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No. A-110/7 12" September 2019

To all the beneficiaries of Chennai (Phase I11) housing Scheme

Sir/Madam,

The second instalment signifying the start of construction of the project was called in
June 2017. Since then the work has been progressing at the project site. However, there had been

in the RERA authority as well as Hon’ble High Court of Madras. All these actions de-accelerated
the work at the project, which was almost stalled for 3 to 4 months.

i, The work has since been taken up again after all the appeals filed by Chennai (Phase II)
RWA were dismissed by the various courts. Court order of division bench is attached herewith. The
work is now progressing well, we intend to accelerate it and all efforts are being made for
completion as per original schedule. However some delay due to the reasons mentioned above
cannot be ruled out.

3 We would also like to intimate you that as per the actual construction on site, the super built
up area of various types has increased marginally and the same shall also be reflected during
calculation of final cost which may increase in the same proportion. The revised areas are indicated
as below:

Area as per Scheme Brochure Revised Area
(In Sq.1t.) (In Sq.1t.)
0362 579
1118

1527

o S V2 D T

4. The sample flats of type “B” & “C” are ready for viewing.

S. In the end we would like to thank all the beneficiaries and expect their cooperation in

releasing timely payments.
Yours faithfully,
ﬁ LY

(A K Purswani)|2'9 .
Dy. Director (Tech.)
for Chief Executive Officer

Encl. a/a

Please visit us at www.cgewho.in
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS
DATED: 01.08.2019
CORAM
THE HON'BLE DR.JUS'I{I‘]I)CE VINEET KOTHARI]

A
THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE C.V.KARTHIKEYAN

Also having its %ﬁ -
Paruthipattu, Avadi®e. ennai 600.071%

2. The Chennaij Metropolitan Development |
Authority,
7 Rep. by its Member Secretary
Thalanﬁfut‘gu Natarajan v
Ghea

ey
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3, Chennai< 6004 Y4
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- Respondents / Respondents
Writ Appeal filed under Clause 15 of Letters Patent against the

order dated 01.02.2019 made in W.P.No. 26755 of 2016 passed by the
learned Single Judge of this Court.
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For Appellant : Mr. M.Muthappan
ForR 1 : Mr. P.B.Sampth Kumar
For R2 : Mr.Karthik Raja
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2. The case seéﬁi"’é@ héa@ﬁg%zga kgél}l‘@fqﬁeﬁtred history of litigation

el

between  the Owners' Welfare Association, the present
:her gnd" ‘eﬁ%ﬁ)evé‘f" penﬁ’f Re§; g “ﬁ}en‘t&pﬁo 1, Central

i \ |
Government Employees ‘Welfare I%}%’tism rgamzatlo’%m. The learned

Single Judge had dismissed the Writ Petition of the
appellant/petitioner by going into the facts of the case and taking

pains to find that the approval of the construction raised by the
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respondent No.1 had been duly approved by the competent body,

namely, CMDA, respondent No.2 herein.

- The relevant observation of the learned Single Judge are

quoted below for ready reference:-

- sz]e commj ??”%%tﬁg 158119

zndJCated ‘b = -

")
constructed %@(277% 0) b]ock
Fifi“fg R
has not been demarc‘g@t%d Theref e, the
planning permzsswn Obtamed by the first
- respondent orgamza tion showmg the entu‘e

construction of the proposed 11 blocks
comprising of 1220 dwelling in the
remaining 12.62 acres, which is the
Impugned advertisement, the FSI works
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out being 2.025, the same is well within the
FSI Iimit of 2.50. Accordingly, the first

Issue is answered.

10. Coming to the second issue, whether

the proposed development would have the
effect of a’zmmzs]zmgthe Uns that has been

Block: 4 Nos. (64=dugs); Lo B
Nos.(96 dues)) Were constructed as could
be seen from the partza] completion
certz ate.. ésge% ‘

probeedmg%date e A
first’ resp“‘bn dent”
constructed 572 dwelling units (27+10
blocks) as against the original sanctioned
dwelling units of 1304 (64 b]écks}. Now,

for the remaining 27 un-built blocks, the

organization
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first respondent organization has sought
for permission to construct only 11 blocks
comprising 1220 dwelling units and In
total, this will work out to 47 blocks
comprising 1792 dwelling units.

be mentioned

11. At this Juncture it

herein tha ﬁ‘en tber@ was
'f blorlm the first ré’%;on%mt

12. In fine, for the reasons stated above,

the writ petition fails and the same is
dismissed. @~ No  Costs. ‘Consequent]y,
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connected miscellaneous petitions  are

closed.”

4. The learned counsel appearing for the CMDA has taken us
through the original sanction granted in favour of the Developer,
Respondent No.1, vide sanction dated O7 11 2006 which was later on

modified upon furnrshmg of ! medlﬁed pf%’hs by the Developer
e

raised its objections.

5. ‘e are of the

considered opinion that the present litigation in the writ Jurisdiction is
absolutely misconceived. Several disputed questions of facts are

involved on the face of it. It appears that the original plan as well as

jo!
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the modified plan for construction as submitted by the respondent
No.1, Developer was duly approved by the competent body, namely,
CMDA and the petitioner Association having some grievance about a
part of the land on which the buildings in which the members of the
petitioner Association resided being used up by the Developer for

further additional dev opment of , p&f‘OJects in the second and third

phase vide Pub}él;e‘%”Notloe pubhshed 1n Ne a;;j’%i@s on 28.05.2017 in

competent body of the 61%1) glilfng bﬁ%m”gfﬁtﬁngs of facts, as to find
the constructlon belng ra1sed by the respondentNo 1 1n terms of the
sanction glv” ‘ ed on by the
learned Single Judge‘to‘ defmss the ert Petmon ‘*Therefore, the
present Writ Appeal is nothing but a failing effort of some disgruntled
members of the first phase of development of the buildings by the

Developer, the respondent No.1.
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y We are of the clear opinion that such disputed facts could
not have been taken up by the Court exercising extra-ordinary
Jurisdiction and in the absence of any challenge to the jurisdiction of

the competent body CMDA laid before us in passing the plans and

approvals for the construction by the Developer, respondent No.1, we

This Court is not

hold that the presentﬂ it“Appeal ha
@ ,f ﬁ;f"“'v
i 4to gthe dlsputed questfdgl fefacts in the Writ

expected to go
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1. Central Government Employee s
ot Welfare Housmg Orgamzatlon
Rep. by its Ch1 |
Head Offjc
Janpath%(}% dinlg
New Delhi.

2. Member Secretary
The Chennai Metropolitan Development
Authority,
Thalamuthu Natarajan Maligai,
Egmore, Chennai - 600 008.
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and
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