l e o "theActwillhavenoapplication."
o a h . n(SeealsoDayaSinghv.DhanKaurl6.)
. e t y d l r e d u . e y21.TheActindisputablywouldprevailovertheoldHindulaw.Wemay

e t , h a w o r t n e e ,noticethatParliament,withaviewtoconferrightuponthefemaleheirs,
n n n o e t y , d e u neveninrelationtothejointfamilyproperty,enactedtheHinduSuccession
, . n d bAct,2005.Suchaprovisionwasenactedasfarbackin1987bytheStateofb

. e n g d n , ,AndhraPradesh.Thesuccessionhavingopenedin1989,evidently,the
f e t , 5 d e oprovisionsoftheAmendmentAct,2005wouldhavenoapplication.

n 6 nSub-section(1)ofSection6oftheActgovernsthelawrelatingtosuccession
n e h f a r n e t e s e y e .onthedeathofacoparcenerintheeventtheheirsareonlymaledescendants.
, e o d o n ) f n 6f e t sBut,theprovisoappendedtosub-section(1)ofSection6oftheActcreates
n . t n f u l . l , , , a . canexception.FirstsonofBabuLalviz.LalChand,was,thus,acoparcener.c
n 6 nSection6isanexceptiontothegeneralrules.Itwas,therefore,obligatoryon
e t f e s o w t t m l ,thepartoftherespondent-plaintiffstoshowthatapartfromLalChand,
n l l o e e t . o r s e d ,SohanLalwillalsoderivethebenefitthereof.Sofarasthesecondson,
n l s , o e s n t n d o w tSohanLalisconcerned,noevidencehasbeenbroughtonrecordtoshowthat
e s n r o g o e f e u n , .hewasbornpriortocomingintoforceoftheHinduSuccessionAct,1956.
. , t s e e n e y f u , h d d22.Thus,itwasthehalf-shareinthepropertyofBabuRam,whichwouldd

e n l s s d l s s t t e f s sdevolveuponallhisheirsandlegalrepresentativesasatleastoneofhissons

. t o e d , n r , e s w23.Excepttotheaforementionedextent,inouropinion,thecourtsbelow
e t n g e s f n 6 f e t d g tarecorrectinapplyingtheprovisionsofSection6oftheActandholdingthat
n 8 f l e o . e l s d n t dSection8thereofwillhavenoapplication.Theappealisallowedinpartand
o e d . e e d e d . o etotheaforementionedextent.Thedecreewouldbemodifiedaccordingly.Noe
.costs.

) 8e t s 0(2006)8SupremeCourtCases590

E . . N D N , )(BEFOREDR.AR.LAKSHMANANANDTARUNCHATTERJEE,JJ.)
I I N . HMUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGH

sVersus
N M K D D SARUNNATHURAMGAIKWADANDOTHERS

; fAppellant;f

•• .Respondents.
l . 8 f , d n r ,CivilAppealNo.4148of2006*,decidedonOctober11,2006

n gTownPlanning y l n , 8 3 f—BombayMunicipalCorporationAct,1888(3of1888)
— . A d 1 - e e f — y t o—Ss.354-Aand351-Comparativescopeof—Authoritycompetentto
e e r r . 1 d e f l , f ,exercisethepowerunderS.351andscopeofjudicialinterference,ifany,
e e f n y t y - , . A swiththeexerciseofdiscretionbythatauthority-Held,S.354-Adealswith

k nstop-worknoticewhereasS.351dealswithshow-causenoticefordemolition
f d s — r r . 1 s e y y eofunauthorisedstructures—PowerunderS.351isexercisableonlybythe
6 ) 1 C 016(1974)1SCC700
† g t f P ) . 9 f . m e l t d r d 6†ArisingoutofSLP(C)No.9049of2006.FromtheFinalJudgmentandOrderdated23-2-2006
f e h t f e t y n t n . 1 f 5oftheHighCourtofJudicatureatBombayinWritPetitionNo.2841of2005
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I I N . H . N M D 1MUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGHv.ARUNNATHURAMGAIKWAD591

l rMunicipalCommissionerwho,afterissuingshow-causenoticeandafter
g e e , s e n o r r t o rexaminingthecauseshown,hasthediscretiontoorderornottoorder

a f e d d e - h t ,demolitionoftheallegedunauthorisedstructure-HighCourtcannot,in
e f s t , e y ay r e e fexerciseofitswritjurisdiction,impedebyamandatoryordertheexerciseof
t n - n f a - . 6 d 7 -thatdiscretion-ConstitutionofIndia-Arts.226and227-
e w - e n - e r eAdministrativeLaw-Administrativeaction-Administrativeorexecutive
n - e f y r - e f lfunction-Exerciseofpower/Discretionarypower-Scopeofjudicial
e hinterferencewith

b
e F d n s r d o s e l )OneFandcertainothers(hereinafterreferredtoas"theoriginalowners")

d a t f d g f o s d e l f a nownedaplotoflandconsistingoftwobungalowsandonechawlofacertain
r f . e s y e e o e y h a 2numberoftenements.Therewasonlyoneentrancetothepropertythrougha12
t e p f . F d o a t t h ay nfeetwidestripofland.Fenteredintoadevelopmentagreementwithapartyin
o p e . A l r l f a dordertodeveloptheproperty.Aproposalforapprovalofaproposedtemple

x n e t s d o y l n r tcomplexontheplotwassubmittedtoBombayMunicipalCorporation(forshort
. r e n f e e s , e l r"BMC").Aftertheconstructionofthetemplewascompleted,theoriginalowner
d e d y r d o ssoldthesaidproperty(hereinafterreferredtoase t ) o e"thetrustproperty")tothe
, ac , y ad f . e y s n eappellant,apublictrust,byadeedofconveyance.Theeasementaryrightsinthe
s d f 2 t e o d o e . , aaccessroadof12feetwerealsoconveyedtotheappellants.Meanwhile,a
r f n t t d ag d g e d h edeveloperofanadjacentplotconstructedabuildinganddugthelandbeneaththe
accessroadandtriedtoinstallagateattheentranceoftheaccessroad.The
s n d a t r n d . t 1 n aappellantsthenfiledasuitfordeclarationandinjunction.Respondent1herein(a
t f e , y t e n f e d , e atenantofthepremises),allegedlyatthesuggestionofthesaiddeveloper,madea
n o e l r t e d /representationtotheMunicipalCommissionerabouttheunauthorisedstructure/
. e s o d o e s t s ltemple.Theappellantsalsocomplainedtotheauthoritiesaboutvariousillegal
s d d t f e . C d t econstructionsandunauthorisedconductoftherespondents.BMCdidnottake
y n n e s e o e y f e . t 1 nanyactiononthecomplaintsduetothependencyofthesuit.Respondent1then

n e y g s efiledawritpetitionbeforetheBombayHighCourtallegingthatappellantswere
n e s f g a e n e y d a tintheprocessofconstructingatempleintheextremelycrowdedareawithout
g n m e l . , , ,obtainingpermissionfromtheMunicipalCorporation.He,therefore,sought,
r , e f t e l s e d o h einteralia,thereliefthatthemunicipalauthoritiesbedirectedtodemolishthe
e d d l . e s d t eentireunauthorisedandillegalconstructions.Theappellantsrepliedthatthe
n f e e s t n s t t e d d y nconstructionofthetemplewasnotinprogressatthattimeandhadalreadybeen
. C d e o p e k r n A f ecompleted.BMCissuednoticetostoptheworkunderSection354-Aofthe
C t r n f r C s n e r e f e .BMCActforconstructionoffourRCCcolumnsontherearsideofthetemple.
o k s d t r e e f e e r n .NoworkwascarriedoutaftertheserviceofthenoticeunderSection354-A.
However,theappellantsubmittedanapplicationbeforeBMCforregularisation
f e e . e h t d n r g e lofthetemplebuilding.TheHighCourtpassedanorderdirectingtheMunicipal
s o h e l d d n d n yAuthoritiestodemolishentireillegalandunauthorisedconstructioncarriedonby
e s e g t e e f n s a rtherespondentsdespitenotingthattheissueofregularisationwasamatter
n e t d . e s n d e t lbetweentherespondentandBMC.Theappellantsthenfiledthepresentappeal
y l . e g , e e d s d o ebyspecialleave.Whilegrantingleave,thenoticeissuedwaslimitedtothe

s o r h n 1 f e y lastowhetheralthoughSection351oftheBombayMunicipal
n , 8 r t e ) d t o e sCorporationAct,1888(forshort"theAct")hadlefttotheCommissioner's
n o h r t o , e h t d t adiscretiontodemolishornottodemolish,theHighCourtcoulddirecta
s r . t s r d t e d e mmandamusfordemolition.Itwasfurtherdirectedthattherewouldbeinterim
y f n d o r n d e .stayofdemolitionandnofurtherconstructionwouldbemade.
e e e , e s d t y e dBeforetheSupremeCourt,theappellantscontendedthatbytheimpugned

, e h t d d e s d o e lorder,theHighCourthadassumedthepowersgrantedtotheMunicipal
h r r e C , 8 o e r e e shCommissionerundertheBMCAct,1888todecidewhetherthestructurewas
l r . t , e f a e r n 1 f elegalorillegal.Thatmoreover,issuanceofanoticeunderSection351ofthe
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C t d g y f g o e r f e g eBMCActandgivingopportunityofhearingtotheownerofthebuildingwere
s t r g n r r n f e g dconditionsprecedentforissuinganorderfordemolitionofthebuildingand

n e d y s d d , n f s nonthedisputedpropertywasunauthorisedandillegal,questionofitsdemolition
d t . g o e e y s f e lcouldnotarise.ReferringtothewidediscretionarypowersoftheMunicipal
n r n , e s d t e t tCorporationunderSection351(2),theappellantssubmittedthatthewritcourt
d t e h n f e r r d t t ecouldnotsubstitutesuchdiscretionoftheCommissionernorcoulditdirectthe
r o e e n n a r .Commissionertoexercisethediscretioninaparticularmanner.
n e r , e s d t e e lOntheotherhand,therespondentssubmittedthatsincedespiteseveral

, e l r d t d e r d ncomplaints,theMunicipalCommissionerhadnotexercisedthepowervestedin
r n A f e t o h e l e r ehimunderSection354-AoftheActtodemolishtheillegalstructureafterhehad

d a e r t , e h t s t n g eissuedanoticeunderthatsection,theHighCourtwasrightinorderingthe
l r o h e e d t n e eMunicipalCommissionertodemolishthestructureandthatwhentheexecutive
d o m r s r d n g r , e h tfailedtoperformtheirdutiesorerredinperformingtheirduties,theHighCourt
g r e y s d r s 6 d 7 f eactingundertheextraordinarypowersvestedunderArticles226and227ofthe
n d e y r o t e e o e e .Constitutionhadthenecessarypowertodirecttheexecutivetoenforcethelaw.
e n k e d t e t d e a h nTheCorporationtookthestandthattheTrusthadmadeafreshapplication

d t e e d e d n e h .andthatthesamewouldbeconsideredinaccordancewithlaw.

e , e eAllowingtheappeal,theSupremeCourt
d :Held:
o e r n 1 s d y e l r nNonoticeunderSection351wasissuedbytheMunicipalCommissionerin

e t r t e . e n d d ae o dthepresentmatteragainsttheappellants.TheCorporationhadissuedanoticetod
p e k r n . r e e f k e rstoptheworkunderSection354-A.Aftertheserviceofstop-worknoticeunder
n A o kSection354-Anowork s d . n A f e t s hwascarriedout.Section354-AoftheActdealswith
k e s n 1 s h e e rstop-worknoticewhereasSection351dealswithshow-causenoticefor

scarriedal,Section,

n f d . e r r n 1 f e tdemolitionofunauthorisedstructure.ThepowerunderSection351oftheAct
s o e d y y e l r d t s t o ehastobeexercisedonlybytheMunicipalCommissioneranditislefttothe
l r r e s f n ) r o rMunicipalCommissionerundertheprovisionsofSection351(2)eithertoorder
r t o r e n f e d d .ornottoorderthedemolitionoftheallegedunauthorisedtemple. a )(Para53)
n 1 s e l r f e n f ySection351obligestheMunicipalCommissioneriftheconstructionofany

g r e n f y k s d y o e sbuildingortheexecutionofanyworkiscommencedcontrarytotheprovisions
f e t o e e g e n g e k o w e yoftheActtogivenoticerequiringthepersondoingtheworktoshowcausewhy
e fthesameshouldnotbepulleddown.Thewordusedinthatcontextisshall.If
t e s t n t s t o e s n rsufficientcauseisnotshownitislefttotheCommissioner'sdiscretionwhether
t o h e d n , , e h tornottodemolishtheunauthorisedconstructionand,therefore,theHighCourtf
t e e e f t n y e e f a ycannotimpedetheexerciseofthatdiscretionbytheissuanceofamandatory
. , e r s d o e e n s oorder.Therefore,theCommissionerisdirectedtodecidethequestionasto
r e d s n r r n r . e r s o ewhetherheshouldpassanorderfordemolitionornot.Thematteristobe
d y n s r g y o e .decidedabsolutelyonmeritsafteraffordingopportunitytotherespondent.

s 7 d )(Paras57and60)
BilkishbhaiMoizbhaiVasiv.MunicipalCorpn.forGreaterBombay,WPNo.1286of1980,g
d n 3 m ; l n e . d a mdecidedon10-8-1983(BomHC);AbdulRehmanSiddiquev.AhmedMiaGulam
n , ) 2h J , y dMohuddinAhmedji,(1996)2MahLJ1042,impliedlyapproved

d r i . l . f , 5 p ) C , dSyedMuzaffarAliv.MunicipalCorpn.ofDelhi,1995Supp(4)SCC426,followed
. f a . d , ) 2R 5 : R 6 C 0 : 6Corpn.ofCalcuttav.MulchandAgarwalla,(1955)2SCR995:AIR1956SC110:1956
i J : . C . . , ) 3 C 9 : 1 C ) 3 :CriLJ285:U.P.SRTCv.Mohd.Ismail,(1991)3SCC239:1991SCC(L&S)893:
) 7 C ; e i ) . . , ) 1 C 8 : 0 C(1991)17ATC234;State(DelhiAdmn.)v.I.K.Nangia,(1980)1SCC258:1980SCC
) ; s . d p f , ) 5C 4 : ) l R p 3 h(Cri)220;Juliusv.LordBishopofOxford,(1880)5AC214:(1874-80)AllERRep43h
: . a . n f , ) 3 C 9 : ) 2 e ; .(HL):M.C.Mehtav.UnionofIndia,(2006)3SCC399:(2006)2Scale364;M.I.
s ) . . y m , ) 6C ; . a . . ,Builders(P)Lid.v.RadheyShyamSahu,(1999)6SCC464;G.J.Kangav.S.S.Basha,
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I I N . H . N M D 3MUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGHv.ARUNNATHURAMGAIKWAD593
(Lakshmanan,J.)

) 2 h J 3 : ) 3m R ; l s n . e1992)2MahLJ1573:(1992)3BomCR582;MansukhlalVithaldasChauhanv.State
f . ) 7C 2 : 7 C ) 4 :7 C ) , aofGujarat.(1997)7SCC622:1997SCC(L&S)1784:1997SCC(Cri)1120,referrea

l n n f , h , . , d oMaxwellonInterpretationofStatutes,11thEdn.,p.231,referredto

CH-M/ATZ/35083/C
s o d n s e :Advocateswhoappearedinthiscase:
. nF.S.Nariman d m , r s . , . , sandShyamDiwan,SeniorAdvocates[P.H.Parekh,E.R.Kumar,Ms
n a d h i r . h & , , h ]ShakunSharmaandKushChaturvedi(forP.H.Parekh&Co.),Advocates,withhim]

b r e ;fortheAppellant;
MukulRohatgiandRanjitKumar,SeniorAdvocates(SantoshPaul,MsVibhaDatta
a d i n , , h ) r t ;MakhijaandLakshmiRamanSingh,Advocates,withhim)forRespondent1;
v , l . , s a l , s a a dPallavShishodia,AtulY.Chitale,MsSuchitraAtulChitale,MsSujeetaSrivastavaand
p , , r s 2d ;MadhupSinghal,Advocates,forRespondents2and3;
. , r e . , . , i . d aU.U.Lalit,SeniorAdvocate(P.B.Sarpotdar,A.K.Rao,PrajiK.J.andPrasanna
a , ) r e .BalkrishnaSarpotdar,Advocates)fortheIntervenor.

C
l t f s dChronologicallistofcasescited
. ) 3C 9 : ) 2e , . a . n f a1.(2006)3SCC399:(2006)2Scale364,M.C.Mehtav.UnionofIndia
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+ e t f e t s d y+TheJudgmentoftheCourtwasdeliveredby
. . , — e .DR.AR.LAKSHMANAN,J.—Leavegranted.
. s l s d t e l t d r d2.Thisappealisdirectedagainstthefinaljudgmentandorderdated

d y e h t f e t y n t23-2-2006passedbytheHighCourtofJudicatureatBombayinWritPetition
. 1 f 5 y e h t e g e t nNo.2841of2005wherebytheHighCourtwhileallowingthewritpetition
d e l n o h e e l clirectedtheMunicipalCorporationtodemolishtheentireillegalanc

n d n y s 7 n e SunauthorisedconstructioncarriedonbyRespondents3-17onentireCTS
. , 6 1 o , a t , w l , a , .Nos.206,206(1to9),KurlaPartIV,NewMillRoad,Kurla(W),Mumbai.
. e t s g o e g f e e l s d n e3.Theshortfactsleadingtothefilingoftheaboveappealasstatedinthe

P e s :SLPareasunder:
i s d s r d o s e lShriFernandesandothers(hereinafterreferredtoas"theoriginal

h
) downers")ownedaplotoflandbearingCTSNos.206and206(1to9)and
S . 2 d 1 o , A y . 4 d , f /CTSNos.212and212/1to4,NASurveyNos.764and768,ofVillage/
a , , n , g f o s dTalukaKurla,Mumbai,suburbandistrict,consistingoftwobungalowsand
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e l f 8 . t s o e d t e s y e e oonechawlof8tenements.Itistobenotedthatthereisonlyoneentranceto
y m . a g w l ) h ap fthepropertyfromA.H.WadiaMarg(NewMillRoad)throughastripofland

t 2 t e r d o s e s . e /about12feetwide(hereinafterreferredtoas"theaccessroad").Thetenants/ a
occupantsusedthesaidaccessroadtoaccesstheirrespectivepremises,

e t r e e h t t 1includingthewritpetitionerbeforetheHighCourt(Respondent1herein),
o s a t f l . 7 f S . 1 o 9 n e dwhowasatenantofChawlNo.523/7ofCTSNos.1to9intheaforesaid
.property.
. g4.ShriFernandesenteredintoadevelopmentagreementwithShriGhag

f A bofSadhanaBuildersinordertodeveloptheproperty.Aproposalforapprovalb
f d e x t S . , 6 1 o ) s dofproposedtemplecomplexatCTSNos.206,206(1to9)wassubmitted
e .beforeBMC.
. e n f e s d d e n f l5.Theconstructionoftemplewascompletedandtheinstallationofidol

y ) k . t s o e d t t 1ceremony(pratishtha)tookplace.ItistobenotedthatRespondent1
participatedinthecelebrationanddidnotmakeanycomplaintregardingthe
n f e .constructionofthetemple.
. o6.Theoriginalownersoldtheaforesaidproperty(hereinafterreferredto

s e t ) o e , a c , y a d fas"thetrustproperty")totheappellant,apublictrust,byadeedof
, e r g s a n . n e yconveyance,whereMrGhagwasaconfirmationparty.Whentheproperty
s d o e t e d y d f r ,wasconveyedtotheappellanttheaforesaidpropertyconsistedoffourshops,
t l , n , , n l d neightresidentialpremises,Jaintemple,Upashraya,Pravachanhallandopen
space.ItistobenotedthattheeasementaryrightsfromA.H.WadiaMarg
w l ) h e s d f t 2 t e e o(NewMillRoad)throughtheaccessroadofabout12feetwidewerealso
d o e .conveyedtotheappellants.
. e r l b , e r f e t t o e7.OneMrIsmailYakobPayak,thedeveloperoftheplotadjacenttothe

t ,trustpropertyi.e.plotoflandbearingCTSNos.205,NASurveyNos.765,
, 7 d n n e d t r d o s e766,767startedconstructiononthesaidplot(hereinafterreferredtoas"the
.developer").
. e d r d a g f d s 6 s8.Thesaiddeveloperconstructedabuildingofgroundplus6floors

e

n s a . r g e d g e rknownas"SaibaPalace".Afterconstructingthesaidbuildingthedeveloper

f e s .oftheaccessroad.
s 1o 1 d a t g t . 8 f 5 n e9.Appellants1to11filedasuitbeingSuitNo.1478of2005intheCity

l t t y r n d .CivilCourtatBombayfordeclarationandinjunction.
. e r n n t o e e s o t10.Thedeveloperinanattempttopressurisetheappellantsintonot

g e d t d t p t 1 n a t f e tprosecutingthesaidsuithadsetupRespondent1herein(atenantofthetrust

r , t 1 o s a t f e s d t nyear2001,Respondent1whowasatenantofthepremisesdidnotcomplain
t e d n l e s n d a tabouttheunauthorisedconstructiontilltheappellantshereinfiledasuit
t e ; ) t t 1 d d n eagainstthedeveloper;(b)thatRespondent1hadparticipatedinthe
n f l ; ) t e s f e r s lcelebrationofidolinstallation;(c)thattheadvocatesofthedeveloperaswell
s f t 1 e ; d ) t t 1 d e rasofRespondent1weresame;and(d)thatRespondent1andthedeveloper
g o e e t s .belongtothesameNationalistCongressParty.
. t 1 h s e e a n o e h11.Respondent1throughhisadvocategavearepresentationtotheh

l r t e d .MunicipalCommissionerabouttheunauthorisedstructure/temple.
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t 1 o e l s f s o e ,Respondent1alsowroteseverallettersofcomplaintstoHon'bleMinisters,
a t r f , y f , r fAssistantCommissionerofPolice,DeputyChiefMinister,Commissionerof
, r l f , s f , .Police,InspectorGeneralofPolice,Editorsofnewspapers,etc.
. e t d n m n e f n . 112.TheappellantfiledaninterimapplicationNoticeofMotionNo.1201

f 5 n t . 8 f 5 r t f d m . r gof2005inSuitNo.1478of2005forgrantofadinterimrelief.Afterhearing
e s e y l t d e g :thepartiestheCityCivilCourtpassedthefollowingorder:

e e"Thedefendantshaveconstructedpartoftheircompoundwall.The
b s e t e s l d t n gplaintiff'sagreethatthedefendantsshallextendthatconstructionleaving

6 t m e a n e r f e r s n e '6ftfromtheotlaontherearofthefourshopsintheplaintiffs'property.
e eThedefendantsshallconstructtheircompoundwallasshowninblue

g t m e l y d g 6 t e m eextendingitfromthewallalreadyconstructedleaving6ftspacefromthe
a n e r f e s f e s s n n e n eotlaontherearoftheshopsoftheplaintiffsasshowninblueinthe
h , . Ao e .sketchplan,Ext.Atotheplaint.
e s l e d o e s h e sTheplaintiffsshallbeentitledtohaveaccessthroughthedefendant's
r y n c g ) g epropertyforonlypedestriantraffic(includingpalkhis)pendingthesuit.
s d f . C s fN/Misdisposedofaccordingly.NOCw/siffiled."

13.Theaforesaidorderwasmodifiedanditwasaddedthat"Byconsent
r d 5 s t e o e s d s forderdated3-5-2005iswithoutprejudicetotherightsandcontentionsof
h "bothparties."

d . g e y f e d14.Duringthependencyofthesaid , e r dsuit,thedeveloperstarted
g ad l n e n e f e , yconstructingacompoundwallonthesouthernsideofthetenement,whereby
e dthedeveloperencroacheduponapartofthelandbearingCTSNo.212and
d e h f e s d m 2 t o 6 . e oreducedthewidthoftheaccessroadfrom12feetto6feet.Healso
y d a e t e e f e t ,wrongfullyconstructedagateattheentranceoftheservienttenement,
g e d g S . 1 o 4d y d otouchingthelandbearingCTSNos.212/1to4andtherebyattemptedto

e b e e e f e t f y d y e .disturbthefreeuseoftherightofwayacquiredbytheTrust.
. e t d o e s t e l15.Theappellantcomplainedtotheauthoritiesabouttheillegal

n d d t f e .constructionandunauthorisedconductoftherespondents.
n , e l n d e r t16.Inreply,theMunicipalCorporationinformedthepetitionerthatas

r eperorderofAsstt.JointMunicipalCommissionerdated6-8-2005,the

f
e o e g d y e r doccupationcertificatetothebuildingconstructedbythedeveloperandnamed

a e l e d r e s n t e ySaibaPalaceshallbeissuedaftertheproceedingsincourtarefinally
d f d e s f s o e t e l o edisposedofandtheprovisionsofaccesstothesubjecttemplewillalsobe
n otakenintoaccount.
. t 1 d a t n e e h t t y17.Respondent1filedawritpetitionbeforetheHighCourtatBombay

g t s e n e s f g ae n eallegingthatappellantswereintheprocessofconstructingatempleinthe
d a t g n m e lextremelycrowdedareawithoutobtainingpermissionfromtheMunicipal

n d t n t f s n e e n eCorporationandthatonaccountofthisconstructiontheatmosphereinthe
y s n d d s e . n w f s e tlocalityhasbeendisturbedanddisputeshavearisen.Inviewofthishesought
e g :thefollowingreliefs:

) t l s o h e e d(i)directmunicipalauthoritiestodemolishtheentireunauthorised
d l n n S . , 6 1 o ) d n y eandillegalconstructiononCTSNos.206,206(1to9)calledonbythe
s ;petitionersherein;

h ) g l f e , t e s m g(ii)pendingdisposalofthewrit,injunctthepetitionersfromcarrying
n y r ;onanyfurtherconstruction;
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) t f t r o t e y d(iti)appointmentofCourtCommissionertovisitthepropertyand
e s .giveitsreport.
. t s e e f e t t e n f e s t a18.Itisthecaseoftheappellantthattheconstructionoftemplewasnota

n s t t . e s y d n e r .inprogressatthattime.Templewasalreadyconstructedintheyear2001.
1 a19.ItisalsothecaseoftheappellantthatRespondent1beingatenantof

l . 7 n e t y d t e y e o wChawlNo.523/7onthetrustpropertyclaimedthatherecentlycametoknow
t e l d d n n e t , eabouttheillegalandunauthorisedconstructiononthetrustproperty,despite
s r m n e t n t e y s r shisfurtherclaiminthewritpetitionthatthepropertywasunderhis
n y r 2 s d r g d o d r bsupervisioncontinuouslyfor12yearsandMrGhaghadalsoexecutedpowerb
f y n 8 n s .ofattorneyon18-11-1998inhisfavour.
. y l n n t ) d e o20.BombayMunicipalCorporation(inshort"BMC")issuednoticeto

p e k r n A f e C t r n f rstoptheworkunderSection354-AoftheBMCActforconstructionoffour
C s n e r e f e .RCCcolumnsontherearsideofthetemple.
21.TheappellantsubmittedanapplicationbeforeBMCforc

n .regularisationofthetemplebuilding.
22.Oneofthetrusteesandtheappellantherein,ShriArvindKotharifiled

t o e n d d n l t e y ncounter-affidavittothepetitionandstatedindetailabouttheproxylitigation
d y e r d o e a s t t . t sinitiatedbythebuilderandalsothemalafidesagainstRespondent1.Itwas
o d t t e d n o t f s g oalsopointedoutthattherehadbeennoinfringementofbye-lawsrelatingto
. .FSI.Thatlakhsofdevoteesvisitthetemple.
. t23.Respondent1filedarejoinderbeforetheHighCourtinwhichmost

f e s e d d e o r d l roftheavermentshaveremaineduncontrovertedduetoeitherbalddenialor
o . t d e t o n t s n e rnodenial.Itwouldbepertinenttomentionthatnexusbetweenthedeveloper
d t 1 y d .andRespondent1largelyremaineduncontroverted.
. C o d a , n t s y24.BMCalsofiledacounter-affidavit,whereinitwascategorically

d t r e f a k e r n A f e estatedthatafterserviceofastop-worknoticeunderSection354-Aofthee
C , o k s d .BMCAct,noworkwascarriedout.
. e h t d n r g e l s o25.TheHighCourtpassedanorderdirectingthemunicipalauthoritiesto

h e l d d n d n ydemolishentireillegalandunauthorisedconstructioncarriedonby
s 3 o 7 n e S . , 6 1 o , a t ,Respondents3to17onentireCTSNos.206,206(1to9),KurlaPartIV,
NewMillRoad,Kurla(W),Mumbai400070despitenotingthattheissueof

s a r n e t d . e hregularisationwasamatterbetweentherespondentandBMC.TheHighf
d e n f e r y 4 , h s dCourtstayedtheoperationoftheorderby4weeks,whichwasextendedfor
4s y r d . e e t l yanother4weeksbyorderdated5-4-2006.Hencethepresentappealbyway

f P s n .ofSLPhasbeenfiled.
. d r . , d r l g26.WeheardMrF.S.Nariman,learnedSeniorCounselappearingforthe

s d r l i d r t , d rappellantsandMrMukulRohatgiandMrRanjitKumar,learnedSenior
l t v , d l 9CounselforRespondent1,MrPallavShishodia,learnedcounselfor9
s 2 d 3 d r . , d r l r eRespondents2and3andMrU.U.Lalit,learnedSeniorCounselforthe
.intervenors.
. n e r e p r n n , s t27.Whenthemattercameupforadmissionon4-7-2006,thisCourt

e d o e n s o r n e y f"Issuenoticelimitedtothequestionastowhetherinthecityofh
y d y e s f n 1 f e yBombaygovernedbytheprovisionsofSection351oftheBombay
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I I N . H . N M D 7MUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGHv.ARUNNATHURAMGAIKWAD597
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l n , 8 e t s n t o eMunicipalCorporationAct,1888whereithasbeenlefttothe
s hCommissioner'sdiscretiontodemolishornottodemolish,theHigh
t d t a s r .Courtcoulddirectamandamusfordemolition.
r i n , , s e r t .MrLakshmiRamanSingh,Advocate,takesnoticeforRespondent1.

e e d o e n o l r s eIssuenoticelimitedtoabovequestiontoallotherrespondentsreturnable
n r . , n n s . d l rwithinfourweeks.Dasti,inadditionispermitted.Learnedcounselfor
e r s o d o e e y y d DthepetitionerisalsopermittedtoservenoticeprivatelybyregisteredAD
. fpost.Twoweeks'timeisgrantedtofilecounter-affidavit.Rejoinder,if
y ,anybefiledwithintwoweeksthereafter.Listthematterforfinalhearing,
byconsentofparties,on10-8-2006.
n e , e l e m y f . t s oInthemeanwhile,thereshallbeinterimstayofdemolition.Itisalso

e r t e r l t e y r nmadeclearthatthepetitionershallnotmakeanyfurtherconstruction
l r "untilfurtherorders."
. g28.Thefollowing s dsubmissionsweremadebyMrNariman,learned

r l g r e :SeniorCounselappearingfortheappellants:
) e(I)TheHighCourtproceededontheerroneousfootingthat"the
s d g t t s 3o 7 e n epetitionisfiledpointingoutthatRespondents3to17areintheprocess

f g ae n n y d . t s dofconstructingatempleinanextremelycrowdedarea".Itwassubmitted
thatthetemplewasconstructedintheyear2001andthetemplewasnot
n e s f .intheprocessofconstruction.
) e h t e g o e n f e t(2)TheHighCourtwhilereplyingtothesubmissionoftheappellant

t n r n s g n e e d ,thatapplicationforregularisationwaspendingontheonehandheld,
t a ""thatisamatterbetweentherespondentandtheMunicipalCorporation"
d eandinthesameparagraphalsoheld,"itisveryclearthatthe
n s , t y y f w d t yconstructionisillegal,withoutanyauthorityoflawandwithoutany
n f e l . s t s d t epermissionoftheMunicipalCorporation".Thusitwassubmittedthatthe
t d e s d o e lHighCourtassumedthepowersgrantedtotheMunicipalCommissioner

undertheBombayMunicipalCorporationAct,1888(hereinafterreferred
o s e ) o e r e e s l ttoas"theAct")todecidewhetherthestructureislegal/illegalwithout

n y f g o e . t s daffordinganopportunityofhearingtotheappellants.Itissubmittedthat
e f a e r n l f e C t d gissuanceofanoticeunderSection35loftheBMCActandgiving

f g o e r f e g eopportunityofhearingtotheownerofthebuildingareconditions
t r g n r r n f e g d ,precedentforissuinganorderfordemolitionofthebuildingandunless,
n , e l r s t e rsponhearing,theMunicipalCommissionerholdsthattheconstructior
ninthedispropisyisunautherisedandilegal,questionofits
(3)TheHighCourtfailedtoappreciatethattheprovisionsofSection

351(2)oftheBombayMunicipalCorporationAct,1888(theBMCAct)

o , r r l n r t e g d ttoremove,alterorpulldownornotthebuildingconstructedwithout
g h e s f n 2 r 7 f e d . tcomplyingwiththeprovisionsofSection342or347ofthesaidAct.It
s d t e t t e h n f ewassubmittedthattheCourtcannotsubstitutesuchdiscretionofthe
r r n e t t t e r o eCommissionernorcanthewritcourtdirecttheCommissionertoexercise
e n n a r .thediscretioninaparticularmanner.
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) e h t d n g ac n r n(4)TheHighCourterredinpassingadrasticdirectionfordemolition

f ae t g n y f g o eofastructure/templewithoutaffordinganopportunityofhearingtothe
appellantespeciallywhentheMunicipalCommissionerhasthepowertoa
e a g d d e n r nregulariseabuildingconstructedandtheapplicationforregularisation
s g e e l . t s d twaspendingbeforetheMunicipalCommissioner.Itwassubmittedthat
e s h l o w t e e f e e n etherewasenoughmaterialtoshowthatthestructureofthetemplecanbe
. sregularised.Thetotalareaoftheplotonwhichthetempleissituatedis
0 q , e a f e g s g e e s1290.30sqm,theareaoftheexistingstructuresincludingthetempleis
1 q md e n e I t f , h s % f e b574.91sqmandhencewithintheFSIlimitof1,whichis44.55%oftheb
e . s t n e n f . f a .permissibleFSI.ThisCourtinthedecisionofCorpn.ofCalcuttav.
d ' s d t f e e s t eMulchandAgarwalla'hasheldthatifthestructureisnototherwise

f e g , t d t e .violativeofthebuildingbye-laws,itneednotbedemolished.However,
n sapplicationhas d ydismissedby e ltheMunicipal

Commissionerbyorderdated9-3-2006inviewoftheimpugnedorder.
Anappealagainstthesameispendingbeforetheauthorities. C

e h t y d n a 4 f e d(5)TheHighCourterroneouslyheldinpara4oftheimpugnedorder
y a k e s . n e r d f h"ultimatelyastop-worknoticewasissued.Intheutterdisregardofsuch
, enotice,theconstructionworkhadproceeded".Itwassubmittedthatthe
n f d d e t gCorporationitselfhadfiledtheaffidavitstating e"therespondent

d d e e d d e r n 4CorporationhadvisitedthesiteandissuednoticeunderSection354of
e dtheBMCAct;atpresentthereisnofurtherconstructionworkfoundind
progress",

) e h t d n g an r n r(6)TheHighCourterredinissuingadirectionfordemolitionunder
s eitswritjurisdictionwheremandamuscouldonlybeissueddirectingthe
e s o t n e h .administrativeauthoritiestoactinaccordancewithlaw.
) e h t d n g r f e t h(7)TheHighCourterredingrantingprayeroftheappellantwhich

s n o h e l d d eseeksdirectiontodemolishentireillegalandunauthorisedstructure
g n S . , 6 1 o ) h s e e ystandingonCTSNos.206,206(1to9)inasmuchastherearemany
s n e d t h e d r o e r 2structuresonthesaidplotwhichwereconstructedpriortotheyear1962
d e d o e .andwereconsideredtobeheritage.
(8)TheHighCourtfailedtoappreciatethefollowingevidencewhich

aclearlyshowedthatthewritpetitionwasfiledbyapersonwhowasset f
p y e : ) h e n f e e supbythedeveloper:(a)thoughtheconstructionofthetemplewas
d n e r , e t r o s a t f ecompletedintheyear2001,thewritpetitionerwhowasatenantofthe
s d t n t e d n l epremisesdidnotcomplainabouttheunauthorisedconstructiontillthe
s n d a t t e ; ) t e tpetitionershereinfiledasuitagainstthedeveloper;(b)thatthewrit
r d n e n f l ; ) t epetitionerparticipatedinthecelebrationofidolinstallation;(c)thatthe
s f e r s l s e t r e ; ) tadvocatesofthedeveloperaswellasthewritpetitioneraresame;(d)that
e t r d e r g o e e tthewritpetitionerandthedeveloperbelongtothesameNationalist g
s . , e r s ad f e rCongressParty.Admittedly,thepetitionerwasafriendofthedeveloper
r 8 s d e t t e t r s efor18yearsandthecomplaintagainstthepresentpetitionerwasmade
y r l e s d t e .onlyaftercivilcasewasfiledagainstthebuilder.
) e h t d n g n k e o r(9)TheHighCourterredinrelyingonstop-worknoticetoorder

n f e e e s e d k e s hdemolitionoftheentirestructureastheaforesaidstop-worknoticewash

1 ) 2R 5 : R 6 C 0 : 6 i J 51(1955)2SCR995:AIR1956SC110:1956CriLJ285

2080



ONLINE?
™TruePrint™

C e b , ©3 C g . .SCCOnlineWebEdition,©2023EBCPublishingPvt.Ltd.
e 0Page10 , y , 3Tuesday,May30,2023
d : i . iPrintedFor:AnjaliR.Awasthi
C e b : mSCCOnlineWebEdition:http://www.scconline.com
t ™ : e t , ©3 n k . e t f s n fTruePrint™source:SupremeCourtCases,©2023EasternBookCompany.Thetextofthisversionof
s t s d y e w d y e e t n n k y . .thisjudgmentisprotectedbythelawdeclaredbytheSupremeCourtinEasternBookCompanyv.D.B.
, ) 1C 1 s , 2 & .Modak,(2008)1SCC1paras61,62&63.

a

b

C

d

e

g

h

I I N . H . N M D 9MUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGHv.ARUNNATHURAMGAIKWAD599
, )(Lakshmanan,J.)

d y r g e n f r s n e r eissuedonlyforstoppingtheconstructionoffourpillarsontherearside
f e .ofthetemple.
. r n o d r n o n s e n29.MrNarimanalsoinvitedourattentiontocertainavermentsmadein
5paras5and7ofthewritpetitionfiledbythefirstrespondenthereinbeing

t n . 1 f . r n s n o a 7 f eWritPetitionNo.2841of2005.Ourattentionwasdrawntopara7ofthe
t n e t s e t r d t taffidavitwhereintherespondentasthewritpetitionerstatedthatRespondent
2 g2informedRespondent1byletterdated5-10-2005thattheyweretaking
l elegalactionagainstJaintemple/DervasarasperSection354-Aofthe
y wBombayMunicipalCorporationAct.ThelearnedSeniorCounselalsodrew
r n o e t d y t 4 o e tourattentiontothecounter-affidavitfiledbyRespondent14tothewrit
n , n , a . e t n s :petitionand,inparticular,para17.Therelevantportionreadsthus:

e n f e d d n r d e r"Theconstructionoftemplehadcommencedinoraroundtheyear
9 d e ' n f l ) k e n e1999andthe'pratishtha'(installationofidolceremony)tookplaceinthe
r . e r n t d e t n e nyear2001.ThepetitionerinfactjoinedtheTrustinthecelebration
g o a . e r r e yrelatingtoPratishthaMahotsav.Thepetitionernevermadeany
complaintduringtheperiodofconstructionorevenwhenthesaid

v k e n r d e r .PratishthaMahotsavtookplaceonoraroundtheyear2001.Pertinently
e r d g s o s y r e sthepetitionerstartedwritingletterstoauthoritiesonlyafterthedisputes
d s n e t d e d r k d nanddifferencesbetweentheTrustandthesaidMrPayakstartedon
t f d n d d t n eaccountofunauthorisedconstructionandattemptedencroachmentonthe

dpartofthesaidMrPayak."
. .30.OurattentionwasalsodrawntotheprayermadeinWritPetitionNo.

1 f 5 h s s :2841of2005whichreadsasfollows:
e h t y e d o e a t f"(a)TheHighCourtmaybepleasedtoissueawritofmandamus;

y r , r r n n e e f s ganyotherwrit,orderordirectioninthenatureofmandamusdirecting
s 1 d 2 o h e e d d lRespondents1and2todemolishtheentireunauthorisedandillegal
n d n y s 3o 7 n e S . ,constructioncarriedonbyRespondents3to17onentireCTSNos.206,
1 o , a t , w l , a , i206(1to9),KurlaPartIV,NewMillRoad,Kurla(West),Mumbai400

.070.
) g g d l l f e , s 3(b)Pendinghearingandfinaldisposalofthepetition,Respondents3

o 7 y e d y n r f n f s t mto17mayberestrainedbyanorderofinjunctionofthisCourtfrom
g n y r n n S . , 6 1 o ,carryingonanyfurtherconstructiononCTSNos.206,206(1to9),
KurlaPartIV,NewMillRoad,Kurla(West),Mumbai400070."
. r , n t f s , t e h t t31.MrNariman,insupportofhiscontention,thattheHighCourtcannot

e e r d o e l r r e yassumethepowergrantedtotheMunicipalCommissionerundertheBombay
l n , 8 n t e ) o e r eMunicipalCorporationAct,1888(inshort"theAct")todeclarewhetherthe
e s l r , d t e f ae r nstructureislegalorillegal,submittedthatissuanceofanoticeunderSection
1 e351oftheActandgivingopportunitytotheownerofthebuildingare
s t r g e r r n f e g dconditionsprecedentforissuingtheorderfordemolitionofthebuildingand
s n g e l r s t e nunlessuponhearingtheMunicipalCommissionerholdsthattheconstruction
n e d y s d d , n f sonthedisputedpropertyisunauthorisedandillegal,questionofits
n s t . e d r t t s f ndemolitiondoesnotarise.HewouldfurthersubmitthatprovisionsofSection
) f e t r y e y s n e l351(2)oftheActconferverywidediscretionarypowersontheMunicipal
r o , r r l n r t e g dCommissionertoremove,alterorpulldownornotthebuildingconstructed
t g h e s f n 2 r 7 f e d .withoutcomplyingwiththeprovisionsofSection342or347ofthesaidAct.
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, e d t e h t t e h nTherefore,hesubmittedthattheHighCourtcannotsubstitutesuchdiscretion
f e r r n e h t t e r ooftheCommissionernorcantheHighCourtdirecttheCommissionerto
e aexercisethediscretioninaparticularmanner.Insupportoftheabovea
, e d r l t d r n o ncontention,thelearnedSeniorCounselfirstinvitedourattentiontoSection
1 f e t h s :351oftheActwhichreadsthus:

d ycommencedcontrary o e s 2 r , e btotheprovisionsofSection342or347,theb
, s e s t y o e s n tCommissioner,unlesshedeemsitnecessarytotakeproceedingsinrespect
f —ofsuchbuildingorworkunderSection354,shall—

n , e e n o s g hwrittennotice,requirethepersonwhoiserectingsuch
gbuilding r g h , r s d h g rorexecutingsuchwork,orhaserectedsuchbuildingor
d hexecutedsuchwork,orwhoistheownerforthetimebeingofsuch
g r , n n s m e e f e f hbuildingorwork,withinsevendaysfromthedateofserviceofsuch

,y a t n g d y m r y n t y,byastatementinwritingsubscribedbyhimorbyanagentduly
y m n t f d d o e ,authorisedbyhiminthatbehalfandaddressedtotheCommissioner,to

w e y h g r k l t eshowsufficientcausewhysuchbuildingorworkshallnotberemoved.
d r d ; ralteredorpulleddown;or
) l e e d n n h y d t h e d(b)shallrequirethesaidpersononsuchdayandatsuchtimeand

e s l e d n h e o d , r y nplaceasshallbespecifiedinsuchnoticetoattendpersonally,orbyan
t y d y m n t , d w t eagentdulyauthorisedbyhiminthatbehalf,andshowsufficientcause
y h g r k l t e , d r dwhysuchbuildingorworkshallnotberemoved,alteredorpulled

d

o w t ' n s n l nExplanation.-"Toshowsufficientcause'inthissub-sectionshallmean
o e t e ktoprovethattheworkd n e d e s d t nmentionedinthesaidnoticeiscarriedoutin
e h e s f n 7 r 2 d n 7 f eaccordancewiththeprovisionsofSection337or342andSection347ofthe
.Act.
) f h n l l o w t , o e n(2)Ifsuchpersonshallfailtoshowsufficientcause,tothesatisfaction

d r d , e r y , r r l nalteredorpulleddown,theCommissionermayremove,alterorpulldown
e dthebuildingorworkandtheexpensesthereofshallbepaidbythesaid
. n e f l r g n f e g r e k yperson.Incaseofremovalorpullingdownofthebuildingortheworkby
, e s f h g r k r htheCommissioner,thedebrisofsuchbuildingorworktogetherwithone

g , f , t e t f e , g o h fbuildingmaterial,ifany,atthesightoftheconstruction,belongingtosuchf
, l e d d d f n e d r d rperson,shallbeseizedanddisposedofintheprescribedmannerandafter
g m e s f h e r , e e ddeductingfromthereceiptsofsuchsaleordisposal,theexpenditureincurred
r l d e f h s d , e s f e tforremovalandsaleofsuchdebrisandmaterial,thesurplusofthereceipt
l e d y e , o e n .shallbereturnedbytheCommissioner,tothepersonconcerned.
) o , l y e g f y c e g(3)Nocourt,shallstaytheproceedingofanypublicnoticeincluding

e r , n r l m y d r ynoticeforeviction,demolitionorremovalfromanylandorproperty
g lbelongingtotheStateGovernmentortheCorporationoranyotherlocal
y lauthorityoranylandwhichisrequiredforanypublicprojectorcivil
, t t g e r ae y famenities,withoutfirstgivingtheCommissionerareasonableopportunityof

n e "representinginthematter."
. n t f e e l , d r l t32.Insupportoftheabovelegalsubmission,learnedSeniorCounselfirst
n e t f , . d 3 n t n .reliedonthejudgmentofBharucha,J.dated10-8-1983inWritPetitionNo.h

6 :1286of1990oftheBombayHighCourtwhereinthelearnedJudgeheld:
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n"Section 1 s e l , f e351obligestheMunicipalCommissioner,ifthe
constructionofanybuildingortheexecutionofanyworkiscommenced
y o e s f e , o e e g e ncontrarytotheprovisionsoftheAct,togivenoticerequiringtheperson
g r g e k o w e y t d t e dconstructingordoingtheworktoshowcausewhyitshouldnotbepulled
. e d d n s t s . f t e s tdown.Thewordusedinthiscontextis'shall'.Ifsufficientcauseisnot

e r ' , r r l n eshown,theCommissioner'may'remove,alterorpulldownthebuilding
r . t s t o e s n r r t oorwork.ItislefttotheCommissioner'sdiscretionwhetherornotto
h e d n f t e s t .demolishtheunauthorisedconstructionifsufficientcauseisnotshown.
e t t e e e f t n y e e fThecourtcannotimpedetheexerciseofthatdiscretionbytheissuanceof
ay "amandatoryorder."
33.TheabovejudgmentwasfollowedinAbdulRehmanSiddiquev.
a m n ? n ad e eAhmedMiaGulamMohuddinAhmedji?whereinalearnedSingleJudgeof

e )theBombayHighCourtheldthus:(MahL.Jpp.1047-48,paras9,10&10-A)
. t"9....SuchdiscretionoftheCommissionerorsuchauthoritycannot

e d y e t r n t t e r r hbesubstitutedbythecourtnorcancourtdirecttheCommissionerorsuch
y o e n n a r . f e n yauthoritytoexercisediscretioninaparticularmanner.Ifthediscretionby
e dtheCommissionerorsuchauthorityappearstohavenotbeenexercised
n e h w n t n y l n e rinaccordancewithlawthencourtcanonlycallupontheCommissioner
orsuchauthoritytoconsiderthematterafreshinaccordancewithlaw.
. I m d n y w y e t f s t n10.IamfortifiedinmyviewbythejudgmentofthisCourtin

i i . l . r r .BilkishbhaiMoizbhaiVasiv.MunicipalCorpn.forGreaterBombay3.In
d t e e . a s e n )thesaidjudgmentHon'bleJusticeS.P.Bharucha(ashethenwas)has

d econsideredtheprovisionsofSection351oftheBMCActvis-à-visthe
f e r r e y d h robligationoftheCommissionerortheauthoritydelegatedsuchpowerto

h e d . , . d —demolishtheunauthorisedconstruction.Bharucha,J.heldthus—
n 1 s e l , f e'Section351obligestheMunicipalCommissioner,ifthe

n f y g r e n f y k sconstructionofanybuildingortheexecutionofanyworkis
d y o e s f e , o e ecommencedcontrarytotheprovisionsoftheAct,togivenotice
g e n g r g e k o w erequiringthepersonconstructingordoingtheworktoshowcause
y t d t e d . e d d n s t swhyitshouldnotbepulleddown.Thewordusedinthiscontextis
'shall'.Ifsufficientcauseisnotshown,theCommissioner'may'
, r r l n e g r . t s t o eremove,alterorpulldownthebuildingorwork.Itislefttothe
s eCommissioner'sdiscretionwhetherornottodemolishthe
d n f t e s t . e tunauthorisedconstructionifsufficientcauseisnotshown.Thecourt

e e e f t n y e e f acannotimpedetheexerciseofthatdiscretionbytheissuanceofa
mandatoryorder'

, , e n n d e r10-A.Apparently,therefore,thedirectiongivenandtheorderpassed
e y l t d d n e t l gbytheCityCivilCourtandimpugnedinthepresentappealmakingthe

e f n e n s f s ) d ) s enoticeofmotionabsoluteintermsofprayers(b)and(d)impedesthe
f n f e r r e yexerciseofdiscretionoftheCommissionerortheauthoritydelegated

suchpower.ThemandateissuedtoDefendant1inissuingnoticein
t f e s o s 2 o 1 s y t nrespectofthestructurestoDefendants2to31isclearlyimpedimentin

2 ) 2h J 22(1996)2MahLJ1042
3P . 6 f 0 d n 3 m )3WPNo.1286of1980decidedon10-8-1983(BomHC)
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e e f e y r f e r r r ttheexerciseofthediscretionarypoweroftheCommissionerorforthat
r e y d h . h y r dmattertheauthoritydelegatedsuchpower.Suchmandatoryorderand
t o g l f e t e t s t o e d r e athattoopendingtrialofthesuitwhereitisyettobetriedwhetherthea
d n s d r t t e d o e "allegedconstructionisunauthorisedornotcannotbesaidtobejustified."
n d r i . l . f t s t34.InSyedMuzaffarAliv.MunicipalCorpn.ofDelhitthisCourtin
4d 5d s : C .paras4and5heldasunder:(SCCpp.427-28)
. e"4.However,itistobepointedoutthatthemeredeparturefromthe

d n r g p a n t n s tauthorisedplanorputtingupaconstructionwithoutsanctiondoesnot
o o d t e y d y y nipsofactoandwithoutmorenecessarilyandinevitablyjustifydemolition
f e . e e s d s f h dofthestructure.Therearecasesandcasesofsuchunauthorised

e e e o d e y t .constructions.Someareamenabletocompoundingandsomemaynotbe.
e y e s f e d s s f e gTheremaybecasesofgraveandseriousbreachesofthelicensing
s r g s t y l r e e p fprovisionsorbuildingregulationsthatmaycallfortheextremestepof
.demolition.
. e e s r e s o r t e e5.Thesearemattersfortheauthoritiestoconsiderattheappropriate

e g d o e f e . t s n o etimehavingregardtonatureofthetransgressions.Itisopentothe
s o e e s r h f s y e e opetitionerstomovetheauthoritiesforsuchreliefasmaybeavailableto
m t . e s , f o , e a n g ethematlaw.Thepetitionersmay,ifsoadvised,fileaplanindicatingthe
e d t f e d s d t d knatureandextentoftheunauthorisedconstructionscarriedoutandseek
, f h n s . e l f eregularisation,ifsuchregularisationispermissible.Thedismissalofthe
s lpetitionswill t d n e y f e s g dnotstandinthewayoftheauthoritiesexaminingand d
g h f s e s y e d o r . egrantingsuchreliefasthepetitionersmaybeentitledtounderlaw.The
s y e e s n s f n e k rpetitionersmaymovetheauthoritiesinthisbehalfwithinoneweekfor
h g r n d o r y f nsuchcompoundingorregularisationandalsoforstayofdemolition
g n f r . g e d f e kpendingconsiderationoftheirprayer.Duringtheperiodofoneweek
, , o n l efromtoday,however,nodemolitionshallbemade."

35.InU.P.SRTCv.Mohd.IsmailSthisCourtinparas11and12atSCCe
. 4 d s :p.244observedasunder:

"Il.TheviewtakenbytheHighCourtappearstobefallacious.The
n d y n ) s o d t n ediscretionconferredbyRegulation17(3)confersnovestedrightonthe
d n o t n e b n e . e lretrenchedworkmentogetanalternativejobintheCorporation.Likeall

y n n e e , n ) +otherstatutorydiscretionintheadministrativelaw,Regulation17(3)+
s o l t n r f a n n t f m ecreatesnolegalrightinfavourofapersoninrespectofwhomthe
n s d o e d — r n a t o e sdiscretionisrequiredtobeexercised—otherthanarighttohavehis
e y d r n e b y e .casehonestlyconsideredforanalternativejobbytheCorporation.
. e h t s y n r n g e n12.TheHighCourtwasequallyinerrorindirectingtheCorporation

o r e b o s o e d o e y ttoofferalternativejobtodriverswhoarefoundtobemedicallyunfit
e g h r . e t t e e gbeforedispensingwiththeirservices.Thecourtcannotdictatetheg

f e y y t t o e e n edecisionofthestatutoryauthoritythatoughttobemadeintheexercise
f n n a n . e t t t e yofdiscretioninagivencase.Thecourtcannotdirectthestatutory
y o e e n n a r r t yauthoritytoexercisethediscretioninaparticularmannernotexpressly
d y . e t d y d e y yrequiredbylaw.Thecourtcouldonlycommandthestatutoryauthority
y nbyawritofmandamustoperformitsdutybyexercisingthediscretion

h
45 p ) C 641995Supp(4)SCC426
5 ) 3C 9 :1 C ) 3 : ) 7 C 45(1991)3SCC239:1991SCC(L&S)893:(1991)17ATC234
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g o . r e b s o e d r t s aaccordingtolaw.Whetheralternativejobistobeofferedornotisa
a r t o e n f e t y f e nmatterlefttothediscretionofthecompetentauthorityoftheCorporation

d e n s o e e n n l .andtheCorporationhastoexercisethediscretioninindividualcases.
e t t d e n o e n n aThecourtcannotcommandtheCorporationtoexercisediscretionina
r r d n r f a r . t d eparticularmannerandinfavourofaparticularperson.Thatwouldbe
d e n f e "beyondthejurisdictionofthecourt."
36.MrMukulRohatgimadeelaboratesubmissionswhichwerelater

b d y r t , r . e d r n obsupportedbyMrRanjitKumar,SeniorCounsel.Heinvitedourattentionto
e t n f f t . r i d tthecounter-affidavitonbehalfofRespondent1.MrRohatgisubmittedthat

A s c n g t e s f e rSection354-AiscategoricinspellingoutthepowersoftheCommissionerin
t nrespectofworksunlawfullycarriedon,andintheinstantcasethereisan
l d e n n e t f e t ,unlawfulanddeliberatemisrepresentationonthepartoftheappellantand,
, etherefore,thecivilappealisoughttobedismissedonthisveryground.He
r d t e t d e n g efurthersubmittedthattheappellantcontinuedtheconstructionduringthe
y f e n n e h t d s g o tpendencyofthepetitionintheHighCourtandiscontinuingtoconstruct
e e s f s t d s d e e h a r odespitetheordersofthisCourtandhascoveredthesitewithacoverto
t .preventaccess.

r i d t e l s e y37.MrRohatgisubmittedthatdespiteseveralcomplaintsmadebythe
t , l n f r y d g ofirstrespondent,MunicipalCorporationofGreaterBombaydidnothingto

d h e l e d t e l r d tdemolishtheillegalstructureandthattheMunicipalCommissionerdidnot
e e r d n m r e t o h e lexercisethepowervestedinhimundertheActtodemolishtheillegal
. rstructure.ItisfurthersubmittedthattheMunicipalCommissionerwasunder
ay d n o r r t l e o e d s eadutyandobligationtoorderordirectillegalstructuretoberemovedasthe
e s r e l d t e r t o e dsamewasperseillegalandthattheCommissioneroughttohaveordered

e
n ndemolitionastheMunicipalCorporationhadissuedanoticeunderSection
A f e t d n e f e , e t d d h354-AoftheActandinspiteofthesame,therespondenthadcontinuedwith
l . d r l r d ttheillegalconstruction.LearnedSeniorCounselfurthersubmittedthatowing

o e n n e t f e l n n g etotheinactiononthepartoftheMunicipalCorporationindemolishingthe
l , e t d o r n t o e e yillegalstructure,therespondenthadnootheroptionbuttomovetheBombay
h t y g t n . 1 f . e o w rHighCourtbyfilingWritPetitionNo.2841of2005.Healsodrewour
n o e r d y e h t h y d t eattentiontotheorderpassedbytheHighCourtwhichclearlystatedthatthe

f orderoftheHighCourtdated21-12-2005willnotpreventtheCorporation
m g y n n e h e w f e n s dfromtakinganyactioninaccordancewiththelawiftheconstructionisfound
o e . r e r f e h , e l r e ttobeunauthorised.AftertheorderoftheHighCourt,thecounselforthefirst
t erespondentsentseveralletterscallinguponBMCtotakeactionagainstthe
d n d e e s C d o e yunauthorisedconstructionanddespitetheselettersBMCfailedtotakeany
n n e r d y e h t e d ractioninthematterandultimatelytheHighCourtvideimpugnedorder

g d e l n o h e d l . tdirectedtheMunicipalCorporationtodemolishthesaidillegalstructure.It
s d t e t n s d r n f e lwassubmittedthatthewritpetitionwasfiledforinactionoftheMunicipal
n d e t n s d o e t e yCorporationandthewritpetitionwasdirectedtoensurethattheauthority
d nperformedthedutycastuponitunderthestatuteandthattheHighCourton
g t e r d t n y n n t f econsideringthattheCommissionerhadnottakenanyactioninrespectofthe
d l e d e n f e . , t ssaidillegalstructuredirectedthedemolitionofthesame.Thus,itwas

h d t e r d y e h t s a e rsubmittedthattheorderpassedbytheHighCourtwasacorrectiveorder
d t g e w d f e r d o e saimedatenforcingthelawandiftheCommissionerdeclinedtousehis
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s r e e , e h t s y t o e epowersorenforcethelaw,theHighCourtwasfullycompetenttoenforcethe
sameandthatthewritoftheHighCourtrunssuperiortothestatutorypowers
e . g s , d r loftheCorporation.Concludinghisargument,learnedSeniorCounsela

d t g e l n d d s f e CsubmittedthatconsideringthematerialonrecordandprovisionsoftheBMC
, s t d d t e h t s t n g eAct,thisCourtwouldholdthattheHighCourtwasrightinorderingthe
l r o h e e d t n eMunicipalCommissionertodemolishthestructureandthatwhenthe
e d o m r s r d n g r ,executivefailedtoperformtheirdutiesorerredinperformingtheirduties,
e h t g r e y s d r stheHighCourtactingundertheextraordinarypowersvestedunderArticles
6 d 7 f e n f a s e y r o t e b226and227oftheConstitutionofIndiahasthenecessarypowertodirecttheb
e o e e w s d n n e s d r o rexecutivetoenforcethelawaslaiddowninthestatutesandpowertoorder
n f l s s e r s d o o .demolitionofillegalstructuresastheCommissionerhasfailedtodoso.
. r i o d r n o e e d y e38.MrRohatgialsoinvitedourattentiontothenoticeissuedbythe

l n o e s r n 8 f e C tMunicipalCorporationtotheappellantsunderSection68oftheBMCAct
g e t o p e n f e k h d gdirectingtheappellanttostoptheexecutionoftheworkforthwithandfailing
o e , e r l r n A d ntoproducepermission,theCommissionershallunderSection354-Aandin
e f s d s d n m s d texerciseofpowersandfunctionsconferreduponhimasaforesaidwithout
y r e e e d g r k o e d r danyfurthernoticecausethesaidbuildingorworktoberemovedorpulled
n t e s k d . s e s d n . rdownattheowner'sriskandcost.Thisnoticewasissuedon8-6-2005.Our
n s o n o e s d y e y fattentionwasalsodrawntotheproceedingsissuedbytheDeputyChief
r d 6 g n f e n a t gEngineerdated4-3-2006regardingregularisationoftempleonaplotbearing
numberCTSNos.206,206(1-9)ofVillageKurla.Theappellantwasd

t e n d y m s t n e hinformedthattheplansubmittedbythemisnotinconsonancewiththe
t l , 1 d y e t d eDevelopmentControlRegulations,1991andtheyhavenotsubmittedthe
C ,NOCfromtheCommissionerofPolice;beingaplaceofpublicworship,
r l f f e s . r o s t stheirproposalofregularisationoftemplewasrefused.Similartothiseffectis
e o s d y i a d 5thetwolettersissuedbyBrihanmumbaiMahanagarpalikadated13-10-2005
and12-7-2006refusingtheproposal oftheappellantrelatingtothee
n f e n e t n .constructionoftempleontheplotinquestion.
. n t f s , d r l d n a 539.Insupportofhiscontention,learnedSeniorCounselreliedonpara15

f e n f s t n e i ) . . .ofthedecisionofthisCourtinState(DelhiAdmn.)v.I.K.Nangia®.
. e e n s d r e n t e d y40.Theabovedecisionwascitedforthepropositionthatthewordmay

y s l dnormallyimplieswhatisoptionalbutforthereasonstated,itshouldinthe
n h t s e d n t d t e s ncontextinwhichitappearshereshouldmeanmustandthatthereisanf

t f n d t s r s d h a . t s hlementofcompulsionandthatitspoweriscoupledwithaduty.Itdealswith
e e f c y d t t s n e m f dheperformanceofpublicdutyandthatitcomeswithinthedictumofLord

n s . d p f . e m s : lCairnsinJuliusv.LordBishopofOxford.Thedictumreadsthus:(AllER
. 7 )p.471)

e y e g n e e f e g d o"[Theremaybesomethinginthenatureofthethingempoweredto
e , g n e t r h t s o e , g n gbedone,somethingintheobjectforwhichitistobedone,somethinging
e s r h t s o e , g n e e f etheconditionsunderwhichitistobedone,somethinginthetitleofthe
n r s r e t e r s o e , hpersonorpersonsforwhosebenefitthepoweristobeexercised,which
e e r h a , d e t e y f e nmaycouplethepowerwithaduty,andmakeitthedutyofthepersonin

m e r s d o e t r n d n owhomthepowerisreposedtoexercisethatpowerwhencalleduponto

h
6) 1 C 8 : 0 C ) 06(1980)1SCC258:1980SCC(Cri)220
7 ) 5C 4 : ) l R p 3 )7(1880)5AC214:(1874-80)AllERRep43(HL)
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, )(Lakshmanan,J.)

n l n n f , h . t . ,41.InMaxwellonInterpretationofStatutes,11thEdn.atp.231,the
a s d :aprincipleisstatedthus:

s h e s o o s r e t f s"Statuteswhichauthorisepersonstodoactsforthebenefitofothers
, s t s s , r e c d r e t for,asitissometimessaid,forthepublicgoodortheadvancementof
justice,haveoftengivenrisetocontroversywhenconferringthe
y n s y g d t . n g tauthorityintermssimplyenablingandnotmandatory.Inenactingthat
they"may'or'shall,iftheythinkfit',or,'shallhavepower',orthat'it

b l e ' r m o o h , a e s o e eshallbelawful'forthemtodosuchacts,astatuteappearstousethe
e f e , t t s n o n d s o elanguageofmerepermission,butithasbeensooftendecidedastohave

n m t n h s h s y e —obecomeanaxiomthatinsuchcasessuchexpressionsmayhave—tosay
e t — ay , d o d m o e d ytheleast—acompulsoryforce,andsowouldseemtobemodifiedby
judicialexposition." (emphasissupplied)
42.LearnedSeniorCounselnextcitedM.C.Mehtav.UnionofIndia®:

C . 3 & , s 3 &c(SCCpp.422-23&427,paras53&68)
. , e t o e k f . e s"53.Now,wereverttothetaskofimplementation.Despiteits

, s t t n a e r n e sdifficulty,thisCourtcannotremainamutespectatorwhentheviolations
o t e t d y g f . ealsoaffecttheenvironmentandhealthylivingoflaw-abiders.The
y f e m , o a t , s e g f eenormityoftheproblemwhich,toagreatextent,isthedoingofthe
s , s t n t a g dauthoritiesthemselves,doesnotmeanthatabeginningshould

d e o t s . f e e r t e d t emadetosetthingsright.Iftheentiremisusercannotbestoppedatone
t f e e f s e , n t s o e d npointoftimebecauseofitsextensivenature,thenithastobestoppedin
a laphasedmanner,beginningwithmajorviolators.Therehastobeawill
o o . e e e d n f e s e n e ttodoit.Wehavehereinbeforenotedinbrieftheordersmadeinthelast
o y s t t s t e e s d o t n esomanyyearsbutitseemsthatthesamehashadnoeffectonthe
. rauthorities.Thethingscannotbepermittedtogooninthismannere . n e , s s e , r s e dforever.Ononehand,variouslawsareenacted,masterplansareprepared
t , n s e n e s o o ebyexpertplanners,provisionismadeintheplansalsototacklethe

f

g

h

f rofeveryone,withouthavinganyrespectandregardforlawandother
. e e d e e s f e f e scitizens.Wehavenoticedabovethecomplaintsofsomeoftheresidents
inrespectofsuchillegalities.ForthelastnumberofyearseventheHigh
t s n g r h n e s e n eCourthasbeenexpressingsimilaranguishintheordersmadeinlarge
r f . e y y e e f e .numberofcases.Wemaybrieflynoticesomeofthoseorders.

* * *

. e f w s e e f . t s o e .68.Ruleoflawistheessenceofdemocracy.Ithastobepreserved.
s e o e . n e e n , e n dLawshavetobeenforced.Inthecaseinhand,theimplementationand
t f w o p t e t e d r o senforcementoflawtostopblatantmisusecannotbedelayedfurthersoas
o t e d d y y . e s dtoawaittheso-calledproposedsurveybyMCD.Thesuggestionswould
y yonlyresultinfurtherpostponementofactionagainstillegalities.Itmay
e d t D s d e t f s nbenotedthatMCDhasfiledzonewise/wardwiseabstractofviolationsin
s f n s n r . g o ,termsofcommercialisationasinNovember2005.AccordingtoMCD,
e r n s n d n t f e s ethemajorviolationhasbeendeterminedinrespectofthoseroadswhere

8 ) 3C 9 : ) 2e 48(2006)3SCC399:(2006)2Scale364
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n f e s s e n . g o , ecommercialisationofthebuildingsismorethan50%.Accordingtoit,the
r s n 2 s e d n 9 . s n hmajorviolationsin12zonesarespreadon229roads.Roadsonwhich
therearemajorviolationsare,thus,known.Inrespectofthese,thereisa
o d r y y r l . g t e e ononeedforanysurveyorindividualnotice.Beginningmustbemadeto
p r n n s f h f 0 t r . e s f estopmisuseronmainroadsofwidthof80ftormore.Thenamesofthese
s n e d n s d e y ,roadscanbepublishedinnewspapersandadequatepublicitygiven,

s e e o g e r f e ygrantingviolatorssometimetobringtheuserofthepropertyin
y h e e , , r l e f econformitywiththepermissibleuser,namely,forresidentialuseifthe
s e n d r n f a l . n bplanshavebeensanctionedforconstructionofaresidentialhouse.Inb
e r s o o , , n h r d m hcaseowner/userfailstodoso,how,inwhichmannerandfromwhich

e m f n t f s r o e d n otheformofanaffidavitofitsCommissionertobefiledwithintwo
. n n f s , e l e r sweeks.Onconsiderationofthisaffidavit,wewillissuefurtherdirections
g n f a g , f . e eincludingconstitutionofamonitoringcommittee,ifnecessary.Theissue
ofaccountabilityofofficersandalsotheexactmannerofapplicabilityof
r ppolluterpaysprincipletoownersandofficerswouldbefurthertakenup
r r s d t t n n . l l . 8 faftermisuserisstoppedatleastonmainroads.CivilAppealNo.608of
3 r2003abovereferredrelatestoRingRoad,LajpatNagarII.Theother
s e o s e n k , n k ,casesrelatetoareaslikeGreenParkExtension,GreenParkMain,
r , w s , e , t lGreaterKailash,NewFriendsColony,DefenceColony,WestPatel
, . e s e . e s e gNagar,etc.Theseareasareillustrative.Theactivitiesincludebig
furnishingstores,galleries,saleofdiamondandgoldjewellery,saleof
r , "carparts,etc."
. d r l t d . s ) . . y43.LearnedSeniorCounselnextcitedM.I.Builders(P)Ltd.v.Radhey

ShyamSahu°,SCCpara73whichreadsthus:(SCCp.529)
. e h t s d g f e e t"73.TheHighCourthasdirecteddismantlingofthewholeproject

d r n f e k o s l . s t nandforrestorationoftheparktoitsoriginalcondition.ThisCourtin
s s s d t o n d e n onumerousdecisionshasheldthatnoconsiderationshouldbeshownto
e r r y r n e n s . sthebuilderoranyotherpersonwhereconstructionisunauthorised.This
a s wdictaisnow t g e e f . s s d y ealmostborderingtheruleoflaw.Stresswaslaidbythe
t lappellantandtheprospectiveallotteesoftheshopstoexercisejudicial

n g e . h n t ediscretioninmouldingtherelief.Suchdiscretioncannotbeexercised
+whichencouragesillegalityorperpetuatesanillegality.Unauthorised+

, f t s l d t e , s o econstruction,ifitisillegalandcannotbecompounded,hastobe
. e s o y . l n t e d ydemolished.Thereisnowayout.Judicialdiscretioncannotbeguidedby
. eexpediency.Courtsarenotfreefromstatutoryfetters.Justiceistobe
d n e h . s e t d o erenderedinaccordancewithlaw.Judgesarenotentitledtoexercise

g e s f l n d s sdiscretionwearingtherobesofjudicialdiscretionandpassordersbased
n r l s d r .solelyontheirpersonalpredilectionsandpeculiardispositions.Judicial

n r t s d o e d s o e ndiscretionwhereveritisrequiredtobeexercisedhastobeinaccordance
withlawandsetlegalprinciples.Aswillbeseeninmouldingthereliefin
e t e d g e f e s t r g othepresentcaseandallowingoneoftheblocksmeantforparkingto
d e e n d y e y s f e a ostandwehavebeenguidedbytheobligatorydutiesoftheMahapalikato

d n "constructandmaintainparkinglots."
h

9 ) 6C 49(1999)6SCC464
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. r v , d l r e n d r44.MrPallavShishodia,learnedcounselfortheCorporationinvitedour
a n o e t d n e t n d d tattentiontothecounter-affidavitfiledinthewritpetitionandsubmittedthat
e t s d l d s f t h t dtheappellanthasraisedseveraldisputedquestionsoffactwhichcannotand
t t o e e o y s t d n t d , e PoughtnottobegoneintobythisCourtandonthatgroundalone,theSILP
s o e . t e o e d , edeservestobedismissed.Withoutprejudicetotheaforesaidcontention,he
d t e s h r t d r l rsubmittedthattheownersthroughtheirarchitectsubmittedtheirproposalfor
e l f e d e x g h e rtheapprovaloftheproposedtemplecomplexalongwithnoticeunder

b s 9 f e P i d e r n 7 f e CSections44/99oftheMTPActiandnoticeunderSection337oftheBMC
. s 2d 3e n d 9 d n y o eAct.Respondents2and3videapplicationdated8-4-1999andinreplytothe
e e E e s r d d t e d l l e dsametheAEvidehisletterhadsaidthatthesaidproposalwillbeprocessed

n e h n s d n e d .furtherincompliancewithcertaindocumentsmentionedinthesaidletter.It
s d t e f e s d s o e dissubmittedthatoneoftheconditionsrequireddocumentstobesubmitted
gregardingaccessroadsofadequatewidthtotheproperty.Itisfurther

C d t e t s w e n n e r dsubmittedthattheTrusthasnowmadeanapplicationvideletterdated
5 h a w t o e e r ) S r9-12-2005throughanewarchitecttotheExecutiveEngineer(BP)ESfor
g e n f e e g h l sregularisingtheconstructionofthetemplealongwithseveraldocuments
h nsuchascopyofdeedoftrust,copyoftheorderandconsenttermsfiledin
t . 8 f . t s r d t e d n eSuitNo.1478of2005.Itisfurthersubmittedthatthesaidapplicationmade
o e r ) s g d e e l e d stoExecutiveEngineer(BP)ispendingandthesameshallbeconsideredas

d e s f e C s d r s f . npertheprovisionsoftheDCRegulationsandotherprovisionsoflaw.Inthe
e t t s 2 3d smeanwhileonreceiptofcomplaintRespondents2and3visitedthepremises
t n e d d t n s n s t e tatJaintempleanddetectedthatconstructionwasinprogressatsitewithout
n m e s d e k e r npermissionfromtherespondentsandhencestop-worknoticeunderSection
A f e C t d 5 s d o e . y e d354-AoftheBMCActdated8-6-2005wasissuedtothetrustees.Bythesaid
, e e snotice,theaddresseewas d n o p e n f ecalledupontostoptheerectionofthe

e n f e d , t , n f C s nbuilding/executionofthesaidwork,thatis,constructionofRCCcolumnson
r e t n m e . e y s o drearsidewithoutpermissionfromtherespondents.Thepartywasalsocalled
n nupontoproducepermission/approval,ifanybythecompetentauthorityin

f e d k n 4 s m e t f e drespectofthesaidworkwithin24hoursfromthereceiptofthesaidnotice.
r n 5 e e s n d y e s f eThereafteron5-12-2005thesitewasagaininspectedbytheofficersofthe
s erespondentswhenitwasnoticedthatatemplewasconstructedwithmarble

f d glocatedinfrontoftheexistingplotandashedontherearsideadmeasuring
5 s x 0 s s o d s e e y14.5metresx3.10metreswasalsoconstructedascompositestructureby

I n h e n d C g nusingMSIsectionwithanglesectionandACsheet-roofingwithinthe
s f e , e n g 5 s x 5 s gpremisesoftheshed,onecabinadmeasuring6.5metresx2.85metreshaving
e f 0 s s n d t e s o y t t d ntheoff2.0metresisseenandthatthereisnoactivityatpresentconductedin
e . s e d e e e 4 s f Cthecabin.Besidestheaforesaidstructurethereare4numbersofRCC

g s .columnsexistingonthesitewithinthetemplepremises.
t s r d t n t f , e45.Itwasfurthersubmittedthatonreceiptofcomplaint,therespondents

d d e e d d e r n A f e C thadvisitedthesiteandissuednoticeunderSection354-AoftheBMCAct
d dandatpresentthereisnofurtherconstructionwork.Itwasfurthersubmitted
thatthesaidstructurebeingashrineandastherebeingnofurtherwork

t t e e d e g g l n t f ecarriedoutatthesiteandtherebeingpendingproposalinrespectofthesaid

+ : a l d n g , 6 7 f .+Ed.:MaharashtraRegionalandTownPlanningAct,1966(37of1966).
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, o r n s d y e s g e dstructure,nofurtheractionwasinitiatedbytheauthoritiespendingthesaid
. t s o d t e n d y e ,proposal.Itisalsosubmittedthattheapplicationsubmittedbytheapplicant,

t 4 l e d y e s y n snamely,Respondent4shallbeconsideredbytheauthoritiesstrictlyonmeritsa
e h e s f . d l r eaccordancewiththeprovisionsoflaw.Learnedcounselforthe
n d . a . . ° h J aMunicipalCorporationcitedG.J.Kangav.S.S.Bashal°MahLJpara35

h s : h J . )whichreadsthus:(MahLJp.1590)
. r n"35.Whetheran r f n r n 1 s norderofdemolitionunderSection351isan

e tadministrativeorderoraquasi-judicialorder?Itcannotbedisputedthat
n s n s l . t s o s d bdemolitionresultsinseriouscivilconsequences.Itleadstolossandb

f y g s f . t s edestructionofpropertyentailinglossofmoney.Itrenderstheoccupiers
. t ,homeless.Itwould, , e e o m e rtherefore,befutiletotermtheorder

r d e s g o e r aadministrativeorderandtheprocessleadingtotheorderaquasi-judicial
. nfunction.IfIweretosay,'youbehanged',canitbesaidthatthisisan
e r dadministrativeorderand e rthetrialleadingtotheorderisajudicialor
l . t s e s n n e r f g cquasi-judicialprocess.Justasthereisdiscretioninthematterofpassingc
l s y e s n n e r f g sjudicialorderssimilarlythereisdiscretioninthematterofpassingorders
r n . A n r n 1 s a nunderSection351.AdecisionunderSection351requiresadecision
r e g e s d r . rwhethertheoffendingstructureisauthorisedorunauthorised.Whether
e e f t r y a t f t s , f d y tthewholeofitoronlyapartofitisunauthorised,ifunauthorisedwhyit
s disunauthorised,whetheritcanbetolerated r r t n eorwhetheritcanbe
. n y , e s a e a f n n e rregularised.Inmyview,thereliesalargeareaofdiscretioninthematter
f g s r n . n r r n 1 s oofpassingordersunderSection351.AnorderunderSection351leadsto
l , e s a e a f n n e r fcivilconsequences,thereisalargeareaofdiscretioninthematterof
g s r n , t s n s d t e lpassingordersunderSection351,itisonthisgroundthatthemunicipal

e d o w e s f larerequiredtofollowtheprinciplesofnatural
, ljustice.AnorderpassedunderSection351,therefore,isaquasi-judicial

r d t t e d n e . , h norderanditcannotbetermedanadministrativeorder.Hence,suchan e
r s r e r n o . d e e dorderisneitherrevisablenoropentoreview.Hadthelegislatureintended
o e e s t o , n r , t d etomaketheseorderssubjecttoappeal,revisionorreview,itwouldhave
soprovidedinspecificterms.Provisionsofappeal,revisionorreview
cannotbeinferredbyimplication.Theyhavetobeprovidedforin
c . e r f w s s d n n especificterms.Thepowerofreviewasisunderstoodincommonparlance
e e f a r y e y r o d e r distheexerciseofapowerbytheveryofficerwhopassedtheorderandf
t y s r . n r n y e e e rnotbyhissuperiorofficer.Anordercanonlybemadeappealableor
e y a r . , n e e f a crevisablebyasuperiorofficer.Hence,intheabsenceofaspecific
n n t , I d t e r r n 1 s rprovisioninthatbehalf,IholdthattheorderunderSection351isneither
e r "revisablenorreviewable."
. e o d l s n . e f l n46.HealsocitedMansukhlalVithaldasChauhanv.StateofGujaratlin

t f e n s o r e h t d e as grespectofthequestionastowhethertheHighCourtcouldissueamandamusg
f s e d r e r f n n e s softhisnatureandwhethertheorderofsanctioninthesecircumstancesis
: )valid:(SCCpp.632-33,paras22-23)

. s h s a y y r e 6 o22.MandamuswhichisadiscretionaryremedyunderArticle226o
e n s d o e . r . o eleConstitution1srequestedtobeissued.interalla.tocompe

h
0 ) 2h J 3 : ) 3m R 210(1992)2MahLJ1573:(1992)3BomCR582
1 ) 7C 2 :7 C ) 4 :7 C ) 011(1997)7SCC622:1997SCC(L&S)1784:1997SCC(Cri)1120
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I I N . H . N M D 9MUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGHv.ARUNNATHURAMGAIKWAD609
, )(Lakshmanan,J.)

e f c s h y e , l rperformanceofpublicdutieswhichmaybeadministrative,ministerialor
y n . y y y e r y r .statutoryinnature.Statutorydutymaybeeitherdirectoryormandatory.
y , f y e d o e y n , eStatutoryduties,iftheyareintendedtobemandatoryincharacter,are
d y e e f e s ' r . t s s tindicatedbytheuseofthewords'shall'or'must'.Butthisisnot
e s ' d ' , , n d sconclusiveas'shall'and'must'have,sometimes,beeninterpretedas
. t s e f e e f , r t s'may'.Whatisdeterminativeofthenatureofduty,whetheritis
, hobligatory,mandatoryordirectory,istheschemeofthestatuteinwhich
e ' s n t . n f e ' s t t t y dthe'duty'hasbeensetout.Evenifthe'duty'isnotsetoutclearlyand

aspecificallyinthestatute,itmaybeimpliedascorrelativetoa'right'.
n e e f s , f e y n m23.Intheperformanceofthisduty,iftheauthorityinwhomthe

n s d r e , s t t y ddiscretionisvestedunderthestatute,doesnotactindependentlyand
s epassesanorderundertheinstructionsandordersofanotherauthority,the
t d e n e , h e r d e aCourtwouldinterveneinthematter,quashtheorderandissuea
s o t y o e s n "mandamustothatauthoritytoexerciseitsowndiscretion."
. r . , d r l g r e r47.MrU.U.Lalit,learnedSeniorCounselappearingfortheintervenor

, l b , d t e r s r(developer),IsmailYakubPayak,submittedthattheintervenorseeksneither
o t r e e d r d 6 d y etosupportnorchallengetheimpugnedorderdated23-3-2006passedbythe

d
e r s a t t n e r s e d e d ytheintervenorhasadirectinterestinthematterashewouldbeaffectedby
r f s .orderofthisCourt.
. t 1 s o d A . 5 f 6 r n o e48.Respondent1hasalsofiledIANo.5of2006forpermissiontoplace

l s n d h s e e r e dadditionaldocumentsonrecordsuchastheindentureorconveyanceentered
e
o d dintoandexecuted n 2 n n n ,on16-8-2002betweenBenjaminSebastianFernandes,
s m s d a , .ThomasMaximFernandesandSadhanaBuilders,etc.
. e e n r s d l n o e l49.Wehavegivenouranxiousandcarefulconsiderationtotherival

s e y e e l g r e .claimsmadebytherespectivecounselappearingfortheparties.
. e g r o r e l , t s y50.Beforeproceedingfurthertoconsidertherivalcontentions,itisvery

l d t o e e s f e e rusefulandpertinenttoreproducetheproceedingsoftheExecutiveEngineer
f g i(BuildingProposal)EasternSuburbsdated16-9-2005ofBrihanmumbai
a h s :Mahanagarpalikawhichreadsthus:

n n h e e , t s d t e t"Inconnectionwiththeabovesubject,itisnotedthattheJoint
, l n sCommissioner,MunicipalCorporationhas a r d 4viaorderdated6-8-2004
d t e g n e g e gorderedthatwhileissuingoccupationcertificateregardingthebuilding
a , e t r s d o n e l eSaibaPalace,thearrangementforaccessroadtoJaintemplewillbe
d n e h e l r f e "consideredinaccordancewiththefinalorderoftheCourt."
. e e r s d n 5 s e t51.Theaboveorderwasissuedon16-9-2005whereasthefirst

d e t n n r 5 n e y hrespondentfiledthewritpetitioninOctober2005intheBombayHighCourt.
n , i a d e l rOn20-1-2006,BrihanmumbaiMahanagarpalikarefusedtheproposalfor
n eregularisationoftemple.Stop-worknoticewasissuedon8-6-2005.Inthe

h
t ,counter-affidavitfiledbytheCorporationinWritPetitionNo.2841of2005,
e n s d t e e n k s n s ttheCorporationhasstatedthatsincetheconstructionworkwasinprogressat
e e t n m e n , a kthesitewithoutpermissionfromtheCorporationAuthorities,astop-work
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e r n A f e C t d 5 s d o enoticeunderSection354-AoftheBMCActdated8-6-2005wasissuedtothe
s f e e d y e d e e s e d ntrusteesofthetempleandbythesaidnoticetheaddresseeswerecalledupon
o p e n f e n f e d k n e atostoptheerectionofthebuilding/executionofthesaidworkinthea
n f C s n e r e n e e s tconstructionofRCCcolumnsontherearsideintheaboveaddresswithout
n m e . g o e t e kpermissionfromtheauthorities.Accordingtotheappellantthework

n e r 1 s e t n s d r 5commencedintheyear2001whereasthewritpetitionwasfiledafter5years.
n e l e n s d n , s52.Whenthespecialleavepetitionwasheardon4-7-2006,thisCourt

d e d o e n s o r e s f nissuednoticelimitedtothequestionastowhethertheprovisionsofSection
1 f e C t e t s n t o e n f e b351oftheBMCActwhereithasbeenlefttothediscretionoftheb
r o h r t o , e h t d t aCommissionertodemolishornottodemolish,theHighCourtcoulddirecta
s r . t 1 d a t g tmandamusfordemolition.Respondent1filedacounter-affidavitdealingnot
y h e d n t o o l h s r sonlywiththelimitedquestionbutalsotodealwithvariousothermatters
h e owhichhaveno g n e d . t 1 n ebearingonthesaidquestion.Respondent1inthe
t d s d .counter-affidavitmentionedvariousdisputedfacts.
. t s n t o e r e s f n 1 s n53.ItisseenthatnonoticeundertheprovisionsofSection351hasbeen

d nissuedbytheMunicipalCommissionerinthismatteragainsttheappellant.In
e ethespecialleavepetition,itisclearlymentionedbytheappellantthatthe
n d d a e o p e k r n A f eCorporationhadissuedanoticetostoptheworkunderSection354-Aofthe
C . o e s e o y e r n 1 f e .BMCAct.NoreferenceismadetoanynoticeunderSection351oftheAct.
t s y d t e t h s d n f f eItisspecificallymentionedthattheaffidavitwhichwasfiledonbehalfofthe
n d y d t r e e f k eCorporationhadcategoricallystatedthataftertheserviceofstop-worknotice d
r n A o k s d . t 1 s y eunderSection354-Anoworkwascarriedout.Respondent1isfullyaware
t e s f n A f e t s h k ethattheprovisionsofSection354-AoftheActdealswithstop-worknotice
s e s f n 1 f e t s h ewhereastheprovisionsofSection351oftheActdealswithshow-cause
e r f d . e e f enoticefordemolitionofunauthorisedstructure.Thegrievanceofthe
t n s n t t g ae r n 1 fappellanthereinhasbeenthatwithoutissuinganoticeunderSection351of

y ttheActandwithoutgivinganopportunitytotheappellantofbeingheardthee
e f e e d t e d o e d y e hstructureofthetemplecouldnotbeorderedtobedemolishedbytheHigh
. e r r n 1 f e , n r , s o eCourt.ThepowerunderSection351oftheAct,inouropinion,hastobe
d y y e l r d t s t o e lexercisedonlybytheMunicipalCommissioneranditislefttotheMunicipal
r r e s f n ) r o r r t oCommissionerundertheprovisionsofSection351(2)eithertoorderornotto
r e n f e d d . n , torderthedemolitionoftheallegedunauthorisedtemple.Infact,Respondent
1 f h d1byhimselfthroughhisadvocate'sletterdated16-4-2005(annexedtohisf
) d e l s o e n rcounter-affidavit)requestedthemunicipalauthoritiestotakeactionunder
n 1 f e . t e e f n f s l e ,Section351oftheAct.Atthetimeofadmissionofthisspecialleavepetition,
e n f n 1 f e t s d t y e d rtheprovisionofSection351oftheActwaspointedoutbythelearnedSenior
l o w t e l r d y n dCounseltoshowthattheMunicipalCommissionerhadonlybeenconferred
e r r e d s o h r t o hthepowerunderthesaidprovisionstodemolishornottodemolish
d e , , e h t t t o eunauthorisedstructureand,therefore,theHighCourtoughtnottohave
d as r n f e e e y r s dissuedamandamusfordemolitionofthetemplebeforeanyorderwaspassed
y e r n e n f . e s fbytheCommissioneronthequestionofdemolition.Theprovisionsof
n A e g o o h e n f . t sSection354-Ahavenothingtodowiththequestionofdemolition.Itis
y d d d t e e f g t t 1sspecificallyaverredandcontendedatthetimeofhearingthatRespondent1is
n danagentsetupbythedeveloperwhoisdevelopingtheadjoininglandand
o d g d twhoisinterestedindividingtherightofwayclaimedbytheappellanth
h e d g t g S . .throughthesaidadjoiningplotbearingCTSNo.206.

2092



ONLINER
TruePrint™

C e b , ©3 C g . .SCCOnlineWebEdition,©2023EBCPublishingPvt.Ltd.
e 2Page22 , y , 3Tuesday,May30,2023
d : i . iPrintedFor:AnjaliR.Awasthi
C e b : mSCCOnlineWebEdition:http://www.scconline.com
t ™ : e t , ©3 n k . e t f s n fTruePrint™source:SupremeCourtCases,©2023EasternBookCompany.Thetextofthisversionof
s t s d y e w d y e e t n n k y . .thisjudgmentisprotectedbythelawdeclaredbytheSupremeCourtinEasternBookCompanyv.D.B.
, ) 1C 1 s , 2 & .Modak,(2008)1SCC1paras61,62&63.

I I N . H . N M D 1MUNISUVRAT-SWAMIJAINS.M.P.SANGHv.ARUNNATHURAMGAIKWAD611
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. t s o d t t . 6 n h e e s d s a54.ItisalsodeniedthatPlotNo.206onwhichthetempleissituatedisa
a . h e s w g S . 6 d elandlockedplot.BoththeplotsnowbearingCTSNo.206andtheadjoining

g S . 5 d y e r e )plotbearingCTSNo.205developedbythebuilder(theintervenor)originally
e . . e e d t w g S . 5belongedtooneA.H.Wadia.BeforethesaidplotnowbearingCTSNo.205

s d , e d w g S . 6 s d y . awasleasedout,thelandnowbearingCTSNo.206wassoldbyA.H.Wadia
o e s o d d n a r f stooneFernandeswhohadconstructedthereonanumberofstructures
g a w s n n e y y n d n yincludingabungalowasshowninthecitysurveyplanrelieduponby

b t 1n e ' o s t n e e h . ebRespondent1inAnnexure'A'tohiswritpetitionbeforetheHighCourt.The
d n s t e e s w d t e e e esaidplanshowsthatthetempleisnowlocatedatthesamesitewhere
y e w f s y s . e doriginallythebungalowofFernandesfamilywasconstructed.Thesaid
w d e d d e t s d n h a r o sbungalowhadbecomeoldandhenceitwasrenovatedinsuchamannersoas
o t t o a .toconvertitintoatemple.
. s e s y d a t f y f y h55.ThustheFernandesfamilyhadarightofwayofnecessitythrough

e d w g S . 5 g e d g S . 6thelandnowbearingCTSNo.205adjoiningthelandbearingCTSNo.206
s n n e d . e d s s ' e d d f dasshownonthesaidplan.Thesaidaccesswas12'wideandconsistedofland
g S . 2 d t f S . . , e gbearingCTSNo.212andpartofCTSNo.205.However,whiledeveloping
g d g S . , e r y dtheadjoininglandbearingCTSNo.205,thedeveloperforciblyreducedthe

d s y g t ' e h f d r d r e dsaidaccessbydiggingabout7'widestretchoflandearlierusedforthesaid
s d h n e t f S . 2 h s o eaccessandencroachuponthepartofCTSNo.212whichbelongstothe
appellant.Thisrightofwayhasbeenclaimedbytheappellantsinthesuit
h y e d n e y y l t t i g twhichtheyhavefiledintheBombayCityCivilCourtatMumbaibeingSuit
. 5 f 5 h s w g e e y l . e dNo.5755of2005whichisnowpendingbeforetheCityCivilCourt.Thesaid
' y12'wideaccesswastheonlyaccessavailabletothesaidFernandesfamily
d e t t m e n d h s w d s .andtheappellantTrustfromthemainroadwhichisnownamedasA.H.
a g r g e y g S . . e dWadiaMargforapproachingthepropertybearingCTSNo.206.Thesaid
n g s ' dpositionisclearfromtheplansbearingAnnexures'PP-1'and'P-2'annexed
o e l e .tothespecialleavepetition.
. h t 1 s t e s n g n am n56.ThoughRespondent1claimsthathehasbeenresidinginaroomin

e l d n e e t e s , e s t d o ethechawllocatedonthetempleplotsincehisbirth,hehasnotreferredtothe
e f e d w n e e t d y e sexistenceofthesaidbungalowonthetempleplotownedbytheFernandes

n s t n d e e hfamilyinhiswritpetitionfiledbeforetheHighCourt.
g o e , e l r d57.Accordingtotheappellants,theMunicipalCommissionerandhis

e s e n e e t e n f esubordinateofficershavebeenmadeawarethattheconstructionofthe
e ltemplehasnotviolatedinanymannertheFSIRule.However,theproposal
d r g e n f e e s t d nsubmittedforregularisingtheconstructionofthetemplewasnotgrantedon
t eaccountofthemandatoryorderissuedbytheHighCourtasalsoonthe
d t 2 t s s t e r e e t m .groundthat12feetaccessisnotavailableforthetempleplotfromA.H.

. t s o d t n e t f e tWadiaMarg.Itisalsosubmittedthatintheeventoftheappellantsucceeding
e t d e e y y l , y d t e 2thesuitfiledbeforetheBombayCityCivilCourt,theywouldgetthe12
e s o e e t n h t t d t e e rwideaccesstothetempleplotinwhicheventitwouldnotbeimpossiblefor
e t o t r s . n r , n 1theappellanttogettheirproposalsapproved.Inouropinion,Section351
s e l r f e n f y g robligestheMunicipalCommissioneriftheconstructionofanybuildingor
e n f y k s d y o e s f e ttheexecutionofanyworkiscommencedcontrarytotheprovisionsoftheAct
o e e g e n g e k o w e y ttogivenoticerequiringthepersondoingtheworktoshowcausewhyit
d t e d . e d d n s t s . fshouldnotbepulleddown.Thewordusedinthiscontextisshall.If
t e s t n t s t o e s nsufficientcauseisnotshownitislefttotheCommissioner'sdiscretion
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r r t o h e d n , , ewhetherornottodemolishtheunauthorisedconstructionand,therefore,the
HighCourt,inouropinion,cannotimpedetheexerciseofthatdiscretionby
e e f a y . , , t e r o atheissuanceofamandatoryorder.We,therefore,directtheCommissionertoa
e e n s o r e d s n r r n rdecidethequestionastowhetherheshouldpassanorderfordemolitionor
.not.

s t n . f a . d '58.ThisCourtinCorpn.ofCalcuttav.MulchandAgarwalla'was
g n l n r n 3 f e aconsideringanidenticalquestionunderSection363oftheCalcutta

, . s t d t e d y n n 3 fMunicipalAct,1923.ThisCourtheldthatthewordmayinSection363ofthe
t s t n l d e e d r t n n bActdoesnotmeanshallandtheMagistratehadunderthatsectiondiscretionb
r e d s n r r n r . s t d twhetherheshouldpassanorderfordemolitionornot.ThisCourtheldthat
e s f e s w e d n s d stheordersofthecourtsbelowwerepassedonmistakesandmisdirections
, , d t e . t s t d t k t o eand,therefore,couldnotbesupported.ButthisCourtdidnotthinkthattobe
a t e r n r r e n f e g n w f nafitcaseforanorderforthedemolitionofthebuildinginviewofcertain
l , , h n , h s t ospecialcircumstances,namely,thoughSection363(2),whichdirectsthatno
applicationfordemolitionshallbeinstitutedafterthelapseof5yearsfromc
e e f e , d t n s y s e s d nthedateofthework,didnotintermsapplyastheproceedingshadbeen

5startedintime;itwasnearly5yearssincethebuildinghadbeencompleted
d e t f e c d t l r s .andtheinterestofthepublicdidnotcallforitsdemolition.
. s d t y s t n d r i . l59.AspointedoutbythisCourtinSyedMuzaffarAliv.Municipal

. t e d gCorpn.ofDelhitthatthemeredeparturefromtheauthorisedplanorputting
p f a n t n s t o o d t eupofaconstructionwithoutsanctiondoesnotipsofactoandwithoutmore d
y d y y n f e . e e snecessarilyandinevitablyjustifydemolitionofthestructure.Therearecases
d s f h d n d e e e oandcasesofsuchunauthorisedconstructionandsomeareamenableto
gcompoundingd e y t . g o d l r eandsomemaynotbe.Accordingtolearnedcounselforthe
t , e s e d e e t gfirstrespondent,theappellantshaveconstructedthetemplewithoutobtaining
y n . e s s h f e g sanysanctionwhatsoever.Thereisseriousbreachofthelicensingprovisions
r g s h y l r e p f . n r eorbuildingregulationswhichmaycallforextremestepofdemolition.Inoure
, e e s r e l r o r t eview,thesearemattersfortheMunicipalCommissionertoconsideratthe
e .appropriatetime.
. g o n l e t s d s d60.Takingintoconsiderationalltherelevantfactsandcircumstancesand

e g e , e e t r t e e t g ywhiledecidingthematter,wemakeitclearthatwearenotexpressingany
n n s f e l . e s e d o eopiniononmeritsoftherivalclaims.Theauthoritiesareentitledtoexamine
andgrantsuchreliefastheappellantsmaybeentitledtounderthelaw.Thef
t r s d o e e r y nrespondentCommissionerisdirectedtodecidethematterabsolutelyon
s r g y o e t t n n 3meritsafteraffordingopportunitytothefirstrespondenthereinwithin3
s omonthsfromthedateofthisjudgment.Duringthisperiod,however,no
n l e .demolitionshallbemade.
. e o e t r t e t l t t p y r61.Wealsomakeitclearthattheappellantshallnotputupanyfurther

r r e n yconstructionoraltertheconstructionalreadymade.
. e l l e s d h e e .62.Thecivilappealthereforestandsallowedwiththeabovedirection.

o .Nocosts.

h1 ) 2R 5 : R 6 C 0 : 6 i J 51(1955)2SCR995:AIR1956SC110:1956CriLJ285
45 p ) C 641995Supp(4)SCC426
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