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CHAPTER 9: IMPACT OF NPIS ON RESETTLED AND REDEVELOPED COMMUNITIES 

 
INTRODUCTION  
 
One of the limitations of the Traditional Planning Instruments (TDIs) was that they did not create 
possibilities to accommodate both the occupants of the land (slum or chawl) and simultaneously 
constructed public amenities on the same plot of land. The New Planning Instruments (NPIs) provided 
this possibility. Theoretically this meant that the NPIs (e.g., TDR and In-situ Redevelopment) could 
ensure that the occupants of the land were resettled on site with In-situ, or relocated and resettled off-
site using the TDR instrument. These new instruments applied to 50% of the entire population living 
in squatter settlements. 
 
While In-situ redevelopment created the opportunity for the occupants to be re-housed on the same 
plot of land, TDR offered landowners the assurance that occupants of lands that could not be shared 
(e.g., pavements and railroads) were resettled elsewhere. The earlier chapters showed that most of the 
housing created using the TDR instrument is clustered in low-priced areas. They also showed that the 
implementation process of these NPIs is a move towards networked governance, involving many 
formal and informal actors.  
 
In this chapter, the impact of the TDR and the In-situ planning instruments on the households of the 
squatter settlements is  presented. The impact of TDR on low income households is studied in a 
MUTP cluster and In-situ development in a cluster of households called Roma Banjara. The source of 
the data is a combination of a household survey and focus group discussions conducted in two of the 
case study areas.Two hundred households were interviewed from the Roma Banjara cluster and four 
hundred and twenty from the MUTP cluster.  
 
The Elphinstone community is a subset of households relocated to a new location, as part of the 
Mumbai Urban Transport Project (MUTP), undertaken by the Government of Maharashtra. This 
project has been implemented with financial assistance from the World Bank. One of the sources of 
revenue for the project was the required state government contribution, provided via the TDR 
instrument. The TDR instrument was used for the resettlement and rehabilitation (RR) of Project 
Affected Persons (PAPs) living in unsafe conditions within a distance of ten meters off the railway 
tracks. The project was expected to displace about 19,228 households (TISS 2003). The relocation 
sites were spread over a number of townships with three types of settlements: high-rise buildings, 
legal transit camps and illegal transit camps.  
 
Section 9.1 discusses this splintering of the original community, which took place as a result of the 
project. In section 9.2, the impact of the redevelopment on households of the MUTP cluster is 
presented.  In section 9.3 the impact on households of In-situ project of Roma Banjara is presented.  In 
Section 9.4 the impact on the livelihoods of households is presented and in section 9.5 a comparison 
between the sub-communities of the two habitat clusters is presented.  Section 9.6 presents the 
conclusions.  
 
9.1 SPATIAL IMPACT OF MARKET INSTUMENTS ON COMMUNITIES  
 
One of the key findings from the previous chapter on location preference of TDR was that housing 
amenities constructed an outcome of NPI, appear to be clustered in locations where land prices are 
lower than elsewhere. As a result, much of the housing for PAPs (slum, pavement and railroad 
dwellers) under the Mumbai Urban Transport project is concentrated in M Ward. Similarly, another 
relocation sites which uses a combination of market instrument and is located in M Ward is that of the 
Roma Banjaras. These type of relocation sites are studied for the impact that use of market instruments 
have on the community. 
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Mumbai Urban Transport Project  
 
The Mumbai Urban Transport Project (MUTP) has resulted in displacing households from different 
parts of the city. A large section of those displaced by the project have been resettled in high-rise PAP 
townships, predominantly in M Ward. In M Ward itself, a total of six townships have come up with 
22,316 housing units of 225 square feet each (see table 9.1). 
 
Table 9.1: PAP townships in M Ward  

 Village PAP township 

Number 
of 

housing 
unit 

Population 

TDR 
generated 
in square 

metres 

Percent 
of total 
TDR 

Earlier land use 

1 Anik Gadkari Khan 
and Vashi Naka 11,884 59,420 1,162,887 54 Industrial/ 

agricultural 
2 Maravli Panjrapole 0 0 309,112 14 Open 

3 Borla New Gautam 
Nagar 1 and 2 3,000 15,000 143,520 7 Container yard 

4 Mankhurd Lallu Bhai 
compound 1,900 9,500 512,850 24 Glass factory 

5 Deonar Lallu Bhai 
compound 1,900 9,500 23,585 1 Glass factory 

6 Mandala Maharashtra 
Nagar 3,632 18,160 19,325 1 Creek 

 Total 22,316 111,580 2,171,279 100  
 
Source: MCGM TDR database (2005). 
 
The quick pace of ‘resettlement and rehabilitation’ is credited to the Bombay High Court’s order in 
response to a Public Interest Litigation (PIL) filed by commuters demanding the removal of squatters, 
which were allegedly slowing down train operations on the Harbour Line.105 The state government 
took on the task to remove about 10,000 slum households living within the safety zone (10 meters on 
both sides of the tracks) and resettle them in permanent buildings and transit camps. Between April 
2000 and June 2002, 3,935 households and 145 persons who owned commercial structures were 
resettled (Burra 2005). Tracing the history of Mumbai Urban Transport Project and what gave it the 
impetus, Shekhar of the National Slum Dwellers Federation (NSDF) recalls:106 

In 2000, some middle class train travellers filed a court petition asking government to remove 
encroachments along the railway tracks and make travelling faster and safer. The railways 
refused to rehabilitate the slums and asked the state government to undertake the resettlement. 
Meanwhile the World Bank had been discussing with the central government to fund the 
improvements of the railway under the MUTP. Society for the Promotion of Area Resource 
Centres too had been pressuring the World Bank to rehabilitate railway land dwellers. On 28 
February 2000, the Railways started demolishing the slums on their lands. Some 3,000 houses 
were demolished, some were given [housing in] buildings that were already ready [such as the 
Lallu Bhai compound]. SPARC was given a plot of land for building temporary shelter for 
those who could not be accommodated in the buildings. Nine hundred houses were built in 
Kanjur Marg and two settlements here in Mankhurd, 1,500 on one plot and 3,600 huts on 
another. 

 
Rehabilitation of MUTP affected household is officially a two-stage process; some households are to 
be moved into buildings already constructed by private builders using the TDR instrument, while 
                                                      
105 Railway lines in Mumbai are divided into the Western Railway, connecting the western suburbs from Churchgate to 
Dahisar/Vasai-Virar; the Central Railway’s Main Line, connecting CST to Mulund/Thane/Kalyan; and Harbour Line, 
connecting CST to Mankhurd/Panvel. 
106 Gunna Shekhar Mulayan of the NSDF, interviewed by author on 28 June 2008. The National Slum Dwellers Federation 
(NSDF) is a people’s organization in alliance with an NGO SPARC and a women’s organization called Mahila Milan.  
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another set of households are to be accommodated in 100 square feet single story units known as 
transit camps. The manner of decision making on PAPs’ entitlements for resettlement has been a 
crucial aspect of the resettlement process, with ‘proof of stay’ and ‘community verification’ chosen as 
the main criteria (TISS 2008). 
 
The project-implementing agency (MMRDA) chose to engage voluntary organizations to implement 
the resettlement process. SPARC, the National Slum Dwellers Federation (NSDF), the Railway Slum 
Dwellers Federation (RSDF) and local community-based organizations all had a role to play in the 
resettlement process. This included preparing a ‘baseline survey’, deciding entitlements, mobilizing 
basic services, forming housing societies to take over operation and maintenance of community 
services, preparing a community environment management plan and even constructing the dwelling 
units in the transit camp (TISS 2003). 
 
The rehabilitation buildings usually have seven stories, with housing units of 225 square feet each, and 
are erected in clusters forming large PAP townships. Rehabilitation housing has been presented as the 
‘complete solution’ to all of Mumbai’s infrastructure problems, simultaneously providing permanent 
and complete housing for slum dwellers as well as bringing an end to slum demolitions. However, 
fieldwork indicated that over and above the two official types of housing created by the agencies 
undertaking redevelopment (SPARC, NSDF, private developers and the MMRDA), a third type of 
housing settlements appeared near the official rehabilitation settlements. These are unrecognized 
settlements, often forming at the foot of one or the other redevelopment buildings. Maharashtra Nagar-
Pattra Chawl is one such settlement of households that did not find their way into the transit camps or 
rehabilitation buildings of the MUTP project.  
 
Depending on the eligibility of the households, they are either relocated directly into a PAP township 
or put up in a transit camp. The Elphinstone community is one such resettled  pavement community. 
The  ‘Elphinstone community’ (as they liked to call themselves) used to reside in central Mumbai 
before they were displaced by the MUTP road-widening project and were resettled as PAPs in the 
township of Lallu Bhai compound (see figure 9.1). Another kind of settlement also exists along with 
the high rise of PAP Townships, known as transit camps. A smaller number of PAPs were housed in 
low-rise transit camps (known as 138 A and 138 B), which border the PAP township Lallu Bhai 
compound. The transit camps housed approximately 300 and 170 MUTP PAP households respectively 
(see figure 9.2). 
 
Across the transit camp, right under the high-rise PAP buildings, there is yet another  squatter 
settlement Maharashtra Nagar. Also well-known as an illegal transit camp, it looks like a low-rise 
pavement settlement with houses made from gunny bags. The settlement is home to approximately 
120 households (the number of households fluctuates depending on the season). The researcher was 
informed by residents of this settlement that some PAP households have been scattered within M 
Ward, some live in rented houses in slum areas, while others are in temporary shelters close to existing 
transit camps  (see figure 9.3). Thus it appears that the rehabilitation and resettlement process 
fragments the original community into segregated living places. While some of the households find 
their way into high rise housing as shown in figure 9.1, others are to be found residing in recognized 
transit camps and still others on new pavement communities such as Maharasthra Nagar as shown in 
figure 9.3.  A similar fragmentation of the community is also observed in the case of the Roma 
Banjara Resettlement.  
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Figure 9.1: Lallu Bhai Compound 

 

 

Figure 9.2: Transit Camps 
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Figure 9.3: Maharashtra Nagar 

 

 
Roma Banjara 

For the past fifteen years Roma Banjara is being implemented as a redevelopment project on sections 
of the plot. Currently, one rehabilitation building and one for sale building are being constructed, 
while residents continue to live on the same plot of land. The landscape of Roma Banjara is one of 
closely clustered high-rise buildings, with one slum immediately next to it   and another one close 
by—Rahul Nagar. A large playground runs parallel to Rahul Nagar, sandwiched between the 
community and the Mumbai-Panvel Road (see figure 9.5 for map of community). 
 
Figure 9.4: Women at the entrance of a Roma Banjara Tandav Housing Co-operative Building 
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Figure 9.5: Development Plan map of Roma Banjara community 

 
 
Source: MCGM (1991). 
 
The plot is segmented visually between three types of different housing. One is a cluster of seven 
high-rise buildings (each with eight floors and 64 units), which house rehabilitated households, often 
referred to by the residents as the Roma Banjara Tanda Housing Co-operative (see figure 9.4). 
 
Figure 9.6: A Balwadi run by a NGO in Roma Banjara Cluster 

 
 

 

Playground 

Rahul Nagar slum 

For sale buildings  

Rehabilitation buildings  

Transit camp  
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The second type of large squatter-like settlement lies at the foot of the high-rise buildings. These low-
rise transit accommodations are for households yet to be accommodated in high-rise housing. These 
households have been living here for over 15 years now. It is difficult to count the total number of 
huts, as often one hut opens to two doors on different sides of the hut. Following a door count, the 
investigators identified seventy-seven households living in the transit camp. According to Shankar 
Jadav, secretary of the Roma Banjara Housing Co-operative, the transit camps house 67 households 
that are currently not eligible for housing in the redevelopment project. The third type of house is 
located under the high-tension electric wires that run through the plot of Rahul Nagar, a slum 
community of those families excluded from the Roma Banjara Housing Co-operative. Shankar Jadav 
recollects the transition period:, ‘In 1993, when we shifted here, many more families were moved in 
with us from Chikoowadi [their village-like community in BARC], even though they were not allotted 
spaces. Some of the people in Rahul Nagar are extended families of those from Roma Banjara [e.g., 
two brothers fought and one moved out]; some are tenants who were not members of the housing co-
operative [those that belong to Chikoowadi]. Currently there are about 150 huts in Rahul Nagar.   
 
The original community that started out as Chikoowadi, has splintered into three sub-communities 
which have different levels of amenities and housing conditions. In the next section, the survey 
findings for each of the splintered communities will be presented. 
 
9.2 IMPACTS ON RESETTLED HOUSEHOLDS OF THE MUTP CLUSTER  
 
In this section, I will present the poverty profile and the changed housing conditions of the three sub-
communities of PAPs, analysing the data gathered through interviews and focus group discussions. 
 
Poverty profiles of the three sub-communities of the MUTP project 
 
The three communities show clear differences in their average levels of income. The highest number 
of households earning less than Rs.3,000 per month was found in the informal settlement of 
Maharashtra Nagar, while the lowest percent of low-income households was found in the 
rehabilitation buildings.  
 
Table 9.2: Monthly income of households in sub-communities of MUTP 

 

Households in India receive subsidies for basic foodstuffs and supplies through ration cards. The data 
from these neighbourhoods shows that a substantial percent of the population does not have ration 
cards, particularly in the informal settlement and the transit camp (35% in Maharashtra Nagar and 
30% in transit camp), in contrast to those in the rehabilitation buildings (where only 2% of households 
lack ration cards). As a result many households have to completely rely on the open market for food 
grains. Table 9.3 also shows that almost one-third of residents of the Rehabilitation buildings are not 
registered in the electoral rolls.  
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20% 
40% 
60% 
80% 

100% 
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Table 9.3: Percentage of households having proofs of residence in resettlement  

Status of community/and 
housing conditions 

Percent of households 
with no ration card 

Percent of households with no 
name in electoral rolls 

Rehabilitation building at 
Lallu Bhai compound 2 33 

MUTP transit camp 30 41 

Maharashtra Nagar slum 35 32 

 
Two of the six PAP townships were ready but not occupied while PAP households continued to stay in 
poorly serviced, dingy and low-rise transit camps in the neighbourhood. During discussions with 
NGOs and community leaders, the researcher found out that only those households holding valid 
proofs of identity were allocated housing in PAP townships, while the rest were moved to transit 
camps where they had time and opportunity to put together documents that could be submitted as 
proofs. According to Shekhar of NSDF, ‘The disputed cases are in the transit camps, there are also 
people from Azad Maidan pavements [who do not have proofs]. Some people sold their huts and 
transfer and sale…as a result, the households that bought their houses were not on the list of surveyed 
people.107’ 
 
The residents’ perspective on the issue was revealed during a focus group discussion held with a group 
of women living in Maharashtra Nagar108. One of the participants shared, ’We are members of Mahila 
Milan109 and save money with them, if I have proof that I am a member and you have my money then 
is it not proof enough that I am a PAP? The SPARC survey was not complete, we have been left out. I 
have proofs to show that I lived there. Every time there is a demolition I lost my documents. If you are 
at home you can save some things from being taken away. Otherwise everything is picked up and 
taken by the municipal trucks.’ 
 
It appears that very poor households that were not able to gather proofs of residence (in all probability 
because they could not make informal payments for the documents) and were differentiated  and 
excluded as they were not given the same treatment as those who have proofs of residence. Such 
polices which exclude households of similar socio-economic conditions from relocation rights are in 
practice discriminatory. Continuing demolitions by authorities of the transit camps and the Pattra 
Chawl resulted in loss of the scarce proofs that the households were able to gather, thus even further 
reducing their chances of obtaining formal housing. 
 
Housing conditions 

Households living in the MUTP rehabilitation buildings appear to have better housing conditions than 
before, both in terms of security of tenure as well as unit size and structure (larger units constructed 
with cement and bricks). These households also have access to legal electricity and indoor toilets. 
What is surprising is that 9% of the residents of the rehabilitation buildings are tenants, which means 
that the original PAPs sublet these apartments to other households. Living in the MUTP rehabilitation 
buildings incurs higher costs to the household, as they have to pay maintenance and taxes. Eighty-
three percent households in the rehabilitation building indicated that they paid between Rs.200-500 
per month, for maintenance of the housing unit and the building. Some services (e.g. the electric lifts) 
were completely shut down as the households could not afford to pay for the electricity. High 
maintenance taxes and distance from workplaces are key reasons why some of the rehabilitated PAPs 
chose to rent out their housing units.110  
 
                                                      
107 Interview  conducted on 24th June 2008 
108 Focused group conducted on 25th September 2006 
109 A organization of self-help women’s group promoted and supported by SPARC 
110 Focus group discussion held with the Elphinstone community on 8 June 2007. 
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The story of Hemu from Rehabilitation Building 19A 
 
I meet Hemu at the local grocery shop, where she came to buy wheat and jawar. Hemu is a Gujarati 
and a widow of around 50 years of age, who works with the conservancy department of the MCGM. 
She shared that she was unhappy living there and invited me to her house. We climb up the stairs, the 
lift has never worked as on arrival they (the Elphinstone community) were presented with an 
electricity bill of Rs.12,000. As no one could afford such high electricity bills, the residents decided 
not to use the lift. On the way up to meet other PAP families, we meet another widow, Meena Bai, 
who was on her way out with her daughter. She shared that she cannot find work as housekeeper—she 
cannot travel to her earlier workplace and there are no rich neighbourhoods around this area. Also 
Meena Bai has health problems: ‘I have been suffering from a kind of Jaundice and I find it difficult to 
walk down the 4 floors. I just do not leave my home; my children earn [money] and take care of me.’  
 
Table 9.4: Housing conditions of sub-communities of the MUTP Project (in percentage of 
households) 

 Status of 
community 
and housing 
conditions 

Percent of 
tenants 

with 
Kutcha 
house 

with 
illegal 

electricity 

with less 
than 100 

square feet 

with toilet 
within the 

house 

paying Rs.200 
as monthly 

maintenance of 
house including 

taxes 

who have 
faced 

demolitions 
 

Rehabilitation 
building at 
Lallu Bhai 
Compound 

9 0 0 0 100 83 8 

MUTP 
Transit Camp 

198 A 
100 60 40 97 2.7 5 8 

Maharashtra 
Nagar Slum 10 100 50 100 0 0 95 

 
Compared to the households living in the rehabilitation buildings, the situation of those living in the 
transit camp is amenity deficient: 40% of households have no access to legal electricity and 97% of 
them live in houses with less than 100 square feet, the majority (60%) constructed using temporary 
materials. When the respondents living in the transit camp were asked to rate the benefit they received 
from the redevelopment project, 71% felt they had not benefited from the project at all, 18% chose not 
to answer the question. Almost half (42%) shared that the distance to their jobs increased and 
consequently also travel expenses (table 9.4).  
 
The situation in the Maharashtra Nagar chawls is even more precarious; households are under constant 
threat of demolitions, and the entire settlement is constructed from temporary housing materials (jute, 
bamboo and plastic sheets). Half of the households use illegally tapped electricity. The residents of 
Maharashtra Nagar trace back their residence to either Tata Nagar or Mankhurd, where their shacks 
had to be vacated to allow for road or railroad widening. They reasoned that their exclusion from 
formal PAP housing was based on their tenant status as they were staying on the upper story of the hut 
(while government norms only recognize ground floor residents as legal claimants of rehabilitation), 
or that they did not have the required proof of identity. Some also claimed that they were accidentally 
left out of the baseline survey. Forced to relocate, they were permitted by SPARC to build temporary 
housing (Pattra Chawl),111 near the transit camps where they organized themselves as three housing 
co-operative societies (Amardeep, Sai and Tirang). Approximately 270 households lived there for one 
and half years, after which the transit camp as well as the Pattra chawl were demolished.  
 

                                                      
111 Pattra is corrugated iron used for making the shanties. 
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While those living in the transit camps were moved to another transit camp or PAP township, the 
residents of the Pattra chawl were driven out and left to fend for themselves. Recalling these 
demolitions during the focus groups, a woman from Maharashtra Nagar shares her story:112  

We had three societies, Amardeep, Sai and Tirang, with 270 households divided between 
them in the Pattra chawl, constructed next to the formal transit camp which housed 950 
households. During the very heavy rains in 2005, Jockim (of NSDF) asked us to move into the 
transit camps for three months after which they were demolished. [Today that land stands 
cleared of all housing.] Two years back the transit camp was demolished, while the transit 
camp residents were shifted to a nearby transit camp. We were asked to go and fend for 
ourselves. Jockim said, ‘do what you want, rent a place or live here, we will get in touch with 
you when we have a house for you; wait till Diwali.’ 
 

The households living in the slum of Maharashtra Nagar have been excluded from the project. The 
possible reasons could be either because they are tenants, making two claims (both for a house and 
shop that existed in the same structure), or families whose structures were partly affected, or those 
who had been included in the base line survey but not affected (due to realignment of the railway 
tracks).  
 
The TISS study lists some possible reasons for exclusion of large numbers of households wanting to 
prove claims for a formal pucca house (2008, 94): ’The baseline socio-economic surveys were 
conducted at different periods—in some cases well in advance, while in the other at short notice. 
These leave scope for minor errors in the names of the occupants giving the opportunity to some 
occupants to manipulate the structure by partitioning it into a shop and a living portion (double claim) 
involving even structures that did not fall within the re-alignment of roads or railways.’ 
 
If these households are not to be included in the project why is it that the households of Maharashtra 
Nagar continue to believe that somehow they can convince SPARC and its network or rehabilitation 
organizations to include them? An National Alliance of Peoples Movement activist provides a 
potential answer to this question: ‘Sometimes if the household is persistent enough and keeps 
pressuring the staff of SPARC then it’s quite likely that over a few years they may be included as a 
beneficiary. I have seen this happen on humanitarian grounds as well as recognizing that in all 
probability some households have accidentally been left out of the baseline survey.113’ 
 
Access to public amenities 

A large percent of the rehabilitation building residents felt that they were serviced by the local 
government; 84% said they had access to Balwadis, 20% to welfare centres, 47% to medical centres, 
82% to playgrounds and 47% to primary schools. However, new public amenities for education and 
health facilities (including Public Distribution System) have not been extended to the growing number 
of households. This has further burdened pre-existing feeble service networks, according to the Tata 
Institute of Social Science (TISS) report on the resettlement and rehabilitation: ’the inadequacy of 
community facilities is striking’ (2008: 54). 
 
An analysis of data gathered from 778 households in Lallu Bhai compound by TISS compares their 
current access to public amenities with conditions at their previous location. It shows that for both 
education and health facilities households find that public amenities have worsened (see table 9.5). 
 

                                                      
112 Focus group discussion held on 25 September 2008. 
113 Focused group discussion conducted by author : 28th September 2008 
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Table 9.5: Comparison of schooling and health facilities between their earlier site and current site 
(in percentages) 

Is the school facility  
better now? Lallu Bhai compound Is the health facility  

better now? Lallu Bhai compound 

Yes 23.8 Better 13.1 

No 40.2 Similar 19.9 

Uncertain 9.7 Worse 57.2 

Not applicable 26.4 Much worse 9.8 

Total 100 Total 100 

 
Source: TISS study (2008). 
 
According to the TISS study’s overall assessment of public amenities (including markets, open spaces, 
religious places) (2008, 54): ‘The high level of dissatisfaction with respect to various public amenities 
is very striking. The majority of respondents felt that in this respect, the resettlement sites are worse 
than the original sites.’  
The percent of households with access to public amenities in the other two locations (the transit camp 
and Maharashtra Nagar slum) decreases when the status of the community drops from resettled to 
transit and from transit to squatter (see table 9.6). A comparison between five public amenities across 
the three types of housing shows that the slum communities are worst off, having worst access to 
amenities (see table 9.6). 
 
Table 9.6: Type of housing and access to public amenities (in percentages)  

Type of housing  
Access to public amenities 

Balwadi  Welfare 
centre  Playground  Primary 

school  
Medical 
centre  

Rehabilitation 
building at Lallu 
Bhai compound 

84 20 82 47 47 

MUTP Transit 
camp 36 5 2.7 2 1 

Maharashtra Nagar 
slum 23 3 1 1 4 

 
MMRDA, the implementing organization, does not consider it necessary to provide all the facilities up 
front to the PAP townships; it sees the growth of infrastructure as a gradual process. This perspective 
justifies poor planning and contradicts the importance given to educational programmes (‘Education 
for All’ and others) by central government policies. As a result, PAPs have to continually press the 
MCGM for public utilities: new schools, police sub-stations or health sub-centres (TISS 2008). 
Because of the institutional setup of the MUTP project, PAPs in transit camps depend on SPARC and 
NSDF for all facilities, including water supply, sewage and electricity. Every household makes a 
contribution of Rs.150 per month towards these services. Project-excluded PAP communities, such as 
Maharashtra Nagar, are also dependent on SPARC and NSDF for they live in hope of being   provided 
with access to a home in the resettlement high-rise buildings of the redevelopment project.  
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Voice 
 
The three sub-communities have different rates of enrolment on voting lists (see table 9.3): households 
living in the PAP high-rise buildings have 33% of residents not enrolled; Maharashtra Nagar has 32%; 
and the highest percent is found in the transit camp (41%).  
 
For non-voters local leaders are an important source of claim-making. Maharashtra Nagar and transit 
camp residents referred to three different categories of leaders: the housing co-operative or community 
leaders (they reside in the community); the NGO leaders (who live outside the community and are 
easily accessible through their office situated in the transit camp itself); and a councillor from the 
nearby election ward. The women of Maharashtra Nagar during the focus group discussions expressed 
their frustration with their community leaders; it appears as if they have been cheated by their own 
leaders. Initially there was only one society, but as the leaders fought amongst themselves they 
transformed it into three societies. They said it was probably splintered in order to increase the number 
of claimants. SPARC had offered transit accommodation (formal) to ten households from each of the 
societies, and left it to the leaders to select which residents would be included. The leaders selected the 
members, ‘by looking at their faces, no proofs were needed; all you need is a letter from the NGO 
leader which says you have been surveyed. Our unity has been broken by these leaders; otherwise all 
of us would have received homes.’  
 
While on the one hand the excluded households depend on the NGO and CBO leadership for securing 
entry into formal PAP townships, they also distrust them and blame them for their current insecure 
housing situation. The demolitions of the transit camps and continuing demolitions of their homes by 
local authorities together with SPARC add to this conflictual relationship. Open conflict with the NGO 
is restrained due to the dependency of the households on the NGO; as a result their anger is 
transformed into either helplessness or antagonism. So while the majority perceive themselves as 
victims, others have taken on themselves to build relationships with other powerful actors. In the case 
of Maharashtra Nagar slum, the residents have sought to strengthen their position by associating 
themselves with a councillor from the Republic Party of India (Athavale Group). The councillor has 
been providing protection to the slum households against demolitions, retaining common water taps 
and supporting their legal battles for housing. A woman who participated in the focus group 
discussion narrated with great admiration: ‘Our real leader is councillor Bansode; he is not from our 
area but from Mankhurd. He is a good man and twice he came to protect our slum from being 
demolished. He is so good that he has taken all the cases filed against us by the police against 
himself.’ This means that councillor Bansode has voluntarily accepted the role of ‘prime accused’ in 
cases filed by the police against the community for obstructing police activities.  
 
9.3 IMPACTS ON HOUSEHOLDS OF THE IN-SITU REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT OF 
ROMA BANJARA CLUSTER  
 
The household survey shows the impact of the differential provision of facilities on the sub-
communities of the Roma Banjara In-situ project. The three groups of households (those who received 
homes in the rehabilitation projects, those living in the transit camps and those excluded living in the 
adjoining slum area) are described according to their incomes, tenure security, housing conditions, 
voice (voting) and access to public amenities. In both transit and slum communities, about three-
quarters of the households earn less than Rs.5,000 per month. Among households living in the 
rehabilitation buildings, one third (32%) earns between Rs.5,001-10,000 per month. This income 
difference between households living in the rehabilitation buildings and those living in slum and 
transit accommodation is also reflected in the ownership of motorized two-wheelers. Households 
living in the rehabilitation buildings were twice as likely to own a two-wheeler than their counterparts 
living in slum and transit camps (table 9.6.). 
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Table 9.7: Percent of households living in different types of housing 

Monthly household 
income in INR 

less than 
3000 3001-5000 5001-10,000 10,001 and above  

Transit Camp 49.5 29.0 18 3.3 
Maharashtra Nagar 64.8 26.2 7.6 1.4 
Rehabilitation Building 41.6 24.8 28.7 5.0 

 
Housing conditions of the sub-communities in the Roma Banjara cluster 
 
Only the households from the rehabilitation buildings can claim to both own their house and enjoy 
security of tenure (even though 20% of the respondents living in the rehabilitation buildings were at 
the same time also tenants). In the slum area 49% of the respondents were tenants, and in the transit 
camps this percent was very high—79%. The quality of housing in the slum areas and transit camps 
was distinctly different from the rehabilitation buildings. Forty-nine percent of slum and 38% transit 
camp houses were made of temporary materials (tin sheets, jute and plastic). Furthermore, each 
household had significantly less space at its disposal than those living in rehabilitation buildings 
(offering units of 180 or 225 square feet). More than half of the transit houses and 39% of the slum 
houses had less than 100 square feet per house. In terms of amenities, the slum and transit camps 
depended on illegal electricity (90% of the slum and 98% in the transit camp). Thirty-one percent of 
households in the slum and 26% in the transit camp did not have ration cards and therefore were not 
eligible to access the state’s public distribution system.  
 
When asked whether the respondents living in the slum houses and transit houses were included in the 
redevelopment project, 80% of those staying in the transit camp and 92% of those living in the slum 
felt that they had been included in the redevelopment project. Thus even though they did not have 
houses in the rehabilitation building, being relocated closer to the rehabilitation buildings was 
perceived by them as some form of inclusion. Their continued persistence and unrelenting hope—in 
contrast to the stark realities of their daily lives and their desperate living conditions—was puzzling to 
the researcher. When asked whether they had benefited from the redevelopment project, 30% of the 
transit households said they had not benefited, 12% felt that they had received a good house and 2% of 
the transit households said that they had paid money to ensure that they got into the redevelopment 
project.  
 
Among slum households, half of the surveyed households felt that they had not benefited from the 
redevelopment project at all. Also, 82% of households did not have any photo passes. Thus, even 
though the residents of the slum believed that they were part of the redevelopment project, in fact their 
slum was not a regularized slum—they neither held photo passes nor were they formally part of the 
project. 
 
The households living in the rehabilitation buildings (thus enjoying secure housing tenure) did not 
share this perception. They were very unhappy with the facility and 36% preferred not to answer this 
question; another third (32%) said they did not benefit from the redevelopment. The reason for this 
negative perception by majority of the households was that they were in conflict with the housing co-
operative leadership, on issues of rehabilitation location site. The rehabilitated households complained 
about the high maintenance costs; 86% of households pay between Rs.200-500 per month on house 
maintenance and taxes. Another area of dissatisfaction was that the rehabilitation house was very 
small and did not have an open area usable for cooking and sleeping. Some households also 
complained that they had to move out some members of the family to live in a slum area because not 
everybody could be accommodated in the small rehabilitation apartment (table 9.7). 
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Table 9.8: Perceived project benefits by households in the rehabilitation building of the Roma 
Banjara Housing Co-operative  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Access to public amenities  
 
The total community of 668 households is serviced by a welfare centre and Balwadi located next to 
Rahul Nagar. Residents pointed out that it is run by the NGO Apnalaya—not by the builder and the 
housing co-operative as envisaged in SRA policy (which is also applicable to In-situ redevelopment). 
The policy envisages that for every 100 households a welfare centre, a Balwadi and a housing co-
operative office is to be constructed by the builder free of cost (each of these amenities must be at least 
225 square feet in area). None of these community amenities were provided by the developer in the 
case of the Roma Banjara Housing Co-operative.  
 
Voice  
 
In the Rahul Nagar slum almost one-third of households do not have their name on the electoral roll. 
The percent is somewhat lower in the transit camp of the Roma Banjara Project (24%) and even lower 
in the rehabilitation buildings. 
 
Spatially the most vulnerable community is Rahul Nagar—only 20% of households approached 
MCGM directly for problems related to water supply, sewerage and public toilets. Another small 
group approached the local CBO for such problems, while a large section of households did not voice 
their complaint to anyone (49% regarding public toilet issues and 67% regarding water complaints). 
The slum communities do not utilize regular methods for approaching their councillor or a political 
leader; they are far more dependent on the local leader, or simply accept absence or poor quality of 
services—a clear sign of their self-perceived helplessness. The majority of the residents of the transit 
camps (63%) did not approach any leader or government agency on issues of poor quality of the water 
supply; other services such as solid waste collection and sewerage follow a similar pattern. Only 20% 
of transit camp households approached the MCGM directly. 
 
The study of six sub-communities indicated that there are large differences in standards and amenities 
amongst communities in M Ward. Two processes resulted in these differing standards: (1) a lowering 
of public amenity planning norms for slum redevelopment and resettlement projects, and (2) high 
entry barriers, such as identity proofs. All developments larger than one acre—which includes most 
PAP developments—are subject to planning norms. As per the MRTP Act, the relocation site ought to 
have 4,000 m² of open space and roads. Large amenities must also be outlined in the plan, and there 
are clear prescribed planning norms for acceptable distance between two buildings. These norms have 
been reduced for rehabilitation housing; as a result the number of people living within a specific area 
is much larger. Lowering of planning standards means designing poor living conditions for the 
relocated households and communities.  
 
 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 

Not Answered 36 36.4 
No benefit 32 32.3 

Good facility 28 28.3 
Got good house 2 2 

Got good water facility 1 1 
Total 99 100 
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Experiencing spaces in PAP townships in M Ward 
 
Walking in Lallu Bhai compound is similar to experiencing the noise and chaos of a local train station 
in Mumbai. Numerous voices and languages can all be heard at once; garbage lies uncollected at 
different points, including building material and overflowing sewage; one can see people selling goods 
on the sidewalks.  
 
Gautam Nagar, on the other hand, is like entering a maze of dark high walls, where sunlight does not 
venture and stale water, garbage and discarded food lie together in the by-lanes, teeming with rats and 
emitting a stale stench which one quickly wants to escape. 
 
Ideally, the development layout should envisage schools, hospitals and other similar amenities. 
Observations of the PAP township revealed the existence of some amenities with some ad-hoc 
arrangements. For example, an entire floor of a building in Anik PAP township is given to a private 
organization to run a school, and some street markets are permitted within the township. The meagre 
incentives given to the housing co-operative of PAPs—in the form of two rooms in the rehabilitation 
building for every 100 households  to run welfare programmes—are a poor substitute for genuine 
public amenities.  
 
Amongst the relocated community there are subgroups and different standards. The differential 
housing arrangements (building, transit and slum) are justified by the service providers and the state, 
by pointing to the proofs of residence that the households need to produce. This process of proofs of 
residence and related claim-making creates a social hierarchy amongst residents, creating a 
stratification of groups whereby one receives better services than another. This becomes relevant 
within the ongoing debate of permitting differing rules and regulations for planning and amenities 
within one city (Greene 1991). An unseen outcome of the relocation project is a process by which a 
class structure is created along with segregation of these groups; this contradicts the universal rights 
attached to citizenship (Gaventa 2006). Further, the process of excluding some households from 
citizenship rights, including the right of being equally treated, is seen as discrimination by the state.  
 
 In the next section, in order to examine the impact of relocation on livelihoods, a comparison is  made 
between the cluster communities (1) those relocated at a distance from their earlier place of stay due to 
infrastructure projects, (the MUTP cluster of communities) and (2) those relocated from their place of 
stay but resettled on the same or nearby land (e.g. Roma Banjara cluster of communities). 
 
9.4 IMPACT ON LIVELIHOODS  
 
The two resettled communities (i.e. the Roma Banjara and Elphinstone communities) are comparable 
as both are made up of largely tribal populations. The majority of households in the Roma Banjara 
community belong to the Banjara tribe, while a large section of the Elphinstone community belong to 
the Pardhi tribe. While the Banjara community has been predominately engaged in the construction 
industry, the Pardhis of Elphinstone work in the flower business.  
 
The households displaced by the MUTP were living near the Elphinstone railway station. Their houses 
were located at walking distance from the city’s flower market where they bought flowers in bulk 
during the early morning auction, later to resell them during the day either at stoplights or woven into 
garlands and decorations for women’s hair. The flower trade generally involves the entire family: both 
men and women buy flowers; the women weave them; and children and women sell them. The house 
or the roadside pavement is used for weaving the flowers, making it easy for women to keep an eye on 
the children while they conduct business.  
 
The relocation of the Pardhi community has had a direct impact on their livelihood. During the focus 
group discussions held with Pardhi families, they complained regarding the increased distance 
between their new homes and the flower market and the added cost of travel by train. Due to the long 
early morning travel to the flower market, the task of purchasing flowers completely shifted to the 
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men of the house, because women could not leave children alone. In some Pardhi families, the women 
took on new occupations, such as selling trinkets on trains. This they identified as work with higher 
risks, as they are in danger of being apprehended by the railway police.  
 
Further, 40% of resettled households complained about the increased distance from their workplace, 
with the highest percent of job losses experienced by the poorest (see table 9.8). The TISS study on 
resettlement found that the main wage earners within the PAPs have retained their previous jobs; 
however, in a significant number of cases, the supplementary earners have lost their jobs—often 
women who worked as domestic workers and hawkers. Nineteen percent of the respondents from the 
Lallu Bhai compound reported that they experienced reduction of income due to the resettlement; the 
old location was seen as more favourable for the job held and seven percent of the respondents said 
that the old location provided additional job opportunities for female family members. The report goes 
on to say that the relocation has had an adverse effect on the occupation and income of households 
from ‘vulnerable’ groups (TISS 2003). 
 
The Roma Banjara community has been living in the same neighbourhood (roughly spanning one 
square) for the past 60 years. As the construction workers who built the township of the Bhabha 
Atomic Research Centre (BARC), they were permitted to settle in the township itself. The majority of 
residents (both men and women) worked as construction workers. Overtime, some men worked as 
masons and contractors, and a few became fulltime employees at the BARC itself. The long-term 
relationship between the community and the BARC officers has produced a labour network that can 
provide contractual construction and maintenance labour for the needs of the BARC.  
 
In the early 1990s, the community was resettled to a plot of land outside BARC. The resettled 
community, called Roma Banjara Tanda, was just a few kilometres from their old location and the 
move did not weaken this labour providing network. A number of reasons account for this stability, 
including the long-standing relationship, relocation of the community close to the place of work, 
internal cohesion of the community (belonging to one tribe and speaking the same language) and the 
fact that employer was a single institutional employer. While all factors did play a role in retaining the 
livelihood network, the most important factor was close proximity of the workers to the workplace 
(within walking distance).  
 
Table 9.9: Impact of relocation on livelihoods resulting from the MUTP Project  

Did relocation have a negative impact on livelihood? 

 Percent of yes answers from total interviewed in 
this category 

Transit camp 61 

Rehabilitation building 58 

Rahul Nagar slum 52 

 
Livelihood options depend not only on the set of skills and resources of the members of the household, 
but also on the household’s geographical location within the city. International experience indicates 
that it is worse to be income-poor in a poor neighbourhood (where most of the residents are poor 
people). M Ward, as discussed in earlier chapters, has been identified as a ward with one of the largest 
concentrations of households facing high levels of deprivations (as identified by (Baud, Sridharan, and 
Pfeffer 2008). Rehabilitating poor households in an income-poverty concentrated ward means 
reducing the household’s chances to get out of poverty. Social and economic segregation into rich and 
poor neighbourhoods is known to exacerbate poverty conditions for the poor.  
 
The study of rehabilitation township shows that a particular pattern of urban poverty (i.e. its 
geographic concentration), which ’refers to the confinement of the poor to a subset of neighbourhood 
locations’, also implies urban segregation (Greene 1991). This process of concentration of income-
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poor groups appears to take place as a result of the TDR mechanism, which relocates households that 
are already poor in low-priced areas of the city, thus further increasing the concentration of poverty 
there. These locations also lack easy access to mass transit facilities. The study conducted by TISS 
(2008) found that almost half of the respondents felt that their localities were not adequately connected 
to the main road or the railway system (table 9.9).  
 
Table 9.10: Connections of locality to main road or railway station (in percent) 

Locality connected Lallu Bhai compound 

None 55.3 

To main road 19.9 

To railway station 13.5 

To both 11.3 

Total 100 

N 778 
  
Source: TISS study (2008). 
 
9.5 COMPARISON AMONGST SUBGROUPS OF ROMA BANJARA AND MUTP 
CLUSTERS  
 
In this section, I will compare the differentiation amongst the subgroups of the cluster across the two 
projects, based on the findings in the earlier sections. The indicators are presented along with the 
findings in table 9.10. According to data presented in this table, the highest percent of households with 
low incomes (Rs.3,000 or less than $2 a day) are to be found living in the slum pockets of both 
projects. This suggests that the two projects have not been able to include the poorest of the poor, who 
continue to live in insecure slum areas.  
 
The comparison also shows that slum and transit camp residents do not show differences in their 
access to amenities or ownership of claim-making documents, such as ration cards or being listed on 
the election roll. Similarly, the percent of households with no legal electricity and indoor toilets is high 
amongst the transit and slum settlements in both projects. Furthermore, the percent of households that 
are not listed on the election roll is high in all the subgroups of the community identified in this study, 
including the MUTP building residents.  
 
In table 9.10 a comparative impact indicator between the projects and the subgroups formed as a result 
of the project are presented. The findings show one striking differences amongst the project 
subgroups. There is a vast difference between the livelihood impacts of redevelopment as experienced 
by the households in TDR relocation projects and those in In-situ development projects. The 
households relocated using the TDR instrument have been relocated far away from their earlier 
location, unlike the other households which have been relocated close to their earlier residence. As a 
result, high percent of households from all subgroups of the TDR project experienced negative impact 
on their livelihood as a result of the project (Singh and Singh n.d., in TISS 2008). 
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Table 9.11: Comparative impact indicators for community subgroups 

 In-situ Project (Roma Banjara) TDR Project (MUTP rehabilitation 
building) 

Indicators:  
Percent of  
households  

Rehabilitation 
building 

Transit 
camp 

Rahul 
Nagar 
slum 

Rehabilitation 
building 

Transit 
camp 

Rahul 
Nagar 
slum 

with less than 
Rs.3,000 per month Medium High High Medium Medium High 

without ration 
cards  High High Low High High 

not listed on the 
electoral role  High High High High High 

with housing 
structure as: Formal Informal Shacks Formal Informal Shacks 

with illegal 
electricity 

connection 
None High High None High High 

with no indoor 
toilets None High High None High High 

have faced 
demolitions None None High Low Low High 

with access to 
public amenities* Low Low Low High Low Low 

experienced 
negative impact of 

project on job 
   High High High 

 
* such as pre-school, welfare centre, playground, medical centre. 
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Key for indicators used in table 9.10 
 

Key indicator Category Description 

Percent of monthly income 

High 60% and more households within 
the type of housing 

Medium 
between 50- 30% of the 

households within the type of 
housing 

Low less than 30% of the households 

Percent of households with no ration cards 
High 5% and more 
Low less than 4% 

Percent of households with no name on electoral role High 20% and more 

Low less than 19% 

Percent of households with housing structure as 
Formal  

Informal  
Shacks  

Percent of households with illegal electricity connection High 30% and more 

Percent of households with no indoor toilets High 30% and more 

Percent of households have faced demolitions High 30% and more 
Percent of households with access to public amenities 

(such as pre-school, welfare centre, playground, 
medical centre) 

High 30% and more 

Percent of households that faced negative impact of 
project on job High 30% and more 

 
 
9.6 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Let us revisit the question raised at the beginning of this chapter: Do new planning instruments reach 
out to informal settlements and contribute to improving living conditions of these communities? Data 
collected from two projects was analyzed—Roma Banjara, a project using the In-situ redevelopment 
instrument, and the MUTP project, which uses the TDR instrument to rehabilitate PAPs. The 
redevelopment/resettlement projects that employed NPIs had dual impact: clustering of housing for 
the poor in low-priced areas and facilitating a process of splintering of the rehabilitated communities.  
 
Extrapolating the results from these case studies to the city level highlights NPIs’ two main effects. 
The first is the spatial restructuring of the city: rehabilitation housing is constructed in areas where 
land is less costly and commercial housing (middle and high class) is built in high-priced localities, 
using TDR. The second effect is that in the areas where rehabilitation housing is built, the ‘slum 
communities’ of eligible residents are splintered in the rehabilitation process into several groups. 
Those in the group that is best off receive new housing; the next best group is housed in transit camps 
and awaits selection for permanent housing. Those worst-off are those excluded from new slums in the 
surrounding area. 
 
The case studies also showed that the process of rehabilitation fragments the community into three 
different categories: (1) those who benefit from it; (2) those who are in the process or in the transition 
period of acquiring benefits; and (3) those who have been excluded. These categories manifest as 
different communities located on different plots of land in close proximity to each other—they are 
geographically fragmented. The communities are not completely exclusive or cut off from each other 
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socially. Sometimes there is overlap and often interconnected relationships exist, some of which are 
financial and others of charitable. The relocation established a clear hierarchy of sub-communities. 
The results also indicate that redevelopment processes (using either In-situ or the TDR instrument) 
have a common weakness of not including all residents. These excluded claimants cluster together to 
form another geographical and interest-based community. The excluded communities, such as those in 
Maharashtra Nagar Slum and Rahul Nagar Slum, live on the margins of the redevelopment projects 
and are discriminated.  
 
Although improvements in housing and land tenure security are achieved by the sub-community living 
in the rehabilitation building, one direct consequence of this improvement in living quarters is the 
negative impact on the employment. The losses made in the domain of livelihood need to be 
quantified but they appear to be large, and it will take some households a few generations to regain 
their lost economic status. These findings are not unique to this study; the practice of relocating PAPs 
far from their earlier place of stay has been discouraged by the norms laid out by various policy 
statements, including those by the World Bank. Despite these policy guidelines, the harmful practices 
of relocating PAP households far from their earlier areas of residence are still implemented. Perhaps 
this is because PAP households are poor and no longer valued by the state as contributing to the new 
economy and are easily dispensable. Thus, for every gain the PAP households make with regards to 
housing security, an equal or more important trade-off is made vis-à-vis quality of previous livelihood.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




