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Vikas Minar
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Sir,

This is in reference to your notice dated 04.10.2011 inviting suggéstions/views of the public

for Mid-Term Review of Master Plan for Delhi 2021.

We have been continuously running a pl’éy school/ day care -centré school for children
between 2-4 years of age named “Learning Tree Play School” (“the Play School”) from B-13,
Sujan Singh Park, New Delhi — 110003 (“Premises™), since 1995 without any objections or
hindrance whatsoever from any authority including the New Delhi Municipal Corporation
(“NDMC"’) or Delhi Development Authority (“DDA”). The Premises are comprised of
ground floor of a residential building admeasuring approximate[yr 3100 sq. feet (not part of
play school), with an enclosed garden admeasufing 111570 sq. feet (play school), which is a

part of a larger plot admeasuring about 7 acres (27000 sq. mtrs approximately).

The Play School was established in 1995, by a partnership named M/s. The Learning Tree
Play School cdmprising of Mrs. Deepak Chopra, Mrs. Tara Chopra and Mrs. Kiran Singh as

its partners, and has been continuously running since then.

The Play School is engaged in providing day care to the children and a part of the day care
program, engage the children in various activities  ranging from art, music, creative

expressions, basic science, environment awareness, cultural awareness etc. and the number of
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children there have grown from 5 (five) children in 1995 to-approximaterly 180 (one hundred
and eighty) children in 2011, most of whom are from the neighborhood area of the Play

School. The Play School has successful lly established a leading name for itself in the area of
day care activities and providing basic education thlough their play school and has been

successfully and contmuously running since 1995 till date.

However, of late, a view is being taken by the Monitoring Cdmmittee appointed by the
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India vide order dated 26.03.2006 in M.C. Mehta Vs. Union of
India & Ors, W.P. (C) No. 3677 E)f 11985 (“the Monitoring Committee”) that our Play
School falls within LBZ and in view of para 15.1 v of MPD-2021, which prohibits mixed use
in LBZ, our Play School cannot be allowed to operate as suéh. We have alréady made

representations before the Ld. Monitoring Committee and their decision is awaited.

In the meanwhile, the notice dated 04.10.2011 has been publlshed and we are giving our
suggestions/views on para 15.1v of the Master Plan of Delhi, 2021 which in our submlssmn
IS not only ultravires the Constitution of India, but is also oblivious to the social and

educational needs of LBZ. In this regard it is submitted that:

1; Chapter 15 of MPD-2021- deals with ‘Mixed Regulations® and according to para

15.2.2(ii) of MPD-2021, “other-activities” broadly in nature of ‘public and semi-public’
facilities as listed in para 15.7.1 and carried out in plots abutting roads of minimum ROW
prescribed in para 15.3.2 as per conditions specified in para 15.7, is one of the three broad

types of mixed use permissible in residential premises.

2. Further, paras 15.3.2(1) and 15.3.2(2) clearly state that “other activities”, including
pre-primary schools defined in para ]5.7.1, are permitted, subject to conditions mentioned in
para 15.7 of MPD-2021, in plots abutting roads of minimum 18 ROW in regular plotted
development. Further, according to paras 15.7.1 (a) under the Mixed Use Regulations of
MPD-2021, the activity of ‘pre-primary school (including nursery/Montessori school,
creche.)’ is permitted in the residential plots abutting roads of maximum ROW prescribed in

para 15.7.2, whether of not the road is notified as mixed use street. The h]ghest minimum

ROW prescnbed in para 15.7.2 is 18 mtrs and the Play School, which is a pre-primary school
within the meaning of para 15.7.1 (a) and is situated on the Premises, which are situated on

the Subramoniam Bharti Road having a ROW of over 18 mtrs, is cleally covered by paras
571(a)and1572 '



Also, according to para 15.7.3 (vi) of MPD-2021, the pre-primary schools should be
restricted only to the ground floor up to the permissible ground coverage. The Play

School is admittedly carrying on its activities only on the gr_oimd floor of the Premises

-

and it fulfils this condition also.

In view of the foregoing, it is understood that under the Mixed Use Regulatio-n of
MPD- 2021 a pre-primary school (whether DrOVldmg day care facrlrtres or not) can

legally run and operate in 1esrdent1al colony also.

It is pertinent to note that Premises falls within a colony, Sujan Sirlgh Park which falls

within the jurisdiction of NDMC where there is ho categorization of colonies,

However, Sujan Singh Park, is for the pur poses of MPD 2021, m pari material with

any category ‘A ¢ Iony of Municipal Cor poration of Del hr(“MOD”) The Premises

 from which the Play School IS running is abutting a road havmg wrdth of more than

18 mtrs. Also it is pertinent to note that the Play School has been running on the

ground floor of the Premises since the time of its establrshment

Therefore, the Play School fulfills all the requirements -as rﬁerrtr_oned in ‘Mixed Use
Regulations’ contained in Chapter 15 of the MPD- 202 1 for running a play-school/

pre- primary schools in a residential colony.

It is highly pertinent to note that according to the earlier Master'Plan of Delhi-2001
(“MPD-2001"), which came into effect on 01.08.1990, under the provisions . of
‘Mixed Use Regulations’, a pre- primary school/nursery school was permitted in a
residential colony provided the residential premises was situated on plot of a
minimum size of 200 sq. mtrs facing a mmrmum road of width of 18 mtrs. and further,

there was no restriction on the zones where the property was- situated and it was

applicable all over Delhi.

The same was applicable to areas falling under NDMC as well. It is pertinent to
mention herein that the reason why the same was.permitted was to cater to the “need”
of the society, as it was felt that the limited resources of the State could be utilized

elsewhere and in order to entice the private sector to come forth to meet the “need” of

the society, mixed land use of residential land was permitted.

It is further pertinent to mention herein that Early  Childhood Development has

globally been recognized as critical for human resource development. The first few



years of a child’s life are very crucial to his/her mental and.physical development.
Early Childhood Development includes two main aspects; i.e, care and education. The

‘education’ component includes pre-school education programmes aimed at 3—6 year

old children.

That even the Constitution of India recognizes the importance .of early childhood care

and education for all children below the age of 6(six) years vide:Article 45 of the

Constitution of India.

It is humbly submitted that Article 45 of the Constitution of India-comes under the

aegis of the Directive Principles of State Policy, and must necessarily be kept in mind

by the Government authorities.

It is further humbly submitted that the intention of the Péfliamer’ft vide Article 45 of
the Constitution of India is crystal clear, and that is to ambng other things require the
various State Governments to realize the importance of primary éducation (Pre-
primary class and Pre-school class) and to provide adequate hl_fréét'ructUre to provide

Pre-primary class and Pre-school class education.

It is further pertinent to mention herein that the .said duty placed on the State
Government’s by the Parliament vide Article 45 of the Constitution of India, must
necessarily be kept in mind while providing for dealing with any"éiubject which has a

bearing on Pre-primary class and Pre-school class education.

It is further pertinent to mention herein "that vide the 86" Amendment to the
Constitution of India, the Right to Education for children betweé'rix the age of 6 to 14
years, was added as a fundamental right by way of insertion of Article 21 A to the
Constitution of India. It is humbly submit{ed that the said furidamental right could
only fully be realized if there is adequate infrastructure for children to receive Pre-

Primary education (Pre-Primary class and Pre-School class).

In view of the mandate of Article _45 of the Constitution of Iﬁdia since MPD-2021,
seeks to lay the guidelin_es_/law/norms for the development of a_.gl‘obal city which also
happens to be the capital our country, it is imperative that the MPD 2021 should
provide for adequate facilities, to provide Pre-primary class é'nd Pre-school class

educational infrastructure which is also legally required.'



It would also be worthwhile herein to mention that it is stated in Table 2.4 of the MPD
2021 that by the year 2021, there wotild be approximately 49.9 lakh children in Delhi.
It therefore implies that the Government of National Capité'l of Delhi must ensure that

all children between the age of 3-6 years, must have access to quality Pre-primary
class and Pre-school class education, so that a particular section of society does not
feel left out. Thereforé a specific case is made out to give extra attention to provide
for sufficient educational infrastructure to provide for Pre- school class education as

the same cannot be provided for within the set up of a regular school.

It is pertinent to note that the Premisés comprises of a ground floor residential unit
having a huge garden adjoining to it and is having an area of approximétely 1075 sq.
mtrs. The Premises are a part of the building spread over a plot of approximately 7
acres. The Premises admittedly abuts a road having-ROW of more than 18 mitrs.
Therefore, even according to the MPD-2001, the Premises fulﬂvlled all the conditiong

to run a pre-school in a residential colony.

It is pertinent to note that MPD-2001, as it stood withefféct from 01.08.1990, was

over—night amended by the Government of India due to various political compulsions

of the Government arisin'g from the wide-spread sealing of the premises whiéh were

being put to misuser in various parts of Delhi. This clearly shows that such step of
amending the MPD-2001 was taken by the Government without due application of
mind and also in a hasty and arbitrary manner. Further, direction of the Government

for making Mixed Use Regulation applicable to all residential”premises situated all

ovér Delhi except for the premises situated in LBZ, without providing any reasonable
explanatlon to the same and without providing. any alternatives/ options in the MPD-

2001 with- respect to existing mixed user in LBZ, is dlscmmmatory, umust and unfair

for all those who have been earning their livelihood by carrying out mixed used

activities in residential premises situated in LBZ, which were permissible under the

MPD—2OOI, before the said amendment came into effect in as much as all the pre-

existing mixed user situated outside LBZ in Delhi are allowed to do so under the

Mixed Usex Regulation captured in the-amended MPD-2001 and, thereafter, under the

MPD-2021. In this regard, it is relevant to point out that:

i. In the PIL matter titled M.C. Mehta Vs. UOI and Ors., being W.P (C) No.
4677 of 1985 filed before the Hon’ ble Supreme Court of India with respect to



15.

16.

iii

misuser of premises in Delhi, the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India gave as
many as ten directions on 16.02.2006 and as per thbse_ directions, the violators
were called upon to stop misuse on their ownl'v'vithin t_he_."given time period and
file an affidavit stating that the misuser has beenv stopped. On 24.03.2006, in '
the same matter, the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India appointed thé -
Monitoring Committee in order to oversee the sealing of offending premises
and further difected that the sealing shall continue hotwithstanding any order
passed by any court and no other court will have an_y.jurisdiction to make

order of de-sealing of the premises under the orders of the Court.

Thereafter, in the same matter, on 07.05.2006, the Hon’ble Supreme Court of

India directed that due to difference of view as to how sealing can be carried

and whether to be carr'i'ec‘l out rby DDA or MCD, the Court directed the

Monitoring Committee should carry out sealing in the presence of
functionaries of MCD and DDA and thereafter, the sealing was carried out all

over Delhi by the Monitoring Committee in the presence. of the functionaries

of MCD, NDMC and DDA till August, 2006.

In view of the wide-spread sealing, over-night notiﬂcatiohs were issued by the
Central Government, Government of NCT of Délhi and MCD on 07.09.2006,
which incll-Jded Notification No. SO1456(E) dated 07.09.2007 issued by the
Government of India, whereby it amended the MPD-2001 to include new
Mixed Used Regulations in para 10 thereof.

While formulating MPD-2021, the Mixed Use Regulations contained in para 10 of

MPD-2001 (as amended vide notification dated 07.09.2006) were verbatim

incorporated in the MPD-2021, which came into effect.on 07.02.2007.

One of the views(which is the view taken by the Monitoring Committee is that in
view of para 15.1.v the Mixed Use Re:gulation contained in MPD-2021,_no pre-
primary school (as defined in the Mixed Use Regulation of the amended MPD-2001

or the MPD-2021) like the Play School or any other mixed use activity can be carried

out in any premises in LBZ. This would lead to a situation where on one hand, a pre-

primary school (which has to function at a walkingdistancé from the éhildren homes)

cannot operate in LBZ and on the other hand, it cannot shift to another non residential

premises within the LBZ as none are available and even if they were available, there
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are_no development controls for buildings of pre-primary school. Neither. the

amendment in the MPD-2001 nor l\/IPD—202l provides for any al'tematlves for all the

existing pre-schools being run in the LBZ prior to the amendrhent of MPD-2001. The

Government of India presumed that al] pre-schools will contmue to run under the new

amendments made in the MPD 2001Legaldmg the Mixed Use Regulations and

 ther eafter, under the l\/llxed Use Regulations in MPD-2021, however not realizing the

fact that on one hand, the Mixed Use Regulations have been made inapplicable to

LBZ meaning thereby with effect from Q7.06.2006, no playschool/pre-schools can run

in LBZ under the Mixed Use Re,@lllatlo_n and the Mixed Use Regulations do not apply

to premises situated in LBZ. Therefore, as on date, MPD-2021 does not cater to play

school-pre-primary schools in the LBZ except for the day care centres being run from

the residential premises (as already explained earlier in this representation). If a view

is taken that though the play school/ pre-primary school(whioh is not in the mature of

a day care centre) s ordinarily allowed to operate from 1651dent1al premises under the

MPD-2021 but as the Play School operates from the P16m1ses which ‘is within the

LBZ, it cannot do so, such a view in the absence of avallablllty of any alternative plot

of land being demarcated for a play school/ pro primary school within the LBZ and

also in the absence of provisions of development controls of building of schools

coupled with the fact that as per the Qangulv Committee Report made applicable from

01.04.2007 by the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi vide its order dated 07.03.2007 in

W.P (C) No. 19401 of 2006, the DlaY school/pre-primary schools cannot operate from

the same premises as a regular schools and the play schools/ pre-pr lmaly schools have

to be at a walking distance from the homes of the children., would, in effect, deprive

the owners of the Play School of (i) their fundamental right of running a school under

Article 19(1)(g) of the Constitution: (ii) their fundamental right of livelihood

guaranteed under. Article 21 of the Constltutlon (iii) their fundamental right of

equality guaranteed under Article 14 of the Constltutlon and (iv) their legal rights

under various other enactments and laws of the land and would also deprive the

children and their parents of (i) their fundamental right of running a school under

Article 19(1)(g) of the Constitution; (ii) their fundamental right of equality guaranteed

under Article 14 of the Constitution, and (iii) their legal rights under various other

enactments and laws of the land.




! It is also submitted in this regard that all schools in Delhi are governed by the

Delhi School Education Act, 1973 (hereinafter 1'6f61‘1;6d to as “the Delhi Education
Act”) and the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 (hereinafter referred to as “the
Delhi School Education Rules”). Under section Z(Ll) of the Deihi School Education
Act, “school” has been defined, which inclﬁdes 2 pféprimary, primary, middle and
higher secondary school, and also includes any other ,institution which imparts

education or training below the degree level, but does not include an institution which

imparts technical education.

il. Further, according to the Delhi School Educatiorn Rules, the term “Pre
primary stage” a stage of school education previous to the primary stage and the

term “Primary stage” means a stage of education from ‘classes [ to V (both

inclusive).

iil. Upon perusal of the Delhi Education "Act, it becomes clear that the term
‘school’ includes pre-primary schools. However, the Delhi Education Act is silent as

to the setting up and regulations of pre-schools. -

iv. Moreover, PIL matter bearing no. CM No. 2293/2007-in W.P (C) 12490/2006
titled Social Jurists Group Vs. Union of India was filed before the Hon’ble High
Court of Delhi, wherein the Hon’ble High Coﬁrt of Delhi, vide its order dated
07.03.2007, directed to set up the Génguly Committee and * directed the said
committee to give its recommendations with respect to, inter-alia, a pre-primary
school in Delhi and further directed that the said recomvmendations be given latest by
31.03.2007 so that the same are implemented by aIAl~concerned .with effect from‘
01.04.2007. True copy of the said order dated 07.02.2007 has been annexed herewith
and marked as Annexure P-5. The Ganguly Committeve SO sei up submitted a report’
dated 31.03.2007 - containing recommendations in Chlap'ter' 5 thereof, more

particularly those provided in para 5.05, which are reproduced below:
“Facilities for Children below Four ( Pre-school Class/Classes)

As mentioned earlier, the one year class of early childhood education that is
offered by all recognized schools immediately prior to Class I shall be known
as Pre-primary class. Facilities such as Child Day Care vCenz‘re, Nursery,

Kindergarten, Créche efc that parents avail of, depending on their needs, shall



V.

that:

come under the term: ‘Pre-school Class/Classes’. The Commitlee recognizes
the need for such facilities for the children who are below the age of four.

However, such Pre-school classes shall not be part of main schools. Such

facilities should be provided by the residents of ‘the community as

nez’ghborhoodplay—schools/day care centres so that children below the age of 4
are not forced to commute long distances. Presently exclusive play-schools,
nurseries, day care centres and créches are functioning without. any re gulation

and supervision by the government.

It has also been observed that the infrastructural facilitieS offered by these
establishments vary depending on the fee Strucﬁtre,-z‘he management, the
locality and other factors. Besides the appropriateness and adequacy of
physical facilities, what is transacted in terms of activities for the children is
also a matter of grave concern. Many of these nursery Schools are teaching the
curriculum of Class I and even Class 1l in an eﬁon to gef a head start leading
to a flourishing “Alphabet industry”. This is a very unhealthy trend. Hence,

efforts should be made to correct it The Commititee recommends that there:
shall be no school bagfor carrying any prescribed books in all such pre-school

class(es). The children will carry only tiffin boxva.nd play materials etc. from

home to school and back home.

To effectively implement this, the Committee recommends the setling up of a
monitoring mechanisin that may be evolved by the Governmeni of Delhi to

regulate the establishment and supervision of such play-schools for children

below the age of four.”

A copy of the said report has been annexed herewith and marked as Annexure
P-1.

‘In the said order dated 07.02.2007, the Hon’ble_ High Court of Delhi also held

“]18  We feel that the rolé of the play centers is very important and vital in

the development ofthe child. Play-centers for small children belween

the age of 3-5 years should be situated at a walking distance as

children invariably at this stage attend blay—cenlers for 2-3 hours and




sending them to far off places keeping in view the traffic congestion

would hardly be conducive. Commuting time iiself in some cases will
be equal or marginally lower than the total time spent by a child in the
. play-school. In fact it is not uncommon to see.even pre-primary

children taking heavy school bags with books to schools. Therefore

there is need to have early childhood =p7‘e-sc/iools in neighborhood and

to protect infants from dose of over—editcc_zfz’pn. Mofeover, we all know
that there is shortage of good primazjz School;s_'.h These schools have not
been able to expand be'causeiof space cdimstljailits and thus several
deserving students/children are deprived. of quality education. With
middle-class expanding, exitra spdce f07 primary and secondary
~ schools is required. It is obligatory on the pdrt of the State
Governmeni Lo lake all possible. steps 1o ensure that an equilibrium
and balance between the demand and supply z'L_s" maintained so that

every child gets quality pre-primary.education and higher education.”

vi. As mentioned in the ﬁrsf chapter of .the Ganguly- report there is much '
divergence and variation in the name given to pre~s¢hdol faéilities provided by both
the govemmeﬁt and private sectors in Delhi. At present pre-school classes are
variously called Nursery., Montessori, Kindergarten, Pr-e—primary.6 Play-school, Prep-
school etc. It is relevant here to point out fhat the commiﬁee.’s_earlier report had
followed the court’s directive and used the nomenclature of “Nursery’ while making
recommendations for a common admission procedure and cri_terié for admission to the
pre—ﬁrimary class. Some schools had created a little confusion with reference to the
connotation of the term ‘nursery’. There is also some ground for suspecting willful
misinterpretation by a few institutions so as to exempt themselx)es from implementing
the Committee’s recommendation in this regard.” So if is, necesééry to agree upon a
name to be applied to the pre-school classes for which this committee has been
entrusted with the responsibility to make recomméndationé.AA‘nother aspect that
emerges from the Court’s order also deserves attention. The Coﬁrt seems to make a
distinction between pre-primary and - pre-school in its order. -:While dwelling on the
issue of duration of pre-primary class, the Court’s order observes: “Therefore, there
may not be any objection if it is decided that pre-primary section will be of one year

duration only and a child completing the age of four years on or before 31° of March
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of the said academic year will be eligible for admission into the said pre-primary class.
In that event, if any child is admitted to the class prior to the said age, the same could

be in the nature of pre-school class and would not be considered as pre-primary class”.

vil. In a sense, the court’s order has spelt out the distinction between ‘Pre-school

class® ‘Pre-primary Class’. Pre-primary class is the one year of schooling of a child

immediately before the child enters Class-1 and pre-school class/classes constitute that

section of schooling which precedes the Dréprimary class. The committee would

adhere to this nomenclaturé and the rationale is that the one vear of schooling before

primary education in Class I does become pre-primary and will be part of a regular

school. What precedes pre-primary class will not be part of a school and hence it will

be treated as pre-school. Though pre-primary WO.U]d be parf of a regular school, it

would still be in an informal setting, differentiated from the classroom organization

that begins at Class-I. There cannot be any presoriptioh of a standard nomenclature for

pre-school classes because such facilities would, t0 a large extent, derive their names

from the system they follow such as Montessori, Kindergarten etc and also from their

purpose and- function, such as créche, nursery and day care centre. etc. What is

imp_ortant is that pre-primary education as described above will be called only by the

name, ‘Pre-primary class.” The recommendations of the committee, accordingly have

dealt with the former, i.e., pre-school classes. /

Accordingly, as stated earlier, in para 5.05. of the ‘Gangu'ly Report , it is specifically |

stated that:
“Facilities for Children below Four (Pre-school Class/Classes):

As mentioned earlier, the one year class of early chz/dhoad education that is offered
by all recognized schools immediately priorto Class I shall be known as Pre-primary

class. Facilities such as Child Day Care Centre, Nursery, Kindergarten, Créche etc

that parents avail of. depending on their needs, shall come: under the term: ‘Pre-

school Class/Classes’. The Committee recognizes the need for such facilities Jor the

children who are below the age of four.

However such Pre-school classes shall not be part of main schools Such faczlztzes

should be pmvzded by the ieszdenfs of the community as neighborhood. play-

schools/day care centres so that children below the age of 4 _are not forced to

11



18. _

19.

(1)

commute long distances. Presently exclusive play-schools, nurseries, day care

centres and créches are functioning without any regulation and supervision by the

government.”

Y e e

viii.  Further, according to the abovesaid orde}“s of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi,

which accepted the Ganguly Committee Report dated 31.03.2007, the pre-school

cannot be part of the main school and pre-school facilities should be provided by the

residents of the community as neighborhood play-schools/day care centres sO that

children below the age of 4 are not forced to commute long distances.

ix. It is pertinent to note the Play School for the last 15 years has been providing

day care facilities to children living in Sujan Singh Park. Khan Market, Lodhi Estate,

Pandara Road, Rabindra Nagar, Bharti Nagar Amrita Shergil Marg Golf Links, and

Defence Colonv, most of which places are situated at a walking distance from the

Play School.

%, Therefore, it is mandatory for pre-schools to be ‘situated within the walking

distance. therefore, by restricting the pre;—schools from operating within the [.BZ and

not_providing for. any alternatives for children living in LBZ, the Government is

violating the fundamental right of children of Right to Education and Right to

livelihood both guaranteed under Article 21 of the Constitution.

[n this regard, is also subrhitéed that according to the MPD-2021, “all
preschoo1s/nurseries/play schools have to adhere to the conditions laid under the
Miked Use Regulé‘tioﬁ in order to run the sanﬂ_e in a residential colony and the Mixed
Use Regulations are inapplicable to LBZ. The conditions laid in MPD-2021 other
than those mentioned in the ‘Mixed Use Regulation’ are appliéable for running a
primary school (a school playing facilities for students up to 'V standard), middle

school, senior secondary school, which are inapplicable to'the Play School.

Qo even if the Play School decides to move out of the Premises to another location
which has to be within LBZ as the Play School has to be -situated within walking

distance from its existing location), it is not perrﬁissible to do because:

as per the MPD-2021, play school related activities cannot operate from the

residential premises in LBZ;

12



| (i)

(iiD)

as per the MPD-2021, no plots for play schools are available in LBZ in

accordance with the Mixed Use Regulations;

as per the MPD-2021 and the building bye laws of NDMC, there are no

. development controls prescribed for play schools as it has been assumed that the

play schools can function on ground floor of residential premises under the Mixed
Use Regulations and the development criteria for residential premises are already

provided for in the MPD-2021.

20.  Thatin view of the factual position as narrat_é,d above, it is humbly submitted that:

It is imperative for the framers of the MPD- 2021 to have given due weightage
to the mandate of the Parliament expressed vide the 86" _Amendment to the
Constitution of India, by amendment of Article 45 wherein a direction has
been given to the State Governments to wark towards_ pfoviding Primary

education (Pre-primary- class and Pre-school class) to the children below the

age of six years.

It is further pertinent o mention herein that while framing the MPD 2021, the
framers ought not to ‘have neglected the bonafide “need” of the residents
living in the LBZ to have Pre-school class_edﬁcational set up, as the said

bonafide “need” is not-only limited to the residents of non-LBZ but is in the

nature of a universal “peed”.

91.  That a joint reading of MPD 2021 and the report of the Ganguly Committee on Pre ~

primary class and Pre — school class education raises the following questions

a.

The MPD 2021 bars the Play _School to continue to meet the “need” of the
residents of the LBZ to have Pre-school class educational infrastructure, and
there is no other place where the Play School could relocate with its 180
students within the LBZ. Then under these circumstances, is the Play School
to close down and hence again open up the void in 1‘Qéard the bonafide “need”

of the residents of LLBZ area to have a world class Pré-sohool class educatibnal

set up?

Since the Ganguly committee recommends that small children should not be

made to travel long distances to get to a Pre — school class set up, as the same
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24.

"1t is pertinent to note that all other ermissible activities Mixed Use Regu

is not conducive to their overall deve\opmént, then are children enrolled with
the Play School (in the eventuality that it is .closed) be required to sit back and
hence lose out at a very early age to the cﬁi\dren who are similarly placed but
residing in non-LBZareas that comes under the MCS or in the alternative,
should they be forced to travel longer distances as compared to simiiarly
placed children residing in non-LBZ areas and in the process, sabotage their

overall development?

c.  That in view of the fact that once the MPD 2001 was notified, allocation of
separate sites for running a Pre-school class educational set up were no longer
marked as it was thoﬁght that the private sector, would taking note of the
mixed usé_regulations, set up such schools in residential areas to fill the .
“need” of the society to have Pre- school c;:la_ss educational set up in their
localities. If in view of tﬁe above areas coming under the LBZ be excluded as
per théMPDQOZI, then where would the pérents living in LBZ také their kids

to receive world class Pre-school class education?

d. That if no Pre-school class educational set is allowed to run from residential °
buildings in LBZ, then are children living in LBZ areas required to sit at home
~while similarly placed children,i'n non-LBZ areas have access to Pre-school

class educational facilities in their residential neighbourhood?

lations like
banks, fitness centres, guest houses, ete. have the o-rpti'on of running the same outside
the residential colonies, as separate land plots have been allotted to them and also
separéte building bye laws have also been .provided: in order to build a new one. but

there are no such options available for running a Qlay—school.

Tllefefore, the MPD-2021 ought to be reviewed by amending chapter 15, particularly
para 15.1.v, thereof and thereby permitting running of pre-primary schools and play
uildings in the LBZ in the same manner as the residentia

schools from residential b g

buildings situated in non-LBZ areas.

buildings situated M NN Do 22222

However, MPD 2021 permits residential plots in the LBZ to be used for other “publi

and semi —public” purposes such as banks, fitness centres, guest houses, nursin

homes, coaching centres etc.
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That in view of the aforesaid, it is humbly submitted that appropriate éteps should be

taken by the Review Committee; by amending chapter 15. particularly para 15.1.v,

thereof and thereby permitting running of pre-primary schools and play schools from

residential buildings in the LBZ in the same manner as the residential buildings

situated in non-LBZ areas.
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