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Abstract

Once again the city planning machinery has become active as it chugs and puffs 
to push out the third development plan for Greater Mumbai. This article presents 
the designing process of the previous development plan of Mumbai (1981-2001). 
Using the actor-agency approach four encounters are identified between state and 
non-state actors during the planning process and findings are drawn on actor 
behaviour in urban planning. 

INTRODUCTION
The Maharashtra Regional and 
Town Planning Act of 1966 (MRTP) 
prescribes’ the process for drafting 
and adopting the Development Plan 
(DP). What strikes the reader of the Act 
is that the planning process requires 
consensus amongst different key actors. 
The section below analytically reports 
the events during the drafting and 
adopting the Development Plan from 
the mid-1980s till 1991. The process 
of formulating the revised Development 
Plan for Bombay was initiated in 1977, 
and the plan was finally passed in stages 
sixteen years later (between 1990 and 
1993). Some of the critical stages of the 
plan formulation as outlined in the Act 
are presented in Figure 1.

This article examines which actors 
intervened in the planning process, 
the interests and constraints of these 
actors as well as how they organized 
themselves. The approach is to identify 
actors as they engage in policy making 
processes or as they exercise their 
agency. This exercise of agency by 
non-official actors is at times outside the 

formal planning process and at other 
times invited by the state agencies. 
(Cornwall 2004, Baud and Nainan 
2008)

Four such events or encounters where 
official actors or officers of the state 
meet non-official actors have been 
identified. The selection of these 
encounters between sections of society 
and state is based on the coverage 
they received in the print media. The 
first encounter which gained extensive 
media attention was the setting up 
of the Planning Committee to hear 
objections and recommendations; the 
second was the State’s Chief Minister 
deleting the reservations of some plots; 
third was the setting up of the D’Souza 
Committee; and the final instance was 
the Public Interest Litigation (PIL) filed by 
environmental groups.

In this article analysis primarily from 
secondary sources of data has been 
presented. The data sources used to 
identify actors include newspapers 
journals, government reports, maps, 
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INSTITUTIONS AND ACTORS ENGAGED IN PLANNING 
The formal rules under the Maharashtra 
Regional and Town Planning Act set 
out the contents of the Development 
Plan as well as the specific role for 
each actor and time boundaries within 
which actors have to act.1 While the 
overall sanctioning and policy making 
authority lies with the State government, 
the survey, research and preparation 
of the plan is to be undertaken by the 
planning authority, in this case it’s the 
Municipal Corporation.

While the town planners of the 
Municipal Corporation have been 
assigned the role of surveyor, drafter, 
designer and recommender of plans, 
the councillors of the Municipal 
Corporation are assigned the role of 
receiving comments and objections 
from the public. The State government’s 
role is also to hear objections and 
finally sanction the plan. The planning 
committee appears as the only platform 
that includes the elected representatives 
of the city in the planning process. 
‘It consists of three members of the 
Standing Committee of the Municipal 
Corporation and such additional 
members of persons, not exceeding 
four, appointed by the State government 

having special knowledge or practical 
experience of matters retaining to town 
planning’ (Section 28 MRTP, in Desai 
2007, 43). Every stage of planning has 
been assigned a specific period and 
there is also a provision for sanctioning 
an interim development plan, as per 
section 32 of the MRTP. The State 
government appears to have a larger 
role than the local government. The 
State government directs the planning 
process by appointing the planning 
officer, and has a say in nominating 
members of the planning committee; it 
also conducts hearings independently 
of the local body and has final say in 
adopting the plan.

The MRTP Act specifies the contents 
of the Development Plan, namely, a 
report on land use maps, survey maps 
and charts explaining the provisions 
made. The plan is expected to include 
approximate cost estimates involved in 
acquisition of the land required by the 
planning authority for public purposes 
as well as the cost of the required works. 
At the end of the planning period of two 
years, the draft Development Plan has 
to be published. See Figure 1.

PILs and government databases. Some 
of the databases have been analysed 
to get a citywide perspective. Based on 
an analysis of these sources, various 

actors and organizations that are active 
in influencing the revised Development 
Plan are drawn out.

1. Section 22 of MRTP Act provides that proposals can be made to allocate land for purposes such as residential, 
industrial, agricultural and recreational as well as for schools, colleges and other educational institution, medical 
and public health institution, markets, social welfare and cultural institutions. Proposals can also be made to 
designate areas as open spaces for playgrounds and also for transport, water supply and other public utilities.
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A provision in the MRTP Act gives the 
State government the power to prepare 
an interim Development Plan pending 
the final plan. This interim plan, 
however, has to be published in the 
Official Gazette and can only deal with 
the allocation of land use for residential, 
industrial, commercial, agricultural and 
recreational purposes as well as for 
public purposes (e.g., playgrounds, 
green belts etc.).

Therefore, the formulation and 
sanctioning process of the development 
plans (including the development control 
rules) requires a multi-actor consensus 
within a stipulated hierarchy where 
some actors have more powers than 
others. There are multiple actors involved 
in this process: 1) the Chief Minister as 
the head of the state government; 2) the 
State’s Minister of Urban Development; 
3) members of the State’s Legislative 

With the previous sanction of State 
government appointed a Planning 
Officer to carry out survey of the 

area, preparing and existing land use 
map and formulating proposals for 

the Development Plan

In two years the Planning Officer is 
to prepare a draft DP and publish a 
notice in the official Gazette to invite 

the public to inspect the DP and 
invite objections and suggestions 

within a period of sixty days

State government, appoints Deputy 
director town planning to hear public 

objections to the plan

Submission to state government 
for sanction

Publishes Draft Development 
Plan in official Gazette

CIvil society and private actors 
raise objections

Planning Officer may modify 
plan if he thinks fit

State Government Sanctions 
the Development Plan

Deputy Director Town Planning 
hears objection against plan

Planning Committee 3 from standing 
1 State government appointee

Figure 1: Planning flow chart as per the Town Planning Act of 1966
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Assembly of Maharashtra; 4) officer 
appointed by the State government to 
receive objections and suggestions to 
the plan; 5)  Director of Town Planning; 
6) the planning committee of the local 
government; 7) the planning officials 
of the planning authority;2 8) general 
public; 9) the private and public 
agencies that own the land that is to be 
acquired; 10) public-private agencies 
that serve as are service providers, 
such as the transport and electric supply 
company; and 11) builders whose 
projects will be affected by development 
regulations. Political parties represented 
in the State legislature are crucial actors 
in this process. While actors who are 
employees of the State are part of 
the State hierarchy some of them also 
belong to networks of professionals, 
and or political parties (Narayanan 
2003; Thakkar 1995).

In 1977, after the BMC signalled 
its intention to prepare a revised 
Development Plan, an officer from 
the Town Planning Directorate was 
sent on deputation to the MCGB to 
work under the leadership Mr. B. B. 
Parikh, the Deputy Chief Engineer at 
the time, for the purpose of designing 
the Development Plan. By 1983, a 
draft revised Development Plan was 
ready for Wards A to G and the 
draft development control rules and 
the revised Development Plan for the 
suburbs were ready by 30 April 1984, 
when they were published. Altogether, 
there were about 7,700 plots reserved 
for public amenities in the entire city 
of Bombay. During the 60-day period 
allotted for public comments a total of 
3,800 objections and suggestions were 
received (Joseph 1996).

PLANNER, DEPARTMENTS AND THEIR PLAN
A special Development Planning 
Department (DPD) exists within the 
Municipal Corporation of Greater 
Mumbai (MCGM); its role is to undertake 
land use surveys, sanction layout plans 
for buildings, realize the acquisition of 
lands for public amenities, and design 
and formulate land use regulation 
policies for the entire city.  Development 
control regulations are also framed by 
the DPD and sanctioned by the State 
government. The development control 
regulations shape the city. It is the most 
important instrument for carrying out 
planning policy. 

In short, the DPD of the MCGM is 
the nucleus of urban planning in the 
municipal administration as it sets 
the design for citywide development. 
The DPD is under the direct control of 
the Director of Engineering Services 
and Projects and the Municipal 
Commissioner. This is the department that 
takes into consideration expected future 
city planning needs and formulates the 
policies and developments proposals 
that will safeguard the well-being 
of its citizens. The department has 
basically two important wings: 1) for 
the implementation of the sanctioned 

2. The planning authority in this case is the local government, i.e. the Bombay Municipal Corporation (BMC).
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Development Plan and 2) for the revision 
of the Development Plan (an obligatory 
requirement under the provision of 
the MRTP Act). The department also 
performs the on-going review of the 
plan. It appears that city planning as a 
process within the MCGM is controlled 
by the engineers lobby. The engineers 
lobby is considered to be one of the 
most powerful organized interests in the 
Corporation and is deeply embedded 
in an association of land owning 
and building professionals —PEATA. 
(Narayanan 2003)

The Report on the Draft Development 
Plan (Revised) 1981-2001 was 
published by the administrator and the 
Municipal Commissioner of Municipal 
Corporation of Greater Bombay 
(MCGB) in 1984. The report has three 
parts divided over fourteen chapters. 
The acknowledgment page lists the 
various contributors to the planning 
process, including various State and 
Central Government departments 
as well as parastatal entities, and  
private agencies.

Two major options for the type of 
growth to be promoted by the plan are 
presented. The first was to continue with 
the mono-centric pattern of southward 
growth, which itself was understood 
to lead to a continuous growth in 
population—estimated to reach 13.7 
million by the year 2000. The second 
option was a poly-nucleated type of 
growth, which can be achieved through 
distributing activities. It was estimated 

that the second option would result in 
the stabilization of population growth 
by 2000. 

The report lamented the difficulties the 
authorities faced in acquiring land for 
public amenities and recommended 
three possible means of increasing 
revenues, in order to raise funds for 
the land acquisition aspect of the 
development plan.3 The first suggestion 
to increase revenues was to amend 
the MRTP Act in such a way as to 
provide compensation to landowners 
at prevailing market rates. The second 
recommendation was to incorporate 
a new section in the MRTP Act, 
empowering the planning authority 
to levy development charges on the 
community of the locality where the 
implementation of a certain proposal 
of the Draft Development Plan has 
resulted in increased property values. 
The third recommendation was to levy a 
Development Tax Cess to be recovered 
when the landowners approach the 
corporation for developing their lands.  

The concept of Transfer of Development 
Rights (TDR) was introduced towards 
the very end of the plan as a ‘policy to 
allow the owners of the lands reserved 
for various social amenities in the 
development plan to develop the said 
plots for combined uses thereby getting 
the reservation site developed for the 
amenity for which such land is reserved 
at the same time allowing the owner 
to get certain potential of the plot for 
his beneficial use’ (MCGB 1984, point 
14.4.4.5 of chapter XIV). 

3. A series of other fiscal and tax-based recommendations were also made to increase revenue of the 
municipal authority.
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The section on TDR of the Draft 
Development Plan justifies its need 
based on earlier experiences of 
inadequate funds from the State 
and Central Government for land 
acquisition. The Development Plan also 
criticised the municipal corporation’s 
inability to raise sufficient funds to keep 
pace with the growth in population of 
the city. Ironically, the MCGB’s Draft 
Development Plan recommended TDR 
as a measure for enhancing public 
participation in implementing the 
Development Plan—not as a means for 
generating revenue or as an alternative 
means of compensation for land 
acquisition. 

What the Draft Development Plan 
does not mention is that TDR was 
experimented with in the shadow of 

the MCGB under the banner of floating 
FSI in the mid 1970s in collaboration 
with a builder in the western suburbs 
of Mumbai. The floating FSI project 
was implemented and when complaints 
were received the project promoters 
were fined. What was once an 
irregularity re-emerged as a proposal 
for policy. (Harris-White 1997)

The Draft Development Plan had 
proposed a number of alternatives, 
with the planners incorporating a 
cafeteria approach: leaving it to local 
and State politicians to decide which 
financial strategy was more amenable. 
The pros and cons of each alternative 
within the context of existing land 
markets and existing landownership 
by public and private entities were not  
seriously examined. 

ENCOUNTERS
Figure 2, presents a time line of the stages 
of the planning process. Interventions 
of actors have been indicated too. 
The four encounters selected for further 
detail are located within this decision 
making map. In this section the focus 
is on the four encounters between 
different actors engaged in influencing 
the planning process.

1. The planning committee hears 
objections and suggestions

Two different planning committees 
were established by the Municipal 
Corporation: one for receiving  

objections / suggestions 
recommendations on the Development 
Plan of the Island City and another one 
for the suburbs. These committees were 
distinct from each other: the planning 
committee for the Island City was made 
up of officials, while the suburban city 
planning committee was made up of 
councillors.4 From 1985 to 1987, the 
BMC was suspended for the Island City. 
When the hearing of objections for the 
suburban areas was to commence, 
the political conditions had changed. 
Local elections had been held and the 
municipal corporation was functioning 
once again: it was now mandatory to 
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constitute a planning committee with 
councillors. Thus the objections for 
the suburban areas were heard by 
a multi-party representative planning 
committee, unlike the Island City 
hearings which were held before a 
panel of administrators only. 

In 1985 and 1986 the five member all-
party5  planning committee of the MCGB 
set up to look into public grievances 
on the revised Draft Development 
Plan, which recommended deletion of 
reservation on 1,380 plots, measuring 
a total of 19.4 square kilometres. The 
planning committee came up with 
a scheme of giving concessions to 
landowners, which allowed for part 
development of land reserved for public 
amenities by the land owner for private 
benefit. The MCGB’s council approved 
the committee’s recommendations in 
just one day and these were sent to 
the State government.6 Between 1985 
and 1990, the Congress Party ruled 
Maharashtra State as well as at the 
national level, while Shiv Sena ruled 
the MCGB. Thus at the local level 
there is evidence to show that all the 
political parties were in consensus over 
sanctioning concessions to landowner. 
The local elected representatives 
of suburban areas saw this step as 

benefiting their voters, majority of who 
were slum residents, as de-reservation 
of private lands occupied by slums 
improved the slum dwellers chances of 
security of tenure. Thus not only was 
de-reservation of private land from 
assigned public use of interest to the 
private land owners but also in the 
interest of slum dwellers living on the 
said plots of land. (Nainan 2012)

In majority of the cases the landowners 
approached the planning committee 
through an architect who placed the 
case of the landowner vs. land tiller 
before the planning committee. The 
request usually was to either delete 
part of the public zoning from their 
land so that they could use it for private 
purposes or completely change the 
zoning in a direction that would secure 
more profit for the landowner.Looking 
at newspaper reports and interviews 
with the architects engaged by private 
landowners and builders, it appears that 
the de-reservation was done in exchange 
for money. Some newspaper articles 
point specifically to the role played by 
architects and planners as middlemen 
or agents of private landowners in this 
process (Mahesh 1990; Mishra 1990;  
Chakravarty 1990).

4. Two IAS officers deputed to the MCGM by the state government and two officers of the MCGB - the deputy 
director of town planning and deputy city engineer constituted the planning committee for the Island City. The 
planning committee for suburbs consisted of five members (all political party representatives); i.e. a standing 
committee chairman and four councilors representing different political parties with seats in the corporation.
5. Amarnath Patil of the Shiv Sena chaired the committee; other members were Puspakant Mhatre (Civic Forum), 
Dr.Ramesh Prabhoo (Shiv Sena), Indumati Patel (Congress-I) and Ramannand Lad (Congress-S).
6. According to the D’Souza Committee (1987, 43), the ward plans for the twenty-year plan were approved by the 
MCGM after a consideration that took the body not days or hours but minutes’.
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Commenting on the changes 
recommended by the planning 
committee for the suburban wards, 
the D’Souza Committee pointing out 
some extremes, ‘The committee’s 
considerateness had stretched into 
caprice…there was an unfortunate 
readiness to drop a recreational or 
educational reservation (particularly 
the latter), or to convert into an 
irrelevant allocation more convenient 
to the landowner, regardless of the 
community need’ (D’Souza Committee 
Report 1987, 44). 

Thus, the analysis of secondary data 
shows that the planning committee went 
a step further than its primary task, to 
hear objections and recommendations 

and in collusion with the Urban 
Development Department of the State 
government undertook changing of 
the zonings of land plots that were 
mostly owned by private entities. These 
changed land zoning were intended to 
provide direct benefit to the landowner, 
who now could use part of the land 
for commercial purposes. This ‘land –
sharing’ between commercial interests 
of the land owner and reservations 
made by the city planners for public 
amenities is perhaps the origin of the 
Accommodation Reservation (AR) as an 
instrument of planning. Currently, AR 
is an integral part of the Development 
Control Rules of the city of Mumbai. 
Where the land sharing includes the 

Civic groups
file PIL's

Assembly 
discussions by 

MLAs

Land owners 
approach for 

de-reservation
3800, individuals, 

private land owners, 
civil groups, etc.

Figure 2: Stages and time frame for formulating the revised Development Plan for 
Bombay (1991-2011)

State completes 
sanctioning of 

plan for Mumbai

MCGM indicates 
state Government 

to formulate 
the revised 

Development Plan

Planning officer 
- Mr. BB Parikh 
appointed under 
Town Planning 

Director

Revised 
Development 
Plan ready

Planning officer 
receives objections 
+ recommendations 

from public

Planning committee setup 
to hear grievances of 
individuals de-reserves 

1380 plots

MCGM publishes the 
draft revised plan

State starts 
sanctioning plan 
for each ward

Shrinivas 
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State sanction 
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plan with 
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De-reserved

Director town 
planning submits 
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sanctioning to state 
government

J.B. D'souza 
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1993
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1983
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1984

May 1985
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PEATA
gives

suggestions
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rehabilitation of slum dwellers the 
planning instrument applied has been 
termed in-situ development. 

2. Chief Minister deletes reservations

In 1989, Chief Minister of Maharashtra, 
Mr.Sharad Pawar de-reserved another 
285 land plots in Bombay; this was in 
addition to the 1,380 plots de-reserved 
by the local government. Data analysis 
from a sample survey of the of the 285 
de-reservations shows that a majority 
of private sector actors tried to reduce 
or completely delete open spaces and 
public/migrant housing reservations 
from their lands. In some instances 
they tried to change the zoning of a 
small part of their reservation or part-
reservation, while in other instance the 
efforts were to delete the existing open 
space reservations in order to build on 
that land. The No Development Zone 
(NDZ) de-reservation shows the efforts 
of the private sector to shift towards 
tourism and high-end users. 

Justifying the actions of re-reservations/
de-reservations by the State government, 
the Secretary for Urban Development at 
that time, D. T. Joseph writes, ‘When 
it was seen that the DP for Greater 
Bombay was too large, and that a lot 
of changes had been recommended 
by the BMC, perhaps interim measures 
were thought of…and taken a decision 
on requests made (by landowners for 
deletion)…and inform the applicant 
that when the government sanctions the 
DP, the decision would be reflected in 
the Plan’ (Joseph 1996, 292).

The difference between the first set of de-
reservations undertaken by the planning 
committee at the municipal level and 
the second set undertaken by the chief 
minister is that the second set constituted 
lands that were owned by large private 
landowners and listed under the Urban 
Land Ceiling and Regulation Act of 
1976 (ULCRA), which is implemented 
by the State government. D. T. Joseph’s 
argument that it was necessary to de-
reserve in the face of delays in passing 
the Development Plan falls flat as de-
reservations were only another name 
for exceptions to the ULCRA rules that 
State government had been dishing 
out. The only difference was that 
de-reservations did not require the 
engagement of the ULCRA machinery; 
they could be directly allotted by the 
office of the Chief Minister.

3. The D’Souza Committee 

In 1986, the State government appointed 
the D’Souza Committee—also known 
as the Bombay Development Plan 
Advisory Committee (BDPAC)—which 
consisted of four senior government 
officials. Although the committee 
was set up to examine the charges 
of corruption against the municipal 
planning committee, it paid special 
attention to the development control 
rules. Part of the report of this committee 
was accepted by the government 
and justified substantial modification 
to the Development Control Rules  
(Joseph 1996). 
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The D’Souza Committee held a 
completely one-sided view of the plan 
for the city: its members believed that 
the city could be best governed by 
accepting the special economic role 
the city has for the State and nation. 
Growth should be stimulated through 
private participation and liberalization 
of the FSI regime. It predicted consistent 
growth of the city: ‘Despite the efforts 
of planners and environmentalists...
Bombay will grow in numbers as well 
as in economic strength’ (D’Souza 
Committee Report 1987, 4). The 
committee criticised the low FSI of 
the already developed Island City, 
characterizing it as the result of the 
‘misguided’ pursuit of the chimera of 
‘decongestion’, and also proposed to 
change some of the NDZ areas into 
development areas, as it forecasts that 
with the growing population pressures 
these areas would be otherwise 
converted into slum colonies.

Criticizing the planning committee for 
the ‘bargains’ it struck with landowners, 
the D’Souza Committee rejected their 
proposals. However, softening its 
stance, the committee proposed TDR 
and AR as compensatory measures 
for landowners: ‘In fact, most of 
our recommendations on individual 
objections and suggestions are 
predicated on the assumption that the 
part of the Development Control Rules in 
relation to TDR as well as our support of 
the BMC’s concept of “Accommodation 
Reservation”,(which allows an owner 
of a library reservation, for instance, to 
develop the land for his own use if he 
provides the BMC with library space) 

will meet with Government approval.’ 
(D’Souza Committee Report 1987, 
44). The significant contribution of the 
D’Souza Committee was not only in 
strengthening the TDR instruments but 
its further amplification.

With regard to Accommodation 
Reservation, the D’Souza Committee 
supported the idea of curtailing the total 
land to be acquired by the MCGB for 
open spaces, municipal primary schools, 
streets, bus depots, fire brigade stations, 
and sewerage pumping stations. With 
regard to other allocations, said the 
committee, landowners should be able 
to develop their plots keeping in mind 
the rules relevant to the zones where 
the plots were located. Thus, while the 
D’Souza Committee set aside the de-
reservations as business deals, it turned 
the irregular practice into a policy. 
Namely, AR allowed part of the land 
plot to be zoned for the landowner’s 
private use, if the rest of the plot was 
used for constructing public amenities 
and was handed over to the municipal 
corporation. However, its efforts in 
making landowners pay once again 
by undertaking development for public 
purpose under AR was not welcomed 
with open arms by the those councillors 
who functioned as agents of landowners 
and builders. 

In reaction to this unwillingness, the 
D’Souza Committee commented that 
the builders’ suggestions had been 
given undue weight in the drafting of 
the Development Plan. The discussion 
on the D’Souza Committee Report 
gave rise to ugly scenes in the MCGM 

26 / 343

MRE15.indb   343 04/12/14   11:45 am



general body, with the opposition 
walking out and a virtual battle of words 
and blows between the councillors of 
Shiv Sena and Congress-I. The house 
was adjourned and complaints and 
counter-complaints were filed with the 
police (Thakkar 1995). The allegations 
of the D’Souza Committee against the 
municipal corporation did not go well 
with Shiv Sena—the ruling party in local 
government—as it saw the D’Souza 
Committee’s efforts in portraying the 
municipal corporation was the only 
culprit as a political act of absolving the 
Congress-led State government.

While city planners were conservative 
in their approach and drew plans for 
a conservative population growth, 
working towards reducing congestion 
in the Island City and directing growth 
towards the suburbs, the members of 
the D’souza Committee saw a more 
expansive role for the Island City in the 
near future, in line with the opinions 
of the political leadership of the  
State government. 

4. Environmental groups file Public 
Interest Litigations 

On 11 April 1989, Chandrashekhar 
Prabhu, a Congress MLA from Opera 
House, an electoral constituency in 
the Island City, raised objections to 
the method adopted by the MCGM 
and the State government in preparing 
the Development Plan for Bombay, 
accusing the planning committee of 
corruption. Following his protests 
in the assembly, Chandrashekhar 

Prabhu along with fellow Congress ex-
councillor Kisan Mehta and others, filed 
a Writ Petition in 1989 in the Bombay 
High Court under the banner of the 
Save Bombay Committee. This petition 
challenged the legality of the State 
government’s de-reservation of plots 
reserved for public amenities. Quoting 
from the Maharashtra Regional and 
Town Planning Act, the Save Bombay 
Committee wanted the Court to limit 
the powers of the State government 
in changing the Development Plan 
as the State government’s role was 
only to sanction it—not to bring about 
further changes in the plan (such as 
de-reservations). These activists also 
insisted that the public had the right to 
receive detailed information on location 
and ownership of the de-reserved plots. 
Under the MRTP Act changes to the plan 
have to be presented to the public and 
the public’s objections and suggestions 
have to be heard. The petitioners also 
pointed out that no such process had 
been followed by the State government 
when it de-reserved the plots and 
therefore the de-reservations were 
illegal. The state government changed 
a section of the MRTP Act which after 
change allowed for minor changes 
in the Draft Development Plan to be 
brought about without going through 
the scrutiny of the public. In this way the 
State changed the rules which govern 
public disclosure and accountability as 
laid down by the MRTP Act.

In its judgment, the Bombay High 
Court ordered the State government 
to make public the list of de-reserved 
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FINDINGS
The land acquisition stalemate of the 
early 1980s was frustrating for both 
landowners and builders. Large sections 
of private land — almost fifty percent of 
all land in Mumbai — was practically 
stuck in litigation over public amenity 
zoning under the Development Plan. The 
local government did not have resources 
to acquire the land, nor the power to 
change legislation such as the Land 
Acquisition Act or to institute measures 
for raising revenue. The competencies 
of the local government were largely 
confined to implementation. Under 
these conditions the formulation of the 
revised Development Plan for the city 
provided opportunities to work out 
some of these problem areas.

The findings of this research show that 
formulation of a Development Plan, 
which in theory is a process of State 
intervention in urban development, 
in practice opens up the possibility 
for influence and intervention of other 
actors. This is not surprising as the plan’s 
scope is vast, dealing with redistributive 
policies of land development and 
directly impacting commercial and 
social needs and other interests of 
many actors. Furthermore, the process 
itself is drawn out, complex and  
conflict ridden.

At the city level private land owners and 
their representatives including members 
of professional associations formed a 
powerful lobby on the one hand and 
the middle class civil society groups 
along with some elected representatives 
formed an advocacy network on the 
other hand and they intervened in the 
formulation of the Development Plan. 
Findings of the Development Plan 
process show that non-state actors are 
active in creating and claim spaces 
for themselves within State hierarchies 
and institutions. The spaces claimed 
by the private land owners lobby is an 
extension of their everyday dealings 
with the State and local government. 
The middle class civil society advocacy 
groups create their space by resorting 
to litigation and aligning with members 
of the State assembly. While the slum 
dwellers who are occupants of private 
lands chose to align with political 
representatives and parties. 

A key area of conflict amongst the 
private land owners lobby group and 
the civil society advocacy group is 
amending the development control 
rules to include market instruments of 
planning. Instruments which allow for 
land sharing with private land owners 
of land plots reserved for public 

plots. By filing PILs, the environmental 
groups exposed political economy of 
in the Draft Development Planwith the 
public. Their interests were to ensure 
that the rules prescribed by the MRTP 

Act were followed and decision-making 
on planning was open to public view 
and participation. They desired to 
curtail the role of state government in  
city planning.
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amenities and institutionalising land/ 
development rights sharing as a means 
of compensation land acquisition, 
namely AR, in-situ development and TDR. 
While the private land owners lobby 
and the elected representatives were for 
market instruments of compensation the 
civil society groups demanded higher 
State role in land acquisition without 
compromising on the land area reserved 
for public amenities. Findings of this 
study also indicate that urban policy 
such as AR and in-situ development 
are outcomes of compromise amongst 
land owners and State actors. TDR 
as a formal policy has been retrieved 
from shadow practices of the MCGB; 
it is strengthened and formalized by 
the Development Plan. Actors clearly 
have differing interests and they act 
and intervene in the formulating of 
the Development Plan based on these 
interests, coming in conflict with each 
other. The State forms a number of 
committees to deal with these conflicts, 
this in our view is indicative of the 
pressure exercised on the government 
by non-State actors including the print 
media. De-reservation of the 285 public 
amenity plots by the State government 
placed the most powerful actor, the 
State government with the private large 
land owners lobby.

The theory of ‘spaces’ assumes that 
it is possible to create vacuum like 
conditions within a mesh of institutions 
and networks to which actors belong. 
Findings from this study show that 
actors are deeply embedded in their 
networks and affiliations. The spaces 

created and claimed by the non-State 
actors are only an extension of their on-
going struggles for place in the city. 

While the context of the third 
development plan may have changed in 
terms of acceptance of liberal policies, 
a more open and direct role of the 
private sector in urban development and 
easy access to information via modern 
technology there is a continuation of 
earlier urban actors and their interests 
even if it is under new formations and 
names. Other areas of continuation are 
the stalemate on blue print or rule based 
planning against accommodative 
planning on the one hand and power 
inequalities between the State and 
local government on the other. What 
remains to be seen is whether the policy 
makers use the third development 
plan as an opportunity to find the 
best way out of some of these long  
existing stalemates. 
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