
BRI HANMUMBAI MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

No. Ml)bl 5821f dr. 11, 07.2-oc-5,

ffic.olhe
Ot. ttunicip.l CEnnbdc,rsr (lmp')

uunldpd CdFraton d Gr*t Mumbal,

ltunicipal Hoed Oltt€ Ensrdfi Edg" 6th Ftoor'

uahapilike trtig, MumDai{0o 001. INDIA'

Sub: (i) Show Cause Notice dated 8'h November 2024 issued b1, Municipal

corporation of Greater Mumbai to M/s. Khanna construction House and othcrs

as to whv the lease granted in the vear 196l in respect of plot No.44. Worli

Estate. Scheme No.58. CS No.903 of Worli Division, Mumbai (the

"Property") should not be terminated ("Show Cause Notice"):

and

(ii) Hearing Notice dated 20'r'June 2025 issued by Municipal Corporarion ol-

Greater Murnbai fbr fixing a hearing in respect oi' the above Shorv cause

Notice ("Hearing Notice")

Re (i) Hon'ble High Court of Bombay Civil Appetlate Jurisdiction First Appeal

No. l9l2 of 2024 (Stamp No.31064 of 2018)

Ghanshyam Saligram Khanna ... Appellant

Versus

Nandalal Balkrishna & Ors. ...Respondents

(ii) Order dated 7'r' July 2022 passed by Hon'bte High Court of Borrba1,.

(iii)Orderdared l9'r' Jull- 2022 passed bv IIon'ble Hieh Court of Borrbav.

(iv) Order dated 08'r'January 2025 passed bl, llon'ble IIigh Court olllornbar.
(v) Order dated 09'h June 2025 passed by Hon'ble High Court ol llombay.

SPEAKING ORDER

I)ursuant 1o the (Jrders passed by the Hon'ble High Court of'Bombay. thc

hcaring of the above Show Cause Notice was conducted on 27,hJune 2025 ar 3

p.rn. as per the subject Hearing Notice.



BACKGROUND

2. '['hc l)ropertl bclonging to thc Municipal Corporation ol (ireatcr Mumbai

(hereinaiter ref'erred to as "Corporation") was granted on lease ("Lease") to

M/s. Khanna Construction House ("Firm") vide lease Deed dated l4'n July

1965 ("Lease Deed") for a period ol 999 years from l2'h January 1961. The

said I-ease was subject to certain terms and conditions as stipulated in the said

l-case Deed.

3. Due to inter-se disputes with respect to %o share etc. between the then partners

of M/s Khanna Construction House, a Suit No. l0l0 of 1973 was filed by one -

Mr. Nandlal Balkishan befbre Hon'ble High Court ol'Bornbay lbr dissolution

of the Firrn and the Court Receiver" High Court ISombay 'r'vas appointed as

receiver of the Property in October 1973. The suit was later transferred to

I lon'blc City Civil Court of Bombay vide Suit No. 10318 ol 1973.

,1. l'here was a building standing on the Properfy known as "Khanna Construction

llouse", which was declared as dilapidated (C I ) and the Corporation has issued

notice u/s 354 ol' Murnbai Municipal Corporation Act. 1888 fbr dernolition oi

thc building on l5d'June 2018.

5. 't'hc I lon'ble Citl' Civil Court of Bombay had passed a prelirninary decrce (on

adrnission) dated 20'r' August 201 8 in the Suit, dissolving the said partnership

llrrn N4/s Khanna Construction House.

6. tt appears that Ghanshyam Saligram Khanna (another partner, not on the record

ol the Corporation) filed a First Appeal vide starnp No.3 1064 ol 2018 ("First

Appeal") in Flon'ble High Court of Bombay chatlenging the order dated 20'r'

August 201 8 passed by l{on'ble City Civil Court of Bombay' wherein all the

partners and the legal heirs of deceased partners ol the F'irm were made parties

to the First Appeal. although not on the record ol the Corporation. Later- thc

Corporation u'as impleade<l in the First Appeal vide order dated 9'r' December

l3,*



2021 in Court Receiver Report No. 14 of 2021 filed in the First Appeal. 'fhe

First Appeal got admitted in 2024 and finally numbered as F.A 19l2l2()21.

8. Underthe afbresaid order dated 7'h July 2022 passed by FIon'ble High court.
the partners and the legal heirs of deceased partners of the Firrn were granted 6

weeks (later it was rectified to 6 months' time by wav of Speaking to Minutes

order dated l9'h July 2022) to file proposal tbr redevelopment of the propertv.

It was clarified thal thc corporation shall be at libertv to takc over thc lanrl

liorr the lessees (the partners and the legal heirs of deceased partncrs ol'rhc
Firm)' by protecting the rights ofthe tenants / occupants, if the partners and the

legal heirs of deceased paftners fail to submit a proposal fbr redevelopmenl ol-

the building within 6 months liom the date of the order. The paragraph 4 and 5

ofthe said order dated 07ft July 2022 (read wirh order dated r9,h July 2022) is

reproduced below:

",1. Considering the condition of the building, the Corporation to
undertake demolition work immediately. The Court Rec.eiver sholl

Itandover possession of the building to the corporation .for the 1nu.1t.sa

o/ demolition. A./ier the demolition of the buitding ancl clearance of-

debris, the Corporation shall take possession of the vacant plol o/ larut

by protecting the rights of the tenants/occupants. The Corporation shall

preserve and protecl the land from encroachmenl.

5. ln the event the owners of the building agree to redevelop/reconstruct

the building, they shall convey the decision to the Corporation within a

period of six weeks (rectified to as "six months"). If the owners .fail to

toke the decision to redeve lop/reconstruct rhe building wirhin a periotl

of six weeks (rec.tified lo as "six months"). the Corporcttion shall be al

n\
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7. Pursuant to Order dated 7'h Jul.v 2022 (read with Order dated l9,h .lul), 2022)

passed by Hon'blc lligh Court in the First Appeal, rhe possession of rhe

Property (along with dilapidated structure) was handed ovcr by the Courl

Receiver to the corporation, the corporation demolishetl the dilapidated

structure as per directions of Hon'ble High court and has retained possession

of the Property till date.



liberty to take over the land from the owners by protecting the rights o.[

I he le nants/occupants "

'fhis Order dated 7'h July 2022 passed by Hon'ble High Court. was not

challenged by any parties including the partners and the legal heirs of the

dcccased partners ol the l"irm.

9. On 5'r' January 2023. North Star Homes Private Limited submitted a Letter /

Proposal, along with letters dated 4'h January 2023 issued by the legal heirs ol'

deceased partners of the Firm claiming to have 22.86% entitlement to the

leasehold Property. The proposal. although submitted rvithin the prescribed

timeline, was not submitted by all the partners and the legal heirs of deceased

partners with 100% leasehold rights in the Property. Hence, this proposal was

rejectcd by the Corporation tbr reasons as mentioned in the letter dated 8'h

November 2024 (issued on I l'r' Novcmber 2024\.

10. Mi s LD Shah & Co. had also submitred letter dated 6'r' June 2023 stating that

their clients have submitted a letter / proposal on 6'h January 2023 (which vvas

submitted on 17,r, .lanuary 2023 viz. after the prescribed time limit) tbr

redeveloping the building Khanna Construction House. Not only was the said

proposal submitted beyond the time limit as prescribed by the tlon'ble High

Court but u,as also not submitted by all partners and the legal heirs of deceased

partners with 100% leasehold rights in the Property. Hence, the proposal rvas

re'jccted by the Corporarion lbr reasons mentioned in the letler dated 8'h

November 2024 (issued on ll'h November 2024).

1 I . Other proposals lbrwarded by the Coun Receiver to the Corporation vide its

letter dated 6'r' September 2024 as received liom other developers - Unique

Estate Development Company Limited (K Raheia Realty Group)' Suvidha

Lif-espaces (Suvidha Group). K Raheja Corp Real Estate Pvt. Ltd., apart from

North Star Flomes Pvt. Ltd.. rvere also rejected due to the reasons mentioned in

respective Ietters issued by Corporation.

'd
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12. On 8'h Novernber 2024, the Corporation issued the Shorv Cause Notice to all

the parties claiming to be partners and thc legal heirs of dcccascd partners in

the First Appeal. though their legal heirship and thcir rights in the [.ease are not

established by them with the Corporation. Further. the Show Cause Nolice w.as

also pasted on the Property. to ensure legal service to all the interested parties.

13. l he Shou, Cause Notice rvas challenged by one of the partners (Mr. Nandlal

Balkishan Sahjwani) of the dissolved lirm M/s. Khanna Construction lrlouse

vide Interirr Application Stamp No. 15575 of 2024 tilcd in rhc Firsr Appcal

along with a submission that a common redevelopment proposal rvould be

submitted r.vithin 3 (three) rveeks by all thc partners and the Iceal heirs of

deceased partners. Accordingly. by the Interirr Order dated 8,r,Januarv 2025.

the I Ion'ble I{igh court directed the corporation to not take any coercivo steps

till next date. However, the partners and the legal hcirs of deceased parrncrs

lailed to submit any common redevelopment proposal yet again. despile such

undertaking belbre the l-lon'hle High Court.

14. Thereafter, the Hon'ble tligh court passed a detailed and reasoned order dated

9'h June 2025 in the First Appeal, recording the non-compliance and f'ailure on

the part of the partners and le-eal heirs of the deceased partners Io submit a

common redevelopment proposal" despite having been granted rnultiple

opportunities by thc Court. Some ol. the rclevant lindings observcd b}, tlrc

I Ion'ble High Court in Paragraph 12 of its Order dated 9,r, .lune 2025 are

reproduced below:

o "In m! view dt present the partnership is dissolved. To protecl

the interest of both the parties, this Court (Coram: Anuio

Prabhudessai. J.), by order dated 07.07.2022 read with

19.07.2022, had given opportunity to the owners of the suit

property to Jile a proposal for redevelopment of the suit

property....... lt shows tlwt tlle order of this Court hos not

been compliecl with h tlrc lessees / portners...............

at,
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a "Accordingly, this Court (Coram: Sharmila U. Deshmukh, J.)

by order dated 08.01.2025, directed the MCGM not to take

coercive steps till next date and matter was adjourned ofter

three weeks, bul no common proposal was filed within tlree

weeks as assured to this Court... "

"lt shows that two orders of this Court dated 07.07.2022 and

08.01.2025 have nol been complied with b.v- the portners /
parties ... "

" Majority of original partners are no more, except two

partners. The legal heirs of deceased partners are on record.

The MCGM is challenging their right over the suit property on

the ground that they have not obtained legal heir certificate

from this Court to show that they are legal heirs of the

deceased... "

"Some of the partners are accepting the order of City Civil

Court of dissolution of partnership firm"
"As observed earlier, the partners oJ'the dissolved partnership

firm have not taken collective efforts to redevelop the property

as directed by this Court in the year 2022 and in January

2025... "

"The termination of lease notice is challenged by one party

only "

" ln my view, to protect the interesl of the partners, this Court

has given two opportunities to the partners to redevelop the

suit property, but it has not been complied with... "

"They have not paid the property tax of the suit properDl which

runs into crores of rupees. A warrant oJ'attachment of the suit

property was issued by the MCGM due to non-payment of

property tax. In spite of being aware of this fact' no portners

have deposited the said tax, and they have not even claimed

partnership records from MCGM. It shows their reluctance in

partnership firm ... "

a
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" It appears that the partners only want lo claim share in tlte

suit property but do not want to follow the orders of this Court.

They have avoided the responsibility of paying taxes and

redeveloping the suit property. It appears that lhere is an

internal dispute between them... "

"The possession of the suit property is given to the MCGM as

per order of this Court. The said order has not been

challenged... "

"The MCGM wants to redevelop the suit properh) os per

procedure of law and to protect the rights of occupants /
tenants as directed b1t this Court. Accordingly. termination of
lease notice is issued... "

"As discussed above, suit property is no longer in possession

of the Court Receiver All records pertoining to the suit

partnership firm are with MCGM, hence the Court Receiver

cannot be continued with the suit property... "

15. Under the said Order dated 9'h June 2025.|he llon'ble Fligh Court. inter-alio.

discharged the Court Receiver, vacated the interim direction grantcd on 08'r'

January 2025 (viz. no coercive steps in respect of suit property be taken) and

disposed ot'the l.A. No. 15575 ol'2024 fllcd in the l:irst Appeal. I-herebi,.. thc

Corporation is pennitted to proceed in respect olthe Show Causc Nolice issued

on 8'r' Novemb er 2024 (which was issued in accordance with the Fligh Court

Order dated 7th JDly 2022).

16. The Corporation then issued the Hearing Notice on 20'h June 2025 to all thc

parties claiming to be the partners and the legal heirs of deceased parrners in

the First Appeal, though their legal heirship and their rights in the l-ease are not

established by them with the Corporation. Further. the lJearing Notice rvas also

pasted on the Property. to ensure legal service to all the interestcd partics. 'l he

IJearing Notice inlormed all parties that the hearing would be schedulcd on 27'r'

June 2025 at 3 p.rn in the chamber of Dy. Municipal Commissioner

tutryt--



(lmprovement) situated at Brihanmurnbai Municipal Corporation. BMC llead

Otfice. Annex Bldg. 6'h Floor. Mahapalika Marg. Fort. Mumbai - 400 001. and

asked all parties to submit their say along rvith the supporting documents.

I 7. 1'he scope ol the hearing was in respect of the Show Cause Noticc dated 8'r'

November 2024 issued by the Corporation for Termination of the Lease and 1o

rc-cnter upon ths said Propcrtl,. Thc details ol the breaches committed by thc

Lcssce(s) under the Lease and non-compliancc olCourl Orders are as uuder:

a. 'fhere is breach of the Orders dated 7'h July 2022 read rvith l9'r' Jul)

2022. whereby no common . proposal has been submitted hy all the

lessees (1he partners and the legal heirs of deceased partners) to

redevelop the land / building within 6 months and therefore. the

Corporation under the Order is at liberty to take over the Property fiorn

the lessee in terrns of the said Order dated 7'h ltrly 2022;

o. 'l'he Corporation has not received any legal, valid and collective

redevelopment proposal fiom all the lessees (the partners and the legal

heirs ol'deceased partners ).

c. A demand notice dated l0'r' April 2024 lor payment ol arrears of

property tax since thc year 2008 fbr an amount ol'l{s.8,39.82.176l-,

which rernains unpaid and the Corporation has issucd Warranl of

Attachrnent dated l0'r' lune 2024 under Section 206 ol the MMC Act.

1888;

d. Thr: partnership firrn - IWs Khanna Construction House has bcen

dissolved vide judgrnent / Order dated 20'1' August 201 8 passed by

Hon'blc City Civil Court of BombaY;

e. 'Ihe lease rent is outstanding to the tune olRs. 3.71,4881- since 30'h June

1998 and thcretbre thcrc is a brcach olClause 16(l) of thc lease deed

u,hich lavs down as lbllows.

"ll'and whenever any part 01'thc rent hereby reserved shall be in

arrear fbr a space of thirty days whether the same shall have been

legally dernanded or not and also if any whenever there shall be a

breach of any of the conditions or of the covenants on the part ol
the lessee herein contained the Corporation rnay re-enter upon thc

said premises or any part ol the said premises in the name ol' the

frr--



whole and irnrnediately thercupon this dcrnisc and all rights ol'thc
Lessees hereunder shall absolutely determine.'"

I. Further. there has been a breach of Clause No.6. 7 the lease deed as the

structural repairs have not been conducled timely leading to dilapidatcd

oondition of thc building.

18. The Show Cause Notice dated 8'h November 2024 mentions the breachcs

corrmitted by the lessees and has called upon the parties to shorv cause as to

rvhv appropriate action as mentioned in the subjcct of the Sho*, Cause Notice

should not be taken in accordancc rvith the larv.

19. M/s. I-. D. Shah and Co., Advocates has responded to the Shorv Cause Notice

vide their reply dated 2"d December 2024 and submitted additional reply.dated

27'h .lune 2025 on behall of their clients (l ) Mr. Satish Ananrram Sabhlok. (2)

Mr. Surinder Anantram Sabhlok. (3) Mrs. Sushma Malhotra alias Manisha

Shorey, (4) Mrs. Laxmi Rajkiran Grover. (5) Mr. I,unit Inder Khanna- (6) Ms.

Sheetal Inder Khanna. (7) Mrs. Saroj Balram Khanna. (8) Mrs. prasannata

Vikrarn Patwardhan. (9) Mr. Shyamsunder Chandwani. ( l0) Mr. Sunil

Shvamsunder Chandwani. (l I ) Mrs. Aanchal Sadhanani. ( l2) Mr. Ashrafali

Ahmed Petkar. (13) Mr. Ahsaan Ashrafali Petkar. (14) Mr. Nandlal tlalkishan

Sah.j*,ani. ( I 5) Mr. Vikrarn Balkishan Sah.iwani. and ( l6) Mrs. Shankurrrala

Balkishan Sah.jwani and contended/objected mainly as lbllorvs:

a. A Special Leave Petition (SI-P) has been filed belore Hon'ble Suprenrc

Court challenging the Order dated 9'r'June 2025 passed by Hon'ble High

Court of llombay and no hasty or unjustified action be taken. pen<1ing

the decision of IIon'ble Supreme Courtl

b. The Court Receiver has been appointed as receivcr for the propertv in

1973. who lailed to collect the rent. pav municipal taxcs. lcase rcnl and

other oulgoings. lbr rvhich the lessecs should not be ponalizecl. lhc

Court Receiver has access [o an amount ol't{s.50 lacs. Sincc last -s]

)rears. their clients are looking atter the intercsl ol-the Firrn and havc not

commitled any laxity. leniency. disinterest or deljciencies or delaults in

looking after the aflairs o1'the Property:
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c. Thc lessees (the partners and the legal heirs of deceased partners) also

hold various tenancies in their individual capacities. There are

difl'erenccs bctween the list ol tenants/occupants prepared by the Court

Receiver and the Corporation. which need to be reconciled:

d. l'he demand fbr arrears of property taxes lbr an amount of Rs.

9.80.18.624l- is excessive. unlawtul and unreasonable. which has been

increased to Rs. 11.04.77,0971-;

c. 'l'heir clients had ofl-ered to pay the lease rent, but it u'as relused b1' the

Corporation:

f. l'hcir clients had expressed their intcntion to redevelop the said propert)'

and inlbrmed the Corporation about the steps being taken. l'he Order

dared 7'h luly 2022 (read with 19'h July 2022) only required a willingness

to be conveyed and no1 the redevelopment proposal. I:lence, there is no

non-compliance on part of their clients. While issuing the Shorv Cause

Notice. the Corporation has misconstrued and incorrectly relied upon the

Order of 7'h Jrily 2022 and issued the Show Cause Notice at the behest of

third party:

g. l heir clients are entitled to 9l.91oh share in the leasehold rights ol' the

I)roperly and theretbrc entitled to redevelop the Property. l:urlher. onc ol-

their client Mr. Nandtal Balkishan Sahiwani has submitted a

redevelopment proposal in IA in the First Appeal by rvay of an aflldavit

dated I 3'r' March 2025. The balance 8.090/o lessees have transferred their

rights to a third-party developer named North Star Homes Private

Limited. which is subject matter of challenge and could not have put a

legitimate proposal for re-development;

h. 'fhe conlention in the Show Cause Notice that on dissolution of the

I;irm. the rights in respect of the leasehold Property is also gone is

incorrecl interprelation ol' law.

20.1'he Corporalion has gone through the issues raised by the clients of M/s LD

Shah & Co. and deal with each of them as follows:

a. Although a SLP has been filed by some of the client(s) of M/s L.D Shah

& Co.. there is no -status-quo order restraining the Corporation to

0,
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proceed f'urther with the hearing and passing of necessary Orders. Given

the elongated dispute arnongst the partners and their legal heirs. and

breaches, it is important tbr the Corporation to move lbrward lbr larger

public interest and to secure the interest of tenants/occupants. 'l-hc

Hon'ble High Court has asserted in its order dated 9'h June 2025 that.

"this Court cannot deprive the rights of the occupants/tenants of
the suit property who are oul of tlteir premises.fbr more than

seven years. The interest of the occupan tshena nts is of

poromounl i mportunce".

Accordingly. the Corporation is inclined to proceed f'urther in the matter.

b. It may be noted that as a general principle and established jurisprudence.

the appointment ol a Court Receiver does not absolve the owners/main

parties from their statutory or contractual liabilities. Thc lessees (the

partners and the legal heirs of deceased partners) have l-ailed to

discharge their liabilities and maintain/repair the building standing on

the Property. which eventually led to dernolition and ousting of the

tenants/occupants. constituting another breach of terms and conditions

ol'the l.ease Deed dated l4'r' Jul), 1965. tjnder Clauses I and 2. I,age l0

of thc l-ease. if lease rent is unpaid tbr a period ol 30 days. ir shall bc

considered breach of the covenants on the part ol'the Lessee.

c. The reconciliation of the list of tenants/occupants is a factual exercise.

rvhich will be undertaken by the Corporation as per its procedurc and in

line w'ith Order passed by Hon'ble High Court, upon submission ol
appropriate supporting documents by the tenants / occupants.

d. T'he dispute raised about thc Propert.v- Tax. after issuance of demand and

warranl of attachment. seelns an atterthought and cannot bc considcred

as a valid ground a1 this stage. especially after being notilled bv the

Court Receiver to lhc parties (through their atlvocatcs) tor thc pa) ment

of pcnding dues vide its lotter uln 6926-6933 datcd l9'r' .lunc l0l-1.

Furthermore" the clients of M/s LD Shah & Co. have claimed that the

Court Receiver had monies around Rs. 50.00,000/-. which could'r"e

been utilised to pay the municipal dues. Horvever. letter dated lOthJunc

2024 lrorn Court Receiver clearlv reveals that the Court Receivcr has

v.- tl



communicated that lunds in the suit accounts are insutllcient and that

the lessees should pay the property tax. However. the lessecs have

selectively ignored the same. despite the clear order passed by Hon'ble

City Civil Court of Bornbay on 6'h January 2015 as fbllows:

"8. As stated by the Court Receiver in the meeting held on

3l/10/2012 representatives of the plaintilf and de.fendants

who were prese/tl in the meeting ltave stated thut tlte.v ure

ready to deposit an amount to be paid to the BMC by

personal cheques and in case there is ony shortfulls, they

will again ntake payment to tlrul c.t'/bcl, So it ctppears thot

tlrc problent.t of the Court Receiver in regord to making

paymenl to tlrc BMC are knot,n to the plaintiJf and

defendanls and they are aware that the poyments to the

BMC in regarci to Property lax cannol be made .from the

payment which would receive from the monthly rent. The

income from the monthly rent reqtires lo make paynlenl to

the watchmen and sweepers wages and olso lowards

electricity charges. So in the given set oJ' circumstances the

parties to the suit requires to contibute the amount.[or

making poymenl to the BMC touords properly tax ancl olso

.for making payment towards other requisite expenses to

maintain the suit property and to keep the suil property in

habitable condition."

No court has granted any status quo on the demand raised by the

Corporation for the Property Tax. Thus, the Corporation is empowered

to evicl the lessee under Section l05B of the Mumbai Municipal

Corporation Act. 1888 in case ol non-payment of the rent, taxes. fees or

compensation lor morc than 1wo (2) months. In the present case. no

eviction is scparately rcquired as the Property is under posscssitln ol'the

Corporation. pursuant to the orders olFlon'ble Fligh Court.

e. 1'hc Corporation has validly relused to accept the lease renl arrears of

Rs.3,71,488/- from the selective parties. who are not the lessees as per

the Corporation records.
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f. The interpretation of the Order dated 7'h July 2022 (read with l9'r' .[ulv

2022) by the clients of M/s LD Shah & Co. seerns incorrect. as thc

Hon'ble High Court has granted 6 months'timeline to subrnit a cornrnon

redevelopment proposal. and not just the intention to redevelop b1

selective lessees. in absence of collective participation or consensus. In

fact, the Hon'ble High Court in its Order dated 9'h June 2025 (Paragraph-

12) has recorded that

"This Court (Coram. Anujo Prabhudessai, .J. ) bt, Order datetl

07.07.2022 read with 19.07.2022 had given opportunitv to the

owners of the suit property to _file oroposal o.f redevelopment of
lhe suit prooertv" and "it shows that two Orders of this (lourt

dated 07.07 2022 ancl 08.01.2025 lrus t1 I been com lietl bt, tl'te

partners/port ies" .

g. The Corporation cannot interfere with or get itself involved between the

inter-se disputes amongst the partners and the legal heirs ol deceascd

partners with respect to o% share or entitlement- pursuant to w,hich thc

Court Receiver was appointed. and the Propcrtv u,as rnade custodia-

le_eis. lt may be noted that the partners antl the legal heirs of dcceased

partners have failed to get themselves on the Corporation -rccord

(Estates Department), despite multiple opportunities, which also

constitutes a breach olterms and conditions of the l,ease Deed dated [4,h

.luly 1965. Further. the allrdavit filed by one of the parrners - Mr.

Nandlal Balkishan Sahjwani. without l00o/o consent of other partners

and their legal heirs. cannot be construed as colnlnon redevelopment

proposal. It is notew.orthy that this group of partncrs and thc lcgal heirs

of deceased partners (viz. the clients of M/s LD Shah & Co.) themselvcs

expressly acknowled-ee (also during the hearing dated 27,h Junc 2025 )

that the)' do not represent 100% of the parlners and the lcgal heirs ol'

deceased partners. l'herefbre. they are unable to submit a cofirmon

redevelopmenl proposal.

h. Upon perusal of the Shorv Cause Notice. it is evident that the

Corporation has not contended that the rights of partners or their legal

ifrtr-



hcirs are no longcr cxisting due to dissolution ol partnership. as

otherwisc clairred bl thc clients ol'M/s LD Shah & Co..

'l'herefbre. the Corporation does not flnd any merits in the

obj cclions/contentions raised by the clients ol M/s LD Shah and Co.

21. Upon pointing out during hearing on 27'h June 2025 that all partners and the

legal heirs of deceased parlners are not on the record of Estate Departrncnt ol'

the Corporation. lWs Lf) Shah & Co.. r'ide their lettcr dated 4'r' July 2025

requested the Corporation to bring their clients on rccord by submitting details

of thc purportcd devolution of rights claimed by their clients in respcct ol the

l'ropcrty. without turnishing all-v supporting documentation. ln rcsponsc. the

Corporation. through its rcply daled 8'h July 2025 issucd u/no'

AC/l:srares/5 5 5 842/l-B-l I l. has notitled rhem that. in the absence oi'supporting

documenls. the request to bring their clients on record cannot be considered'

22. Mr. Sandeep Singh. Advocate has submitted his response to the Shorv cause

Notice vide his letter dated l " Iuly 2025 on behalf of his clients - I ) Mr'

.litender Sabhlok alias chintu Ananrram Sabhlok.2) Mr. Baldev Malhotra.3)

Mr. Vivek Makhiia 4) Ms. Shipra Parwani' 5) Mr. Harish Jashanmal Khanna 6)

Mr. Parvan Nandlat Khanna 7) Mr. Vinod Nandlal Khanna and 8) Mr. Chander

Jashanmal Khanna (nor.v <teceased, represcntcd bl his lcgal heirs) and

contcndedi objected mainly as fbllows:

a. llis clients are entitled to 24.61%o sharc in the leasehold Property and

refusesthattheclientsoflWsLDShah&Co.have9l.9|%shareinthe

leasehold Property.

b. I Iis clients and the clients of M/s LD Shah & Co. arc not together' and

no common redevelopment proposal can be submitted.

c. The corporation should consider the rcdevelopment proposal submitted

by North Star Homes Private Liurited. as the proposal rvas submitted

s'ithin the prescribcd 6-month timelinc.

23. ',l'hc corporation has gone through the issue s raised by the clients ol- Mr

San<ieep Singh. Advocatc and deal with each ol them as tbllows:
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a. The Corporation can't interfere with or get itself involved betrveen the

inter-se disputes amongst the Partners and their legal heirs with respect

to 7o share or entitlement.

b. This group of legal heirs too expressly acknowledge (also during the

hearing dated 27'h June 2025) that they do not represent 100'% ol'thc

partners/legal heirs - and are therefbre unable to submit a comlron

rcdeveloprnent proposal.

c. The proposal of North Star Hornes Private Limited submitlcd earlier has

alreadv been reiected by the Corporation. Any redeveloprnent proposal

can only be considered at appropriate stage as per developrrent

regulations and the Corporation procedures, as per the Order dated 9'h

Jrurl,e 2025 passed by Hon'ble High Court.

Therefbre. the Corporation does not find any merits in the

obj ections/contentions raised by the clients ofAdvocale Sandcep Singh.

24.Upon pointing out during hcaring on 27'h June 2025 that all partncrs and the

lcgal heirs of deceased partners are not on the (E,s1atos l)cpartmcnt) record ol-

the Corporation. Mr. Sandeep Singh. Advocate, vide his letter dated 7'h.lul1'

2025 requested the Corporation to bring his clients on records. b1' subrnitting

the copies of letters dated 23'd June 2025 issued by his clients setting out details

of the purported devolution of rights claimed by his clients in respect of the

Property. without f-urnishing any supporting documentation. In response. the

Corporation. through its reply dated I I'h July 2025 issued u/no.

AC/Estates/O00585/LB-III. has notitred him that. in the absence of supporting

documents. the request to bring his clients on record cannot be considered.

25. M/s l-aw Loyals. Advocates has subrnitted their response to the Show Cause

Notice vide their letter dated 3'd July 2025 on behalf of their clients Meghraj

Financial Consultants Private Lirnited and other tenants/occupants and

contended mainly as tbllows:

a. The Tenants/Occupants have been out of possession from the Propertl'

since 2018- 19.
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b. Due to long-pending disputes amongst the partners and thc legal heirs ol'

deceased partners ol'erstwhile Firm. non-mail'rtenance of builtling. non-

compliancc of Orders dated 07'h July 2022 (read with l9'h.luly 2022) ald

08'r'January 2025. the l-ease granted to M/s Khanna Constmction House

(to its partners) be terminated by thc Corporation.

c. 'l'he tenants / occupants should be allowed 1o redevelop thc propertl'

under Regulation 33(7XA) of the DCPR 2034 through the

association/proposcd co-operative society.

26. fhe Corporation has gone through the issues raised by the clients of M/s Larv

I-oyals. Advocates and deal with each of thern as flollows:

a. As per Orders passed by Hon'ble l-ligh Court, the interest of ousted

tenants/occupants shall be protected by the Corporation as pcr its

procedures.

b. Alier the Order dated 9'h June 2025. there are no restraints on the

Corporation in proceeding further to the Show Cause Noticc and the

Hearing Notice.

c. Any redevelopment proposal from tenants/occupants can onl.v bc

considered at an appropriate stage, as per the Order dated 9'r'June 2025

passed by Hon'ble iligh Court ol'Bombay.
-fherelbre, thl: tenants/occupants are not objecting to the Show Cause Noticc

and thc I [caring Notice issucd by the Corporation.

27.'l-he Corporation has further carried out Public Announcement in Times of

lndia. a widely circulated newspaper. on 3'd July 2025 whereby any person(s)

having any clairn in the Property can subrrit their written say / submission

(along with supporting documents) to Dy. Municipal Comrrissioner

(hnprovement) within 5 days fiom the date ofthe issue ofsuch public notice.

28.In response to thc l)ublic Announcement dated 3'd luly 2025. the fbllowing

submissions rvere received by the Corporation vide their letters dated 7'h July

2025:
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a. M/s LD Shah & Co. (acting for their aforesaid clients) clairning

tenancy/occupancy rights in respect of premises being 4698 sq. fi. on

ground floor surrendered by Govemment Central Press. 2174 sq. fl. on

second floor surrendered by Director ofAyurveda. 1560 sq. li. on lburth

floor surrendered by Deputy Inspector General of Policc and 1900 sq. tr.

on lburth lloor surrendcrcd by l:namelcd Wircs Privatc [,intitcd. all ol'

r.vhich belongs to thc Firm and their clients, in view ol'surrendcr ol such

premises by these parties to the Court Receiver.

b. Advocate Subharn S. Chatterjee (on behalf of his clicnt Mr. Ahdul

Aziz Ebrahim Rakhangi Rakhangi Gencral Slores) clairning

tenancy/occupancy rights in respect of Shop No. 7 admeasuring 230.17

sq. ll. on the ground floor in the demolished building.

c. M/s Iladio Centre claiming tcnancy/occupancy rights in rcspect ol'

premises no. I admeasuring l0l7 sq. ft. on ground floor. Prentises No. l
admeasuring 323 sq. ft. on ground f'loor and Prernises no. 3 adueasurin-e

2980 sq. ft. on second floor in the demolished building.

d. M/s GS Khanna & Co. claiming tenancy/occupancl' rights in respect ol'

premises admeasuring 4300 sq. ft. on first floor in the demolishcd

building.

29. The Corporation has gone through the aforesaid claims dated 7'r' Jul-v 2025

received in response to the Public Announcement dated 3"r .luly 2025 with

respect to tenancy/occupancy rights as claimed by various claimants. Houcver.

the reconciliation of the list of tenants/occupants and verifloation ol'clairns ot

tenants/occupants is a thctual cxercise. rvhich nill be undertakcn b1 thc

Corporation as pcr its proccdure and in line with Ordcr passed by Hon'ble I Iigh

Court. upon submission ol'appropriate supporting docutnents by the tenants i

occupanls.

30. Based on proceedings in l;irst Appeal belbre flon'ble IIigh Court ol'Llornbay. I

note that all the partners and their legal heirs. who arc clairning entitlemcnt to

the leasehold Propcrty have llled their submissions. 
-['he Corporation has alstr

given the opportunitl' of oral hearing on 27'h.lunc 2025 and havc considercd thc
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written submissionsi claims of all parties, Orders passed by Hon'ble Cit-"" Civil

Court o1'Bombay and Hon'ble High Court of Bombay.

31. The Corporation notes that the status quo granted vide order dated 08'r' .lanuarl

2025 passed by the Hon'ble l{igh Court in I.A No.15575 of 2024 in First

Appeal No. I9l2 of 2024" restraining the Corporation from proceedings/ taking

any coercive steps has been vacated vide order dated 09'h June 2025 passed b1,'

the Hon'ble lligh Court. It is also noted that no further interim orders have been

obtained by any party by the Hon'ble High Court or by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in SLP No. 17680 of 2025 and thus. there is no impediment fbr the

Corporation to pass the order in accordance with law.

32. Accordinglv. I hold as fbllows:

a. The partners and the legal heirs of deceased partners ol'M/s Khanna

Construction House (since dissolved) ("Lessees") have failed to comply

with the Orders dated 07'h July 2022 (read with l9'h }uly 2022) and 08,h

January 2025 passed by Hon'ble High Court of Bombay. Even till date.

the Lessees have not submitted any common redevelopnrent proposal.

The Hon'ble High Court has allowed the Corporation to take over the

Property fiom the Lessees in its Order dated 7'h July 2022 (read with

Order dated lg'i'July 2022).The Order dated 7'h July 2022 (read with

Ordcr dated l9'h July 2022) w.as not challenged by anl,parties, rhercfore

attained finality. as also recorded by Hon'ble High Courr of Bornbay in

its order dated 9'r' June 2025.

b. '[hc 
[.essees have committed breach ol'the tcrms and conditions of the

Lease Deed dated l4u July 1965 as above mentioned in paragraph 20

and also mentioned in Show Cause Notice dated 08'h November 2024.

c. Atier perusal of the records, I flnd that the lessees have not conducted

tirnely repairs ol the buildings, leading to its deterioration and

dilapidated condition. Due to rhe said condition of the building. the

Hon'ble Fligh Court of Bombay directed the Corporation to demolish

the building.
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d. The Corporation must safeguard its interest in the Propertl, and secure

the rights of tenants/occupants as per the Orders of Hon'ble High Court

of Bombay.

e. Frorr the above narration it is evident that the lessee i.e. M/s Khanna

Construction House through its partners have clearly breached the

conditions ol'the leasc deed and hence the Corporation is well within its

right to terminate the Lease.

ORDER

ln vieu' of the above tindings. I. Saniog Kabare. Deputv Municipal

Comrnissioner (lmprovement). by virtue of powers deputed to me by Municipal

Commissioner - Shri. Bhushan Gagrani u/s 568 of Mumbai Municipal

Corporation Act. 1888. hereb-"- pass the lollowin-e Order:

a. l'he Shorv Cause Notice dated 8'h November 2024 issued by thc Corporation is

.lustiticd.

b. 'l'he Assistant Commissioner (Estates) is directed to initiate the process fbr the

termination ol the I-ease granted by Lease Deed dated l4'h .Iuly 1965 in tavour

ol (l ) .lashanmal Saligram Khanna (2) Saligram Gurdasrnal Khanna (3) Nand

Jashanmal Khanna (4) Indar Jashanmal Khanna (5 ) Balkrishna Jiwandas (6 )

Nandlal Balkishna. the Partners of IWs. Khanna Construction House and as the

property is already in the possession of BMC. Assistant Comtnissioner

(Estates) will rnake the necessary note in the Estate rccords.

fi th lsTlc I

(saql barc)
Deputy Municipal Commissioner

(l mp rovemcnt)


