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among several issues and contradictions confronted by Indian 
society in recent times, ‘involuntary’ displacement due to acquisition of lands 
or homestead of people for creating infrastructure or industries is one such 
major problem. In fact, it has resulted in wide-spread agitations across the 
country, both by the affected people and civil society in general. The Sardar 
Sarovar project, proposed Mangalore Thermal Power Project (Cozentrix), 
Dabol Power Project, Maha Mumbai Special Economic Zone (MMSEZ), 
Nandigram (SEZ) and Singur Tata Motors Project are a few among many 
such projects which have resulted in direct confrontation by the affected 
people and civil society groups. According to Fernandes (2007), in India since 
Independence, as many as 60 million persons were displaced, of whom a vast 
majority were not properly rehabilitated. Moreover, among the displaced, a 
majority consisted of the marginalised groups, depending on forest produce, 
marginal land holdings and agricultural labour. It is therefore not surprising 
that such struggles in the country mainly focus on the land alienation caused 
due to infrastructural or industrial projects implemented in the public or 
private sector. Equally significant is the fact that such ‘land alienation’ has 
grown manifolds since the opening up of Indian economy in the nineties. For 
instance, if the proposed 341 SEZs in various parts of the country take shape, 
according to the Ministry of Commerce, Govt. of India, these would need 
land acquisition of the order of 1.49 lakh ha. (The India Today: 30.07.2007).

This does not include several Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOUs) signed in states like Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh and Orissa for 
pushing mega-projects on mining and related industries. These projects 
would require sizeable lands and forest areas from the people who live 
in highly impoverished conditions. Overall, the neo-liberal paradigm of 
growth has created conditions for large scale land alienation of people 
from their traditional sources of livelihood i.e. farming lands and forests. 

Involuntary Displacement in Urban Context
‘Involuntary’ displacement of people from their houses, commercial 

structures or even lands is also caused in cities mainly for implementing 
infrastructure projects: roads, train-routes, bus depots, sanitation projects, 
public spaces, and so on. More important, development authorities of large 
cities or social housing bodies (like state housing boards) acquire lands within or 
on the periphery of city boundaries for implementing housing, commercial and 
even industrial projects. Presently, under the liberalisation and aggressive ‘mega 
transformation’ of cities, private stakeholders e.g. real estate developers and 
business groups are acquiring/purchasing (many times aggressively/ forcibly) 
lands and properties for implementing high profit projects, like luxury housing, 
commercial complexes, shopping malls, IT centers, tourist hubs, and so on.
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All these are redefining the urban spaces - mainly in large cities. In 
fact, the ‘space’ no more remains as one of the means of production but 
emerging as ‘force of production’ (Harvey, D.: 2006). This is bound to 
change the landscape of a few leading cities in the country which have 
become the hub of capital accumulation under the global agenda. It has 
direct implication to a section of city population which would be dislocated 
and need resettlement (and rehabilitation). However, the issue needs its 
contextualisation in the present state of urbanisation and development. 
 
Lopsided Urbanisation and Its Consequences

The impact of this new thrust of mega-projects (including the infrastructure 
projects) on the people of a few growth-oriented cities should be understood 
in the context of urban development (or non-development) in the country, 
and its consequences to people and their socio-economic institutions. As a 
colonial legacy, a few cities in the country became the economic hub of urban-
industrial growth. In absence of any significant intervention on the part of 
national government for dispersing economic activity and therefore swelling 
(migrant) population away from these ‘growth engines’, uneven urbanisation 
set in. So much so, that over one-thirds of the total urban population today 
resides only in 35 million-plus cities. Several half-hearted efforts did not 
change this trend. A possible effort on the part of government came in 1983, 
in the form of setting up a Task Force on Housing and Urban Development, 
under the chairmanship of Prof. Tarlok Singh. The Task Force recommended 
significant efforts for a balanced urban growth through creating a ‘hierarchy 
of urban settlements’, similar to the urban policy then practised by China. 
This way, large cities were not to be industrialised and, for decongesting the 
mega cities, counter-magnet cities (up to half-a-million population) would be 
created. The Report of Task Force, as happens with many such expert-reports, 
got lost in the files of Planning Commission. In later years, the Urban Land 
(Ceiling and Regulation) Act (1976) was adopted for controlling land use in 
public interest in large cities. It remained ineffective due to the red-tape, and 
now is in the process of being scrapped. A Commission on Urbanisation was 
set up in 1987, to suggest balanced and equitable growth. It recommended 
dispersal of economic activity and populations from a few large cities to the 
‘generators of economic momentum’ (GEM) cities/towns, identified by the 
Commission. It was similar to the ‘Integrated Development of Small and 
Medium Towns’ (IDSMT) scheme launched by Indian government at the end 
of the VIth Plan. Nothing happened to both these schemes. Likewise, National 
Housing Scheme launched in 1988 hardly made any significant difference.

It is under these backdrops that a few large cities like Mumbai, Kolkata 
or Delhi faced unprecedented population growth (both due to migration 
and natural), marked by their crumbling infrastructure, deteriorating 
quality of life and rising slum populations. Ad hoc grants (if any) from 
central government and meagre resources mobilised from respective 
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state governments and municipal corporations fell far short of making 
any improvement on the above account. In contrast, the small cities and 
towns were not even paid attention in terms of their dismal infrastructure 
and resources. Consequently, glaring inequalities in terms of basic services 
and quality of life emerged across the cities and towns. Ad hoc urban 
development needed urgent attention for tackling these anomalies.

Mega-Transformation of Key Cities under the Global Agenda
The decision of the government to induct resources - private or public - 

for transforming ‘a few’ cities into economic hubs of ‘world-class’ came with 
a bang, under the neo-liberal agenda of market driven economy. It started 
in the nineties in cities like Mumbai and Delhi, and then spread to a few 
other cities - the IT-hubs, like Pune, Bangalore and Hyderabad. The process 
of industrial restructuring also changed the morphology of these cities. For 
instance, for the process of urban renewal in Mumbai, over 2 million sq.m. 
of lands from 54 ‘sick’ and closing down textile mills were getting available 
for the real estate market (D’Monte, 2002: 186). The Mumbai Metropolitan 
Region Development Authority (MMRDA) has taken the key role as ‘real estate 
developer’ and created a new commercial hub: the Bandra-Kurla Complex 
for attracting commercial and financial ventures. The City and Industrial 
Development Corporation (CIDCO) in Navi Mumbai is now performing this 
role with a new vigour. In Kolkata, Bata India was allowed to transfer 260 
acres of “surplus” land to Riverside Holdings – a 50:50 joint venture between 
Bata and Calcutta Metropolitan Groups. The new lessees have projects 
of Rs.1300 cr. for setting up hospital, hotel, residential buildings, a 10 ha. 
Special Economic Zone (SEZ), etc. (N.K. Chandra, 2008). In Bangalore city, 
the proposed world-class IT-hub envisages a 25 Km. long IT corridor that will 
connect the Electronic City in the south-east to the International Tech Park. It is 
proposed that by 2021, the IT corridor would cater to one million people who 
would be served by business parks, a commercial centre, six townships, two 
universities, three hospitals, six polyclinics, and two golf courses (Nair, J. 2005: 
333-34). The mega-transformation of Hyderabad is being achieved through 
developing premium spaces in the form of sector specific parks (high-tech 
IT and pharmaceuticals), filled out with excellent infrastructural facilities and 
facilitated by a business-friendly policy environment (Kennedy and Zerah, 2008). 
The transformation of Pune city is taking shape at a similar pace and scale.

These few examples towards mega-transformation of a few economically 
strategic cities provide enough evidence about urban renewal, spatial 
restructuring and infrastructure development, being carried out with the 
main agenda of attracting global capital and business to the country. Many 
such projects are being promoted by the private sector, with the role of 
government mainly as facilitator through policy frameworks, creating basic 
infrastructure and making large chunk of lands available for this transformation. 
It is in this context that recently introduced (in Dec. 2005) Jawaharlal Nehru 
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National Urban Renewal Mission (JNNURM) becomes significant. It aims 
at a radical shift in the national policy towards urban development, with a 
staggering cost of Rs.1,50,000 crs. (over $30 bn). Interestingly, the scheme 
(JNNURM) covers 35 million-plus cities and another 28 cities - state capitals 
and cities of religious/historical importance. In spite of extending this scheme 
to some 65 cities, the fact remains that about a dozen of economically 
strategic cities will further consolidate their role as generators of private 
capital, within the global agenda. According to an estimate (Sharma & 
Shaban, 2006: 17-35), top eight cities (Gr. Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata, Chennai, 
Bangalore, Hyderabad, Pune and Ahmedabad), in 2004, accounted for 36% 
of the total bank deposits, 51.4% of the total bank credits and 33.3% of the 
equity-FDI in the country. Given the fact that there are over 5000 cities and 
towns, a balanced urban development with socio-economic equity now 
remains a distant dream. Rather ‘enclave-urbanism’ within the rich cities and 
across the urban settlements is dividing urban spaces at a faster pace.
 
Urban Renewal, Involuntary Displacement and Issues 
of Resettlement & Rehabilitation (R&R)

It is in the above context that urban renewal with spatial restructuring 
is going to be a growing phenomenon, with its possible fall outs. With the 
growing clout of real estate (read the builder mafia in Mumbai particularly), 
the vulnerable sections of population in mega cities, mainly the slum 
dwellers, are under threats of their dislocation or relocation. This is emerging 
mainly in two ways. Firstly, the spaces occupied by slum dwellers, if centrally 
located and strategic from real estate view point, are being appropriated 
for their re-development (mainly for commercialisation). Second, for 
creating infrastructure (roads, rails and public spaces), the occupants of 
housing (or commercial) structures, in ‘right of way’ (ROW), are likely to 
be dislocated (and resettled if such a provision is a part of the projects). 
Incidentally, a majority of the structures needing demolition/ relocation 
are in close proximity to existing transport routes and mainly occupied 
by slum dwellers. It is therefore not surprising that many infrastructure 
projects being implemented in large cities confront the above situation.

Unfortunately, unlike the R&R benefits under land acquisition 
within the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 which are applicable to the farm 
lands, in urban context, such implications are hardly understood. The 
issue becomes more complicated if the structures to be acquired/ 
demolished are the slum structures, without legal land entitlements.

Again, within a slum settlement, the occupied structure may belong 
to a tenant, a squatter or even a slumlord. It may be in use for housing or 
commercial purposes (shops, workshops, garage, etc.). In the absence of a 
definite policy for such ‘unauthorised’ (even termed ‘illegal’) slum structures, 
their resettlement (and rehabilitation) becomes a ticklish issue. Two extremes 
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can be recalled here. The one is the recent judgement of Supreme Court 
in context of Delhi slums, a regressive view, which leaves no scope for 
the squatters on public or private lands for a reasonable resettlement by 
government (or local municipal bodies), in case of their eviction. The other 
extreme is the R&R under ‘Mumbai Urban Transport Project’ (MUTP), which 
could be considered as an excellent, though costly, case of resettlement in 
the urban context. The famous (or infamous?) judgement of Supreme Court 
in the Almrita vs. the Union of India case, on one hand, condemned the 
government’s failure to provide low-income housing as guaranteed in the 
Delhi Master Plan, on the other, it considered “rewarding an encroacher on 
public land with a free alternative site is like giving a reward to a pickpocket” 
(Ghertner, 2008). Thus, with such a regressive perspective of Supreme Court, 
over 3 crores of slum dwellers in large Indian cities could be treated more as 
criminals, illegal encroachers and nuisance causing. Within this perspective, as 
Ghertner (ibid) observes: “Overall, the over-population device is used to show 
the un-civic conduct of slum dwellers and the importance of removing them 
to maintain the capital of India’s “showpiece” image…. This pattern emerged 
in the proceedings leading up to the demolition of the Yamuna Pushta, a slum 
housing more than 1,50,000 people on the banks of the Yamuna river”.

Overlooking the above darker side of issue of ‘resettlement’ (rehabilitation 
hardly understood or practised for the affected people), Government of Delhi 
has been adopting a three-pronged strategy (Dupont, V.: 2008). Concurrent 
to evictions and demolitions, in-situ up-gradation (in a few instances where 
the squatted lands are not required for other purposes for several years), 
relocation of slum structures at far places, and environmental improvement 
(under the SIP) of existing ‘authorised’ or ‘unauthorised’ slums are these main 
approaches. It is observed (Dupont, ibid) that in recent ten years, most of the 
evicted slum dwellers are resettled (with 10’x12’ plot or constructed structure) 
far away, in the rural fringe of Delhi, up to 30 Kms. from the city centre. One 
such ‘resettlement site’ named Savda-Gherva in Delhi was visited by the 
present researcher, which was located 13 Kms. away from the far extended 
suburb (Rohini) of Delhi. Since a majority of the jobs of the resettled families 
were located within the main city, they spent sizeable time and money on 
commuting to the places of work. Regarding the use of acquired spaces by 
government, several public projects are initiated or to be taken up in future. 
But this process of demolishing the slum settlements for alternative uses of 
vacated lands extends to their commercial use as well. Baviskar (The Mute: 
05.09.2006: 16-39) describes the case of demolition of Banuwal Nagar slum 
settlement, in April 2006. Some 1,500 homes were affected and about two-
thirds of the ‘eligible ones’ were resettled at Bawana on the outskirts of 
the city. Banuwal is now the site of a shopping mall, under-construction.

As described by the Delhi Forum (2008), a negative view appears to be 
taken by the Delhi Development Authority (DDA) in the case of demolitions 
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The private builders do not have any significant milk of human kindness 
and are more often driven by vile greed. Hence the SRA scheme has 
failed to make any significant contribution to the problem of housing for 
the poor as the property prices have skyrocketed in the last few years, 
the SRA has attracted all the greedy criminals to adopt a variety of ways 
to exploit it…..With the present SRA schemes, the builders, politicians, 
officials and mafia have been able to earn fantastic amounts if they can 
increase the number of fake slum dwellers, take over public lands by 
having even one hut there, coercing slum dwellers into acquiescing in 
their scheme and so on. Criminal complaints have been filed for forgery, 
intimidation, criminal assault, bribery, appropriation of public lands 
covering almost all the sections of the Indian Penal Code with the anti-
corruption bureau, and various stations across Mumbai….The State is 
openly implementing the Protection of Corruption Act.

“

“

of slum structures which came in the ‘right of way’ (ROW), while implementing 
infrastructure projects. The decision was that there was ‘no provision’ for 
such squatter-structures to be ‘resettled’ which came in the ROW for a public 
project. Overall, the eviction and resettlement experiences in the city of Delhi 
have been of a mixed kind, with a more hostile attitude of the middle class 
gentry (and even the judiciary) towards the issue of resettlement (forget the 
‘rehabilitation’) of the squatter settlements. The need of seeing ‘housing 
poverty’ in the context of oppressive role of real estate appears to be side 
tracked. In this regard, a scuttle observation is made by Soni (in S.Patel 
and Kushal Deb, ed.2006: 295): “Delhi is unusual among the world’s major 
cities in that it has managed to push out its growing numbers of the poor 
to the physical fringes. The traditionally rural areas of the union territory, 
corresponding to Outer Delhi and East Delhi parliamentary constituencies 
have, since the Emergency of 1975-77, been assigned the role of ‘peripheries’ 
- distant tracts of wilderness, fit to accommodate the masses of slum-dwellers, 
left to fend for themselves in poorly serviced ‘resettlement colonies’.

R&R in Context of Mega-Transformation of Mumbai
In the context of Mumbai, the issues of evictions, demolitions, relocations 

and resettlements of slum settlements have rather occurred concomitantly, 
and for decades. Before the eighties, the slum issue more hanged between 
the evictions as the poor was perceived ‘an eye-sore’, and under ‘a compulsive 
politics’ with pro-voter attitude, followed by a few slum improvement and 
resettlement schemes. In all these years, a perspective remained at the core 
of such approaches that the poor in the city of Mumbai had its significant 
contribution towards creation of wealth, and therefore, could not be brushed 
aside. The eighties saw a paradigm shift when the then ruling Congress Party 
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introduced the idea of resettling slum dwellers with proper entitlements, 
through involving the private sector with ‘cross subsidy’ incentives. Extra 
FSI (‘floor space index’) was offered to the private builders as an incentive 
for resettling the slum dwellers - both affected due to the infrastructure 
projects, or opting voluntarily for their resettlement. Later on, the government 
under Shiv Sena opened up the approach to the private sector through 
extra bonanza in form of ‘Transfer of Development Rights’ (TDR), in addition 
to the extra FSI, as a market mechanism for constructing houses for the 
‘project affected persons’ and also for the willing slum dwellers opting for 
such schemes for a ‘free house’. Of course, in this urban renewal, a neat 
package of ‘kick backs’, votes, super profits and lust for political power has 
been interwoven, with the share of cake to all the stakeholders, including 
a few thousand beneficiary slum dwellers. Incidentally, the underworld 
has its own share through the extortions or ‘protection money’ from the 
builders, and even some of the crime-bosses themselves have turned into 
such builders. The leading ‘Slum Rehabilitation Authority’ (SRA) is the key 
implementing body, pushing the targets against all charges of corruption, 
controversies and pushing the agenda of ‘real estate’. In this context, the 
observations of Gandhi, S. (in Mumbai 07 Reader: 200-05) are worth-quoting: 

The ‘vulnerability’ of urban poor is thus being defined and redefined 
for possible solutions within this logic of ‘urban renewal’. It is possible that 
the process is adopted by other large cities for its multiple ‘advantages’. 
In fact, Delhi has already expressed so (The Mint, Mumbai, 26.09.2008).

R&R under the MUTP: An Imitator Outcome 
As stated earlier, given all the set-backs, efforts and expectations, 

one scheme for ‘resettlement’ and ‘rehabilitation’ (the first of its kind 
in urban context) that, perhaps, stands out is the R&R under ‘Mumbai 
Urban Transport Project’ (MUTP). Prior to the MUTP, over 10,000 families 
in the year 2000 were identified living dangerously within a distance of 
10 meters along the railway tracks within the city. Under ‘public interest 
litigation’, the Mumbai High Court directed the Maharashtra Government 
to remove them from their present locations to safer places.

Also, given the crumbling of infrastructure in the city, the government 
proposed the MUTP, with its three major components: new railway tracks 
between Virar and Vikhroli suburban stations in the north-corridor and Thane to 
Kurla in the east; new road-links between Jogeshwari and Vikhroli (named as the 
JVLR) and between Santacruz and Chembur (SCLR), and improving/broadening 
a few existing roads. The MUTP required over Rs 4,500 crores, beyond the 
means of state government. It then reached the World Bank for funding the 
MUTP, for over 40% of its costs. The World Bank consented for funding the 
project, provided the state government agreed to successfully resettle (and 
rehabilitate) the affected families whose number was estimated to be over 
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19,000. World Bank advised the government to form an exclusive R&R policy for 
the families affected under the MUTP (as no such policy existed in India, in urban 
context), and also demonstrate a successful resettlement and rehabilitation 
through resettling those affected under the order of the High Court. 

Within this background, the state government formed an exclusive R&R 
Policy for the MUTP, chose the MMRDA as nodal agency for implementing 
initial phase of resettlement of some 10,000 families. The R&R Policy 
provided guidelines on entitlements through baseline surveys; constructing 
multi-storeyed buildings or transit-tenements (given the compulsion of 
lack of space) at available sites; shifting the entitled families to the new 
locations; providing basic public amenities (water, sewerage system, 
proper drains, approach roads and electricity) and public utilities (schools, 
community centers, spaces for religious structures, health centers, etc.); 
forming cooperative housing societies and training them for maintaining 
services in their respective buildings; preparing a ‘community environment 
management plan’ (CEMP) for its implementation; forming ‘grievance 
redressal committees’ for hearing complaints of aggrieved families; and 
finally restoring (if not improving) the existing incomes of the affected families 
due to losses, if any, through a rehabilitation plan, with preference to the 
‘vulnerable’ families. All the above processes, except the construction of 
buildings for resettlement, had to be participatory, and to be implemented 
by the community based organizations (CBOs) and credible NGOs.

Under this R&R Policy, the MMRDA implemented the initial phase of 
resettlements of some 10,000 families (3,925 families were resettled in 
the permanent buildings and another 6,000 families in the transit camps - 
subsequently to be shifted to the permanent buildings). The Tata Institute of 
Social Sciences (TISS) did the official evaluation of these ‘earlier resettlements’ 
(the present researcher being the team-leader of the study). Except a few 
draw-backs, by and large, the outcome of these resettlements was satisfactory, 
though the ‘rehabilitation’ part remained incomplete and unsatisfactory. 
Significantly, the project was implemented by a leading NGO from Mumbai.

Given the positive outcome of the government’s R&R initiatives for 
the above affected families, the World Bank came forward for funding the 
project. Accordingly, the second phase of R&R for the families affected 
under the above rail and transport projects was undertaken by MMRDA, 
under overall guidance from the World Bank. The TISS, similar to the 
earlier study, did the evaluation of recently implemented R&R under the 
MUTP (the present researcher, being team-leader of the study). 
With a limited scope of the present paper, only a 
few key observations are stated here:
01. The outcome of the R&R implementation under the MUTP project 

was more than satisfactory. It was made possible due to allocation of 
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large funds for the process; available guidance through an exclusive 
R&R Policy; participatory approach for implementing the scheme 
through the CBOs and NGOs; and sustained efforts of the MMRDA, 
under overall supervision and guidance of the World Bank.

02. A crucial aspect of the resettlement process was the mode of deciding 
entitlements of the PAHs. Significantly, almost all the respondents 
felt that they had received their due entitlements. There was also 
a high degree of satisfaction with allotments; the decisions in this 
respect were generally participatory in nature. However, there were 
some who were dissatisfied; the main reason being that upper 
floors are inconvenient, especially for aged and vulnerable Project 
Affected Households (PAHs). The nature of assistance provided for 
shifting varied considerably between the resettlement sites. Site 
locations have also emerged as ‘unfavoured’ for some PAPs.

03. Most of the respondents approve living in multi-storied buildings. 
The allotment of a good, “pucca” house and better living 
environment were perceived as the important plus points of 
the resettlement. The major negative aspects were the longer 
distance to workplace, less public amenities and more financial 
liabilities towards paying for service charges in the buildings.

04. The majority (83.4%) of the main earners are continuing with 
their earlier jobs. There has been a loss of supplementary 
jobs after resettlement; however, the younger group entering 
the work force has compensated it to a certain extent. It has 
resulted in an increase in the number of earners per family.

05. The mean monthly household income has increased from Rs 3,805 to Rs 
5,756. It is primarily due to rise in real wages and not due to resettlement.

06. T.V. and fans are assets found in most houses prior to 
the resettlement. Subsequently, assets most frequently 
acquired are a T.V., mobile phone or cooking gas.

07. Though household income now is higher than that prior to the 
resettlement, the financial liabilities have increased, primarily 
for house maintenance, transport, electricity and health. Further 
evidence of the “erosion” in real income is provided by the increase 
in the proportion of respondents reporting indebtedness.

08. The families most affected by the increase in financial liabilities after 
resettlement are those belonging to the ‘vulnerable’ category who 
constitute (23.6%) of the Project Affected People (PAPs). Only a few of 
them received assistance in the form of cash payment, and assistance from 
government schemes, etc. In addition to vulnerability due to economic 
conditions, age or physical handicaps, other aspects of vulnerabilities 
are also visible. Illustrative case studies provide an insight into these 
dimensions. It is expected that the recently appointed TCS Consultants 
shall work towards improving job skills, enhancing income opportunities 
and providing information for better options for their livelihoods.
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09. Housing societies are in the process of being formed for all the buildings, 
though most of them have yet to be registered formally. However, there 
are significant differences in their functioning across the different sites. 
Though MMRDA officials as well as the NGOs feel that registration should 
be expedited, dissemination of information and facilitation of the process is 
an issue. In fact, some residents are not very much in favour of registration, 
as they feel they may not be able to shoulder the responsibilities. The 
societies are performing the function of maintenance of services and 
cleanliness, organising cultural programmes, addressing complaints, etc.

10. There has been a conscious effort in relocating families to avoid rupture 
in neighbourhood cohesion. Almost all the respondents have been 
settled together with their earlier neighbours at the same site, and 
often in the same building. Significant differences emerge between 
the sites in the degree of social interaction, more so at Anik. There, the 
host communities consider the resettled PAPs as lacking civic sense.

11. All the tenements have been provided with piped water supply and 
electricity. However, the daily duration of water supply is very small. There 
are common meters in a building and hence payment is collected as a 
part of the society charges. Tenements have individual electric meters. 
Most of the respondents state that they pay more for electricity now.

12.  Garbage is generally disposed off in society bins. However, the 
differences between the sites in cleanliness of surroundings bring into 
focus the need for training to enhance civic sense in communities.

13. The lack of easy accessibility to the sites is a major problem. It has 
led to more time and money being spent for commuting. While 
basic services have been put in place, they are not satisfactory.

14. Public amenities are not well developed leading to a dependence on 
pre-resettlement sites for educational facilities, and even for accessing 
the Public Distribution System (PDS). The lack of adequate and affordable 
health services comes into sharp focus at all the resettlement sites.

15. An assessment of civil works and quality of infrastructure indicated 
that the overall quality of construction, planning and design of 
buildings at Majas was superior to that at the other two sites. Cracks, 
due to poor workmanship, between wall and beam junctions have 
resulted in seepage. Improper waterproofing in toilet, bath and 
kitchen sink areas has resulted in leakages. This is one of the major 
causes of dissatisfaction among a large number of families.

16. There is considerable room for improvement in solid waste 
management, internal road maintenance and tree plantation.

17. Some PAPs have made alterations in the tenement structures. These may 
weaken the buildings. The need is of providing ‘user manual’ with ‘dos’ 
and ‘don’t’ to the PAPs, and training them about their importance.

18. Though various efforts towards rehabilitation of vulnerable families are 
still on, the task is very difficult. In absence of a good rehabilitation, 
for poorest of the families, the R&R would more remain a ‘recycle of 
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their poverty’, with a possibility of their selling out the houses. In fact, 
the real estate sharks have become active in the resettlements, though 
any sale of houses by the beneficiaries is presently forbidden.

19. The MUTP faced formidable task of settling the disputes/challenges offered 
by the shopkeepers in some areas. Even though they have occupied public 
lands for years, even to the size of 1000 sq.ft. or more for running their 
business like garage, workshop and godowns, they demanded ‘market 
costs’ for their existing structures. It could be anywhere between Rs.5 
million to 10 million. Under the R&R Policy under MUTP, the residents 
and commercial structures are entitled for the new structures of 225 sq.ft. 
areas each, irrespective of the areas of their pre-settlement structures. 
This created rift between the government-officials and the World Bank, 
as the latter was inclined to recommend payments to such commercial 
structures at the market costs. In fact, one senior officer-in-charge made 
public statements that such R&R projects, cost-wise, are not sustainable, 
and government should not go by such ‘fantastic’ ideas of the World Bank. 
In this context, and also based on the involved actual costs on the R&R 
under MUTP, it could be stated that though innovative, it proved to be a 
costly affair, as perceived by a majority of the involved government-officials.

20. Lastly, the ‘odd locations’ of resettlements have raised the issue of 
losses of income to the resettled beneficiaries. In fact, a majority of 
the resettlement-sites are far away from the main city areas and in 
vicinity of the sites occupied by the poor families. This has led to loss of 
income to many families, mainly due to the absence of household-jobs, 
otherwise, available to the females in vicinity of middle or upper-middle 
class localities, prior to their relocation. It also involves more travel 
costs to the main earners in the family. The occupants of commercial 
structures have faced heavy losses due to, now, odd locations of new 
commercial structures. For these reasons, in-situ resettlements are 
more reasonable, though a difficult proposition in a city like Mumbai, 
where every inch of space is contested by various stakeholders.

Concluding Observations
The present discussion mainly focuses on the issue of ‘resettlement’ (and 

rehabilitation) of affected families due to the urban renewal - more so the 
mega-transformation - which is emerging in a few large cities in India, under 
the agenda of neo-liberalism and market driven economy. In the process, 
the ‘space’ is not only being redefined as a means of production but a ‘force’ 
of production. Thousands of poor families living in slums, central locations, 
or near roads and railway tracks are getting affected for implementing 
large infrastructure projects, or ‘spaces’ being consumed for commercial 
structures, shopping malls, hotels and luxury housing. Any concept of a 
sustainable development loses its meaning in this enclave-urbanism. 

A
M

EN
IT

Y
 | 

2
1

6



It therefore becomes imperative that the affected families - mostly the 
poor squatters on public/private lands - are in danger of being dispossessed 
- if not resettled (and rehabilitated) by the project implementing agencies 
(or the government). Unfortunately, ‘resettlement & rehabilitation’ (R&R) 
is hardly understood in the urban context. The present paper highlights 
two extremes in approaches towards such R&R. On one hand, the case of 
project affected thousands of families, in the city of Delhi, with inadequate 
or absent approaches to their relocation (with hardly any rehabilitation), and 
on the other, the case of R&R project under the ‘Mumbai Urban Transport 
Project’ (MUTP) which is exemplary in several respects. In fact, very recently, 
the World Bank (2004) has published a resource-book on ‘involuntary 
resettlement’ both in rural and urban contexts which, along with the National 
R&R Policy, can be a useful guide for R&R under the infrastructure projects.
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