Points to be discussed 
A. CURRENT DESIGN v/s  REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS:
1. Total School population for all 3 STP’s  is approx  40000 ( assuming 2 shifts) .School PG requirements of 3 sqm per student leads to increase in school plot area requirements as against our old standard of 2.5 to 3 acres for 2 schools which had 1 acre of PG shared between 2 schools. With the increase PG requirements the same increases to 5.2 acres of PG. To optimize the master plan by using smaller land parcels for school we will need to control overall school + PG plot areas. 
Way forward: we propose to plan for approx 15 schools in total which gives us approx 2600 students per school with PG area of 2 acres hence accommodating 1 school and its PG in a land pocket of 3 acres.( Distribution of schools: 2 in EWS, 2 IB, 11-general schools).
AML Inputs: Minimize the school plot areas by placing the bldg surrounded by PG to minimize the open space requirements. Plan for School with approx 3500 students and  PG areas as per rules and try to get Club house or any sports facilities in the PG 10% area if we get land parcels with 2 schools and  larger PG areas. 
2. R.G. Area required ass per regulations is ~6,50,000 sqm currently we are short by ~1,95,000 sqm(48 acres). If we can offset School PG area against RG then we fall Short by ~ 62,000 sqm (15 acres).
Way forward: We should try to get offset of PG areas from RG. –Liaison is ok with same.
AML Inputs: OK.
3. For Health facilities we fall short by ~22,000 sqm plot area.( all the STP’s)
Way Forward: we have one hospital planned above University area and one proposed on a plot north of EWS plot near taloja road. We propose to develop the Taloja road side hospital as a CSR initiative and which will also help us in OC requirement of sector 3.
AML Inputs: Plan for 10,000 sq.ft.(min) in MLCP of sector 3 as hospital preferable in north MLCP.
4. Overall we are falling short by ~6,000 car parking spaces.  ( STP 1 & 3).
Way forward: 2 additional MLCP’s to be added in the master plan.
AML Inputs: To be planned in future based on Liasion revised approval of street parking numbers. Planning provisions to be kept in master plan.
5. (not specified in regulation) For the club house numbers going by earlier standard of 1 club house per 7 million sq.ft. salable area. We are proposing 8 casa club houses in total for ~ 53 million sq.ft. casa salable area.
AML Inputs: OK. As mentioned above to be clubbed in School PG areas where possible.

B. OC RELATED POINTS FOR SECTOR 3 & 4 :
1. Commercial component to be proportionately developed with residential as per liaison.
a. For OC of sector 3, commercial BUA required ~ 80,000 sqm
Current retail BUA of sector 3 ~ 4,600 sqm.
So balance BUA required ~ 75,400 sqm.
b. For OC of sector 4, commercial BUA required ~ 57,000 sqm (expected around Dec 17)
Current retail BUA of sector 3 ~ 3,700 sqm.
So balance BUA required ~ 53,300 sqm.
Way forward: Starting commercial development in sector 2. Risk : they will be under construction when sector 3 OC is required.
AML Inputs: Work on sector 2 commercial buildings to be started ASAP.
2. Health facilities BUA  required sector wise + proportionate EWS area population
a. Sector 3 ~ 11,500 sqm
b. Sector 4 ~ 8000 sqm
c. Total BUA ~19,500 sqm Plot area @ 2.25 FSI factor ~ 8,600 sqm.
Way forward: As proposed in Point no A3 above.
3. EWS required BUA  sector wise ( to be discussed on site review date with AML on 19th feb.)
a. Sector 3 ~ 80,000 sqm
b. Sector 4 ~ 57,000 sqm
c. Total BUA ~ 1,37,000 sqm.
Way forward: Pocket C with reduced 2 BHK to 1 BHK units we get 1,38,000 sqm. Risk: land possession affects 4 buildings. Also revised alignment of main access road due to labour camp and land issues, additional acquired land and proposed new master plan block level to be discussed for way forward clearances.
4. SWM currently planned in sector 10, STP 2 has DP reservation of 34 acres as SWM( we own part of the reservation). Way forward to be discussed.
AML Inputs: to be shifted to STP 2 area even if the location is downwind from our development. Liasion  was asked if we can relocate the reservation which was not possible due to non possession of full reservation ownership.
5. School area requirements sector wise:
	Detail
	School BUA required sqm
	PG area required sqm

	Sector 3 + EWS 
	13,000
	11,500

	Sector 4 + EWS
	9,000
	6,300

	Total 
	22,000
	17,800


Way forward:  Sriram school + second school to be started. PG area of school + sport center give us 15,800 sqm. Balance area of 2,000 sqm to be indicated near race track area connected with underpass.
AML Inputs: ok.
6. Residential car parking numbers required (to be discussed during site review meeting with AML on 19th Feb.)
	Detail
	Required 
	Current design

	Sector 3 
	7,220
	8,237

	Sector 4 
	4,890
	4,965*


Risk: Assuming land parcel acquisition in sector 4 to get approx 50% of MLCP footprint area constructed.
7. Crematorium location to be finalised and started.
AML Inputs: Existing crematoriums near sector 10 ews or inside the gauchar area to be looked at and if they exist on records of authorities the same to be incorporated by Liasion for further working and approvals.  Next step of identifications to be done by Site team and Liasion in coordination with design team.

C. COMPARISION POINTS OF MUNICIPAL PLAN & CURRENT MASTER PLAN:
1. Sector 3 school in liaison dwg. Indicated in quarry park area. Our school will be constructed in sector 2 ( STP 3) area. ( Risk: Approval of STP merging)
2. Fire station location near sector 4 as discussed with PBB  matches with liaison dwg., to be started. Plot area required as per liaison is 5,100 sqm for fire station + staff quarters. We have land area of ~ 6,278 sqm .
3. Sector 4 MLCP is indicated in the liaison drawings within the ASPI block of sector 4 due to land issues. ( Risk: future OC point of contention due to location conflict)
4. Current revision of master plan in sector 5 &6 (shifting of school & club plot ) due to aakar pidit land can’t be incorporated in liaison dwg. ( Risk: it reduces the residential potential of sector 5 given to bank.) Way forward to be discussed.
AML Inputs: care to be taken in any revisions that the FSI consumption of the land is not reduced.
5. Liasion drawing from sector 6 onwards is not as per our master plan. What do we follow if any further pressure to build on site from bank is there?
6. If time permits: land issues with our priorities marked on STP1&3 areas. (to be discussed during AML site review on 19th Feb).


