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From: Samay Singh, S-171/153A, Rangpuri Pahari, N.D.110037

To:

Sub:
Ref:

Sir,

Director (Plg) MPR, DDA, 6" Floor, Vikas Minar, N.D. 110002

MPD-2021 review
Letter dt.11/11/11 of Mrs Gita Dewan Verma to you copy to me and others
(copy enclosed, without its enclosures, for ready reference)

| share / adopt the view of the letter under reference. Following additional

points are w.r.t to my objections/suggestions mentioned in para 5(b)(i) thereof:

a.

2.

My response to draft MPD-2021 was among those (7000-611=) 6389 for
which hearing was not allowed. Further, MPPR office was later unable to
provide to me in RTI process, any information / record of consideration
(even “summary”). | believe my response was not considered at all and,
consequently, that GOI/MoUD finalized MPD-2021 in violation of the
mandate of s.11A to consider each objection / suggestion received.
| had suggested deletion of texts from the chapters “Environment”, “Urban
Design” and “Conservation of Built Heritage”, as they were irrelevant
and/or not in public interest. The deletions were not then effected. But now
the Minister himself has observed / admitted that around 60% of MPD-
2021 is irrelevant. | believe that most if not all the texts for which | had
suggested deletion would fall in the said 60%.
My reason for contending irrelevance was that draft MPD-2021 resulted
not from any proper planning based on survey / monitoring data but from
ideas of set-up ‘sub-groups’ after obtaining some views through extra-
statutory exercises. | had specifically objected to the references to extra-
statutory rather than statutory participation in both pre-planning stage and
in proposals for review, as under [translated from Hindi]:
... it is said on p.7 [Hindi / p.258 English] ... “...Guidelines were widely
disseminated through the Media, Resident Welfare Associations, Traders
Associations, Experts, Professional Bodies and individuals with a view to get
suggestions from public. Nearly 2000 responses were received, which have
been duly considered.” But it is not told that the ‘guidelines’ de hors DD Act
were issued by the then DDA Chairman after Standing Parliamentary
Committee had invited public views on functioning of DDA after CBI exposed
irregularities at top levels and meanwhile he had refused to carry out the
enquiry that Delhi High Court had desired in its judgment of 2002 in the matter
of Sultangarhi scheme that had exposed the irregularities a year earlier.
Whereas the suggestions obtained on the extra-legal if not illegal ‘guidelines’
by much targeted publicity, nothing is said about either the objections against
them or the objections / suggestions received from un-selected public on the
various barely publicized public notices of proposals u/S.11A starting 2002 for
Sultangarhi scheme ... ... Further, on p.190 [Hindi / p.399 English] for the
major issues including “Local level participation in the planning process” also
the proposal is of ‘sub-group’ type management groups, with no proposal to link
to citizens through public notice type process...”
| had suggested deletion of the vague references to public participation
from MPD-2021. The references were not deleted then and now public
views are sought in their name at ‘pre-review’ stage, with no basis in either
DD Act or logical plan monitoring & review process.

In context of the foregoing, | take this opportunity to suggest honest and

serious actions for the following:
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a.

Enclosed:

In general:

)
i)

MPD-2021 review based on required surveys and monitoring, so
that the revised MPD-2021 is not largely ‘irrelevant’; and

Due consideration of all the objections / suggestions received on
MPD-2021 that were not considered then, so that the violation of
S.11Ain MPD-2021 is rectified in revised MPD-2021: and

In particular, regarding the proposals for participation:

i)

ii)

Deletion of all the vague references to public participation in the
revised MPD-2021, so that extra-statutory exercises such as the
present one are no more open to your offices;

Making the arrangements for statutory requirements for public
process for MPD / ZDP modifications part of revised MPD-2021, so
that it is clearly understood by the planning staff of DDA that it is
not open to them to treat the statutory public process with wilful
contempt -- in which regard, in addition to the facts listed in para 5
of Mrs.Verma’s letter dt.11/11/11 copy is also enclosed for your
reference of copy of a response u/S.11A dt.19/09/10 that | had sent
jointly with others); and

Making the provisions and arrangements for the ‘local area level
participation that the MPD-2021 mandates (in addition to and
separate from DD Act mandate of public process in MPD / ZDP)
explicit in detail, so that it is no more open to DDA offices to either
implement local area schemes without consulting the affected /
local area communities or reduce the said consultation to a farce
by issuing extra-statutory public notices / advertisements inviting
objections / suggestions and then taking no meaningful action on
them (in which regard, you may wish to see for poor example the
case of the DDA public notices of March and September 2010
inviting objections / suggestions in the matter of the CWG flats at
Vasant Kunj -- wherein my detailed response has gone untraceable
and a number of others have received only dismissive ‘replies’ from
a Junior Engineer); and

In particular, for connecting the MPD-2021 ideas of participation to the
statutory requirements for post-review MPD modifications, disclosure prior
to the process u/S.11A for revised MPD-2021 of the following:

i)
i)
i)

The reports of the high level committee, monitoring unit and
management action groups set up for the review tasks:

The complete details of the around 60% of MPD-2021 that stands
admitted irrelevant by the Urban Development Minister: and

The complete details of the process of this advertisement.

Yours faithfully,
\
[ Samay Singh ]

1. Copy of letter dt.11/11/11 of Mrs. Verma - 3 pages
2. Copy of joint letter dt.19/09/10 - 3 pages

Copy to:
Mrs. Gita Verma and others as in endorsement of the letter dt.11/1 1711
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From: Gita Dewan Verma
1356, D-| Vasant Kunj, ND 110070; Ph 26895840, 26132921

To:  Director (Plg) MPR, DDA, 6" Floor, Vikas Minar, IP Estate. ND 110002

Sub: MPD-2021 review

Ref: i. DDA advertisement dt.04/10/11 [copy enclosed]
ii. Indian Express news item dt.12/10/11 [copy enclosed]
ii. HT news item dt.11/11/11 [copy enclosed)]

Sir,

The “advertisement” u/r requests [members of the] public “to send their
valuable suggestions / views in writing on specific aspects of the plan for
consideration during the Mid-Term Review exercise to Director (Plg.)MPR”.
The news dt.12/10/11 u/r quotes, “Committees will be formed to look into
feasibility of these suggestions before they are included of rejected”. The
news dt.11/11/11 u/r conveys post-review MPD modifications will be effected
next year. The “advertisement” -- saying MPD-2021 “emphasizes on public
participation and Periodic / Mid-Term Review” - gives the impression that
MPD-2021 envisages it. However, in my view such solicitation runs
contrary to MPD-2021 & DDA Act [para 2 & 3 herein], and suggestions are
neither feasible nor amenable to action by Dir.(Plg) [para 4& S herein].

2. GOI notification No0.S.0.141(E) dt.07/02/07 of MPD-2021 refers to
public / community participation only at the ‘local area planning’ level
proposed in it.! On the other hand, MPD monitoring & review is envisaged as
a technical task “through indicators of physical and socio-economic changes”
[Para 18.2] to be done by a “high-level committee” [Para-18.3] with help of
[Para-18.5] a “dedicated Monitoring Unit" [Para-18.3] and 10 “Management
Action Groups” [Para-18.4] -- and not of public suggestions / views.

3. DD Act has no provision for MPD ‘monitoring’ or ‘review' per se, but
‘monitoring’ is implicit / pre-requisite to powers vested in GOl under S.42
[Returns and inspection’] to “call for reports, returns, and other information ..
in regard to the implementation of the master plan” etc. The MPD review
mechanism proposed in MPD-2021 is within ambit of DD Act, subject to the
provisions of S.5A [‘Constitution of Committees’] for constituting the ‘High-
Level Committee’ of S.4 ['Staff of the Authority’] for-setting up the ‘Monitoring

" In INTRODUCTION’ itself, distinctions are made between public-private and community
participation [“vision” stated in Para-3], between “a co-ordinated and integrated
approach...” and “a participatory planning process at local levels” [Para-2], and between
“Performance oriented planning” and “Decentralised local area planning by participatory
approach” [Para-20 (b)]. Chapters on various uses mention public / community
participation only for specified ‘ocal area’ aspects -- e,g: redevelopment of slum & JJ
clusters, resettlement colonies and unauthorized colonies “by ensuring participation of
the inhabitants” [Para-3.3.1.3A], redevelopment of unplanned industrial areas ‘with the
participation of the owners / entrepreneur in a systematic manner” {Para-7.6.2], “more
community participation and decentralised management” for performance improvements
in physical infrastructure [Para-14.0], etc - and final chapter “18.PLAN REVIEW AND
MONITORING” enumerates ‘Major Issues” [Para-18.2] in 3 sets -- planning,
implementation and monitoring & review -- mentioning participation in relation to ‘local
area’ level implementation only..

MPD-2021 REVIEW ADVERTISEMENT DT.04/10/11: Response [ Gita Dewan Verma | 173



vi.

Vii.

Public notice dt.08/04/05 (draft MPD-2021): MPD-2021 notification séys that

- “about 7000" responses were received and for “about 611" hearing was

arranged. | was invited for hearing although | had not sent any objections /
suggestions. Others (including S/Sh Ajit Singh, Badri Prasad, Hoti Lal, Harpal
Singh, Sant Lal, Samay Singh & Rajinder Singh) who had consulted me and
sent detailed / specific responses were denied hearing and later came to
know (in RTI process) that their responses had either gone missing or were
otherwise not duly considered. Er.Sarbajit Roy, who was invited for hearing,
was denied the information including access to record of all the responses
that he had requested in advance.

Public notice dt.31/08/05 {CLU at Tehkhand): My response was mixed up
with MPD-2021 responses and misplaced in MPR office and | was later given
special hearing by court order; .

Public notice dt.28/07/06 (CLU at Vasant Kunj): My response was
misplaced, perhaps in same way;

Public notices dt.20/04/08 & 16/05/08 {mixed use provisions): My responses
marked “STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL — TO BE OPENED ONLY IF | GIVE CONSENT IN
WRITING AFTER RECEIVING INFORMATION RELATING TO PROCEDURE ..." were
opened by MPR office without my consent;

Public notice dt.09/06/08 (controls for hotels): My response was misplaced
and | was otherwise issued on 17/07/08 {when | visited MPR office and the
copies enclosed with para-4 herein were provided to me) invitation for the
hearing on 18/07/08;

Public notice dt.11/01/09 (EWS reservation in housing): S/Sh indrajit Singh,
Navin & Rajinder Singh who had sent detailed responses after consulting me
did not receive intimation for hearing. Sh Indrajit Singh later came to know in
RTI process that their responses were on file along with those of several
others’ all of whom had sent copy of same response.

Public notices of July-September 2011: At the hearings held on 02/11/11
for one recent and two earlier public notices (whereat | was present for the
earlier notices) the Board, after Dr.Poonam Prakash brought to notice of the
Board that since July the public notices u/S.11A were not even being
uploaded in Public Notice section of DDA website, cancelled the hearing in
the recent matter and directed re-publishing the notice and enquiry into the
lapse in dissemination. il

c.  On DDA website is found -- besides the Link “Review of MPD2021" on
which responses may be posted -- a link “Login for View Suggestion”, i.e,
suggestions received from public are being viewed by persons _having
privileged access to the website, identities of whom are not disclosed to
public. This is exceptionable, especially considering that in the matter of
Er.Sarbajit Roy cited in sub-para (i) above, access to others’ responses
was denied for reason of risks from touts / vested interests.

Copy to:

Yours sincerely,

Wt

[ Gita Dewan Verma |

Er.Sarbajit Roy, S/Sh Ajit Singh, Badri Prasad, Hoti Lal, Harpal Singh, Indrajit Singh,
Navin s/o Sant Ram, Sar@y@ingh & Rajinder Singh and Dr Poonam Prakash -- for
information of the references to their matters under para-5(b) above

Enclosed:

1. Copies cited in reference on p.1 [ 3 pages |
2. Copies provided by MPR office cited in para 4 on p.2 [6 pages]
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