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Summary

Thisstudy was carried out to understand the prevailing situation regarding access by the urban poor to
housi ng schemes of the government. Ten small and medium towns covered under the Integrated Housing
and Slum Devel opment Programme (IHSDP) was covered inthe study. TheIHSDPisamaor initiative
that subsumesmost of the previous major schemesfor dum improvement aswell asthosefor housing the
poor and the marginalised. Of the 10 townsincluded inthisstudy, implementation hasstartedin 8, andin
theremaining two thework isyet to begin. All theten townstaken together have, sofar, received amost 32
percent of the planned outlay.

The study team met the Chief Officersand thekey sub-ordinate staff of al theten townsto understand the
detailsof IHSDP planning and implementation from the officialsresponsiblefor the scheme. The study
team visited 55 out of thereported 96 dums (57 percent) intheten towns. Aspart of the study, 112 Focus
Group Discussions (FGDs) were organi zed inthe 55 dums. The number of participantsinthe FGD was
2170 with nearly equal participation of men and women. Thediscussionswiththedum dwellersreved a
hugelack of trust and communication between the people and local authorities. Out 55 dumssurveyedin
thesetentowns, 25 arethoseidentified by Urban Local Body (UL B) to beincluded under IHSDP, 17 are
not included and the status of remaining 13 areyet to be decided. Moreor lessin-situ upgradeisplanned
infiveout of the 25 dumsincludedin IHSDP.

Despitethegoal of implementing the I[HSDP asatruly participatory effort with ahumane approach to-
wardsthe urban poor, there are hardly any mechanisms created to ensure participation and sensitivity to
theneedsof thepoor. Evenintwo of thefivedumsthat areidentified for in-situ upgrade, people showed
lack of awareness of the scheme. The lack of awareness is very worrisome and shows that the
Nagar palikas urgently need to review the methods used to communi cate details of the schemeto the
sums, and underlinesthe need to empl oy proper consultation mechanisms. Not only isthere very poor
awareness about the scheme, it isalso doubtful whether many who seemto have applied will be ableto
afforditintheabsence of appropriate financing arrangementsthat take into account the paying capacity
and livelihood pattern of the poor. Theunit cost of the dwellings hasin many cases been pushed up way
beyond the ceiling proposed intheguiddinesissuedin 2005. Thediscussonsunderlinethe urgent needto
work out proper financing mechanisms and re-structure the payment schedul es so that the scheme be-
comespoor friendly.

Onthewhole, when al unitsasplanned are considered, nearly 70 percent of thetotal Sum dwellersinthe
10 towns cannot be accommodated in the scheme. Further, asthe schemeis open to any urban poor,
including the dums, the number of unitsplanned isgrossly inadequate compared to the scale of the prob-
lemsit seeksto address. Thelocal authoritiesdo not appear to view it asan opportunity to movetowards
providing better living conditionsin slums, but more as an opportunity to beautify thetown. Insuch a
Stuation thereisapossibility that many of thedumswill beevicted fromtheir current location and pushed
to the periphery. In spite of the good intentions, the manner of implementation seemsto losefocuson
providing the poor accessto affordable housing, and shiesaway from working out mechanismsthat will
enablethe poor to fully realizethe opportunity availableto them through IHSDP.



Inthe absenceof creating supporting financing arrangementsthat takeinto account the peculiaritiesof the
livelihood systems of the poor, thereistherisk of thisscheme subtly transforming into aslum clearance
project. Intheabsence of genuine sensitivity to the plight of the poor, thereisthe danger that theofficialsin
UL B could become more concerned about “ beauttification” of thetown than ensuring affordablehousing to
the poor. Given the clear indicationsthat the scheme may not be affordable to the poor in the present
manner of implementation, it istending to become more of ahousing schemefor the economically wesker
sectionsrather than one designed exclusively for the poor. The stronger tendency isfor the schemeto get
synchronized with town beauttification.



Background

Asper Government of India’sdecennial Census 2001, nearly 62 million out of India’'s1.03 billion people
wereliving in urban slums. The proportion of urban popul ation to total population increased from 17
percent in 1951 to 28 percent in 2001 and thisratio isexpected to exceed 40 percent by 2021. Inthe case
of Gujarat, theratioincreased from about 27 percent to nearly 37 percent between 1951 and 2001. The
processof urbanization gathered consi derable momentum over thelast 50 yearsand Gujarat isone of the
statesexperiencing rapid urbanisation.

Slum

Ofteninofficid atigtics, theterm‘dum’ means a high-density settlement, having
acluster of a minimum 50 dwelling unitsin Class| citiesor aminimum of 25
dwelling unitsfor towns below one lakh population, and where at least 50
percent dwelling units have semi-permanent structuresof lessthan 25 sqgmarea,
principally made of materialssuch asmud, bricks, wooden planks, polyethylene
shests, tin sheets, or combination of such materials, and where such settlements
are lacking in basic infrastructure and amenitiessuch aswater supply, sanitation,
toilets, regular pathwaysetc., and they are mainly inhabited by low incomegroup
residentsnot having alegd title of theland. A residentia areahaving morethan 50
percent of permanent, pucca structureswill not be considered aslum.

Peoplelivingindumscongtituteavery large share of the urban and peri-urban population.  Urban renewa’
became one of thethrust areas of the Government of Indiaand accordingly Jawaharlal Nehru National
Urban Renewal Mission (JINNURM) was launched on 3rd December 2005 with the mission period
beginning in 2005-06. The Urban Infrastructure Devel opment Schemefor Small and Medium Towns
(UIDSSMT) and the Integrated Housing and Slum Devel opment Programme (IHSDP) are components
of thisinitiative.

Thisstudy wasinitiated to understand the prevailing Situation regarding access by the urban poor to housing
schemesof thegovernment. Ten small and medium towns covered under the[HSDPwere selected for the

study.

TheUIDSSMT aims at improvement in urban infrastructure in towns and cities in a planned manner.
It subsumes the earlier schemes of Integrated Development of Small and Medium Towns (IDSMT)
and Accderated Urban Water Supply Programme (AUWSP). ThelHSDPamsat improving theconditions
of theslum dwellers based on the assumption that affordabl e housing isthe key concern. Datawith the
Nationa Sample Survey organisation predict therewill beashortage of around 25 million housesfor them
inthe next four years. The IHSDP subsumesthe previous programmes National Slum Devel opment
Programme (NSDP) and Valmiki Ambedkar AwasYojana(VAMBAY) which werefocussed on housing
for the poor and the marginalised (dalits) and for improving theliving conditions of dums.

Thebasicobjectiveof IHSDPishaligtic dum devel opment ensuring healthy and enabling urban environment
by providing adequate shelter and basic infrastructurefacilitiesto slum dwellerswho do not possess

Housing for the Urban Poor 1



adequate shelter and residein dilapidated conditions asidentified by the Urban Local Body (ULB)/
Nagarpalika. The scheme coversall cities/ towns, excepting those included under INNURM. The
componentsof the schemeincludedumimprovements, upgrading of existing dumsand rel ocation projects
including upgrade/new construction of housesand devel oping infrastructurefacilitiesunder threeheads. @)
Housing b) Physical Infrastructure and ) Social infrastructure. The sharing of fund between Central
Government and State Government/ UL B/ parastata and beneficiary is80:10:10. Thehousing unit provided
or developed should haveat least 25 sg m carpet areaand should preferably havetwo rooms, kitchen and
toilet subject to acost ceiling of Rs80,000 per unit, which may be reviewed by the central government
after thefirst year of implementation.

ThelHSDPisexpected to providean integrated approach to ameliorating the conditions of theurban dum
dwellerswho do not possessadequate shelter and residein dilapidated conditions. Thisschemeisapplicable
todl citiesand townsasper 2001 Censusexcept cities/towns covered under Jawahar La Nehru National
Urban Renewal Mission (INNURM). The scheme seeksto enhance public and privateinvestmentsin
housing andinfrastructura development in urban aress. Thetarget group under theschemeisdum dwelers
fromall sectionsof thecommunity through acluster gpproach. Thealocation of fundsamong Stateswill be
onthebasisof the States’ urban dum population to total urban sum population in the country. States may
alocatefundsto towns/citiesbasing onasimilar formula. However, fundswould be provided to only those
townsand citieswhereelectionsto local bodieshave been held and el ected bodiesarein position. The
State Governmentsmay prioritizetownsand citiesonthebasisof their felt-need. Whileprioritizing towns,
Stateswould takeinto account existing infrastructure, economically and socialy disadvantaged sections of
thedum population and difficult areas. The criteriafor sel ection of beneficiaries can be decided by the
respective Sate, Digtrict, or Local urban bodiesor the Noda Agency authorised by the State Government.
Thefocusclearly, asper guidelines, ison dum dwellersand the urban poor. However, thereisflexibility in
adopting selection criteriabased onloca conditions. Inthetownscovered inthe study, we have seen some
variationsintheuseof selection criteria

The policy statement of Government of Gujarat seeksto achieve planned growth of urban areasina
manner that will hel pinintegrating thesum dwellersinto the mainstream of the society. Thismay bedone
throughin-stu up-gradeand/or relocation of dl eligibledumsandinforma settlements. Theproliferation of
dumswill be prevented by making available serviced and semi-serviced lands, and facilitating thecompletion
of low cost housing in public and private sector affordable by lower income groups, more specifically, the
urban poor. Thedum development policy laysdown ten key governing principles, given below, which are
splt out inthe policy document:

Panned growth

Recognitionof Sums

HumaneA pproach towards Urban Poor
Equity and Socid Justice

Gender Equity

Promoting Partnerships

Networking of variousagencies

ULBS leadrole




e  Community Participation
¢ Financing mechanismsfor provision of servicesto the Poor

Thisstudy isan attempt to examine how the good principlesare operationalised in theimplementation of
theIHSDP, It covers 10 towns serving asasample of IHSDP planning and implementation in Gujarat. In
Gujarat 30 townshavegot approva for implementing thisschemetill date. The study wasinitiated against
the background of the new initiativesthat seek toimprovethe urban environment, giveimpetusto good
governanceand helpthedumdwellersget afair dedl . Inthe past, dum‘improvement’ hasbeen moreinthe
nature of slum removal and disrespectful of the human rights of the urban poor. There have been many
casesover thelast decade of forced evictions of dumsand approachesthat wereextremely insensitiveto
the urban poor* . When new schemes are implemented, there isaworry whether the old habits would
prevail or whether there would be a genuine change in approach. A few of these ten towns are also
implementing the UIDSSMT schemefor infrastructure devel opment, more specificaly for setting up water
supply distribution and sanitation systems. However, thefocusof thisstudy isexclusively ontheIHSDP
and theaimisto obtain asnapshot of how it isbeing implemented by bringing the perspectivesof thosein
charge of executing the scheme—the urban local bodies—and theintended beneficiarieswho, as per
policy guidelines, are supposed to be part of aparticipatory processfor improving their ownliving conditions.

Thetotal population of theten small and medium townscovered inthisstudy ismorethan.6.4 1akhsasper
censusof 2001. Thecurrent popul ation would be much higher. Thetotal Sum populatior? isover nearly
1.3lakhs and the estimated number of Sum households® isabout 25,500 (Table 1). Thelargest townis
Jetpur having over onelakh popul ation of which 22 percent areliving in dums. The smallest town covered
inthisstudy —Boriyavi —hasapopul ation of lessthan 20 thousand with about 44 percent livingindumsas
per the discuss on with chief officer during the study. But the dum popul ation reported asaround figurein
theIHSDPDPRisonly 2000. Overal, in thesetentowns, about 21 percent of the populationislivingin
dums. Among thetentowns, in Halol about 95 per cent of thedum dwellersare BPL families. Thelowest
proportion of BPL familiesintheslumsisin Gondal (23 per cent). Overall, nearly 50 per cent of the
householdslivingindumsareBPL. It may be noted that thetotal urban poor will be much higher and the
BPL numbersestimated here apply only to the dumsand not for thewholetown. Currently theIHSDP
schemesareat different stagesof implementationin thesetowns. Thereare differencesin approaches, the
typeof housing unitsand thefinancial aspectsof implementation among thesetowns.

1 Darshini Mahadevia (2002) Access to Land and Basic Services by the Poor: Rhetoric, Reality and Dilemmas,
Nagarlok, 2002, 33 (1), pp. 66-85

Estimated as per population ratio obtained from the ULB.

Estimated using reported average family size in the census data
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Tablel
Overview of theten townscovered in thestudy
Town District Population - Slum Households

SN Total Slum | Slum (%)| Total | BPL |BPL (%)
1 | Amrdi Amrdli 95,307 11,437 12 2,079 1,372 66
2 | Boriyavi (*) | Anand 17,805 7,834 44 1567 | 1,034 66
3 | Gondd Rajkot 97,481 20,516 21 3,730 612 23
4 | Hdol Panchmahals 44,473 10,674 24 2,271 2,157 %5
5 | Himmatnagar | Sabarkanta 56,464 17,870 32 3574 | 1,787 50
6 | Jetpur Rajkot 104,312 22,949 2 4250 | 1,105 26
7 | Khambhat(*) | Anand 93,194 10,214 1 1,891 1,210 &4
8 | Prantij Sabarkanta 22,306 7,807 35 1,330 718 57
9 [ Unjha Mehsana 53,876 12,920 24 2,584 892 36
10| Upleta Rajkot 55,341 11,065 20 2,170 586 7

Total 640,559 | 133,286 21 25,446 | 11,473 50

Note : (*) Sum population given in DPR is a rounded figure of 2000 (11%) in Boriyavi. The figure used here is
calculated based on 44% slum population reported during discussions in the Nagarpalika, which we consider to be
morelikely than thefigure giveninthe DPR. For Khambhat al so we have used the figures provided by the Nagar palika
to arrive at the slum population.

Source: DPR of the relevant IHSDP and Census 2001

Anoverriding emphasisin thisstudy isto bring the perspective from the two worlds—the authorities
implementing the IHSDP under guidelinesthat are expected to mark acomplete changein theway such
schemes areimplemented on one side, and the slum dwellerswho in the past got araw deal whenever
urban devel opment schemeswereimplemented. In order to ensure afair representation of thetwo views
and perspectives, the study had two paralel tracksof inquiry a) gathering definiteinformation and views
from each of theten urbanlocal bodies (ULBs) and b) compiling acommunity perspective based on
intensiveinteractionswith thedum dwellers. Thesetwo trackswere kept independent by not discussing
withthedum dwelerstheviewsof theauthorities, and compl etely avoiding adiscussion onthe perceptions
and perspectivesof the slum dwellerswith the authorities. Theteam wasunder astrict mandateto keep
thesetracks compl etely independent. However, theteam did seek clarificationsfrom both dum dwel lers
and authoritieswithout directly referring to specific sources of their knowledge of theissueor afactin
question.

Whiletheofficid viewsareoftenwdl articulated and can beunderstood fromtheofficid plans, thecommunity
perspectivesremain silent and unknown. Therefore, to élicit the views of theslum dwellers, focusgroup
discussions (FGDs) was used. Depending on the size, composition and layout of the lumsone or more
FGDswere conducted. Specia effort was madeto ensureamost equal participation of men and women
inthe FGDs. Separate checklistswere used for the FGDswith dum dwellersand theinterviewswith the
Chief Officers (Annexure6 and 7). Based on the preliminary information availablefor each town, the
check listsincluded town-specific clarificationsregarding the proposed devel opment plans.




The study team visited the UL B inthefirst round to get aprofile of each town, understand thelayout,
identify thedumsand gather preliminary data. After compiling the preliminary statisticsgathered and on
thebasisof other secondary dataavailable, 55 dumswereincluded from the 10 townswhere IHSDP
schemesare being implemented. Next, al the Chief Officers (COs) and key subordinate officersof the
tentownswereinterviewed using astructured check list. Additionally, theteam met some of the
subordinate staff and visited the steswherethe IHSDPunitsare being built. Theteam conducted 112
FGDsinthe selected 55 dums spread over 10towns. All the dataon the basic amenitiesavailableinthe
town and the poor that emerged from the FGDs hasta lied very well withthe official version.

With thisapproach, the study compiled thefollowing:

Profileof eachtown and an overview of thedum scenario

Detailsof theIHSDP schemeanditsimplementation

Profileof thegtuationineach dumvisited by theteam

Perspectivesof dumdwellersonthereatiionwiththe ULB

Sum dwdllersawareness of the[HSDP and their viewson the scheme

Housing for the Urban Poor 5



|HSDP I mplementation —Viewsfrom the Nagar palikas

The Chief Officersfrom each of thetentownswereinterviewed to discusstheimplementation of IHSDP
schemeand to understand the manner inwhich each town haschosen to executethe scheme. Theinterviews
specificaly tried to obtain the official perspective on dumsand approach to implementing such schemes
that are expected to hel p the urban poor. Essentially, theseinterviewsattempted to look at how the UL Bs
are ableto apply some of the guiding principles enunciated in the policy statement, such asadopting a
humane approach towards urban poor, incorporating social justice and gender equity, ensure community
participation and creating enabling conditionsfor the poor. Thiswasdoneusing afree-wheding interview
using acommon checklist supplemented by afew questionsthat are specific to the particular town andits
IHSDPimplementation. Relevant datawas compiled from the UL B with the generous help from the Chief
Officerswho cooperated with thisstudy by giving their valuabletime. In many cases, they instructed their
gaff tohelpin compiling thedata. Therefore, thisdiscussionisbased mainly onthenotesof interviewsand
the secondary data compiled from the UL B of each town. We have a so independently obtained and
examined the Detailed Project Report (DPR) of amost al towns.

Housing Units Planned

The 8099 housing unitsplanned arein various stages of implementation (Table 2) inthe 10towns. Asper
the scheme, housing unitshaveto be provided to the villagerswhoseland will becomeapart of theurban
agglomeration whileimplementing the scheme. In theten towns put together 300 unitsare earmarked for
the householdsof villagersin proposed IHSDP site. These 300 unitswill not beincluded in the discussion
sincethey are specifically meant for the villagersand not for the urban poor. Excluding the 300 housing
unitsfor villagers, according to the dataabout 32 IHSDP units are planned for every 100 househol ds
(HHs) and 63 for every 100 BPL householdsin the existing Slums. It may be noted that in Gondal, at
present only 775 IHSDP unitswill be constructed whilethe DPR envisages 1775 units. Therest will be
built inaphased manner if thereisdemand. Inaway, thisseemsto present avery rosy picture. However,
from the discussionswith Chief Officersand dum dwellers, it would appear that alarge number of those
wholiveindumsand many fromthe BPL do not find aplaceinthelist of beneficiariesaseither they do not
satisfy digibility normsor have not applied.




Table?2
IHSDPHousing UnitsvsTotal Number of Slum Dwellings
SN Town Total IHSDP Dwelling Units Unitsper 100
Sum Total Unitsper 100 BPL HHs in Slums
HHs Planned SlumHHs
1 Amrdi 2,079 742 36 54
2 Boriyavi 1,567 611 39 59
3 Gonaa 3,730 1,775 48 207
4 Hdol 2,271 446 20 21
5 Himmatnagar 3,574 1,296 36 73
6 Jetpur 4,250 1,130 27 102
7 Khambhat 1,891 618 33 51
8 Prantij 1,330 461 35 64
9 Unjha 2,584 624 24 67
10 Upleta 2,170 396 18 24
Overall 25,446 8,099 32 63

Over dl, asper current plans, 32 dwellingsunitswill be available per 100 5 um householdswhichwork out
to be 63 dwelling units per 100 BPL households presently living in slumsas per estimates (Table 2).
However, it must be noted that when it comesto allotment, many of the urban poor living outsidelums,
too, would be€eligible. Additionaly, many displaced by devel opment projectsarea so being dlotted IHSDP
dwelling units. Theestimatesunder thesetwo additiona categoriesarenot available. Therefore, theactua
ratio of number of proposed dwellingsto househol dsthat need accommodation will bemuchlessthanthis.
In other words, the number of dwellingsavail ableto the needy from the sumswould decrease sincethe
additional allotments are being made without increasing the total number of dwelling units. Also, this
congtitutesadiversion of resourcesfromtheoriginal intent of IHSDP. Theratios of number of planned
dwellingsunitsper 100 needy familiesgivenin Table2 aretherefore only indicative. Asit isimplemented
currently, alarge number of househol dsliving outsi de dumswould beallotted unitseven as 100 per cent of
dumsarenot covered. Itisclear that IHSDP cannot completely meet the need for aff ordable housing for
theurban poor or even providehousingto al thesdumdwellers. It may berecalled herethat asper original
guidelines, thefocusof IHDSPison slums, and inclusion of additional categoriesdilutesthe primary

purpose.

Type of Housing Units Planned

Six towns have chosen to build the IHSDP housing unitsin rel ocated siteswhiletherest have opted for a
combination of in-situ or quasi in-situ (building new dwellingsin theold location, but not improving the
existing dwelling) and rel ocation (Table 3). Therelocation decisonisguided primarily by themarket value
of thesitewherethedumiscurrently situated. The common characteristic among all townsisto gofor
relocation of the slum when theland value seemsto be high or is seen to berising sharply. Most have
decided to build unitswith two floors—ground plus one upper floor. Inthree cases, the units planned or
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under congtruction have morethan two floors—3to 4 floors. The decisionto go for multiplefloors seems
to bedictated by land availability. Whilebasic amenitieswould be provided, most of the Nagarpalikas
have not consi dered aspects of managing and maintaining the multi-storey apartmentsafter alotment.

Table3
Typeof Housing Units
SN | Town SlumHH Units Relocate (RL)/ Typeof
Upgrade(UP) Unit
1 Anrdi 2,079 742 RL -3 GF+1
2 Boriyavi 1,567 611 RL-1 GF+3
3 Gonda 3,730 1,775 UP-3;RL-1 GF+1
4 Hdd 2,271 446 UP-1;RL -3 GF+1
5 Himmatnagar 3,574 1,296 RL-1 GF+2
6 Jetpur 4,250 1,130 RL-1 GF+1
7 Khambhat 1,891 618 UP-6; RL -4 GF+1
8 Prantij 1,330 461 RL -2 GF+1
9 Unjha 2,584 624 RL-1 GF+3
10 Upleta 2,170 396 UP-2;RL-1 GF+3; GF

Note: In Unjha, 20 units out of these are reserved for sanitary workers (safai kamdar) of the Nagarpalika

Affordability and Need for Financing

TheHSDP guidelines, initiated in the year 2005, placed aceiling of Rs80,000 onthe cost per dwelling
unit havingaminimum floor areaof 25sq. m. Asper these guidelines, apossibleincreasein cost upto
12.5 percentisalowed for constructionin specia category such ashilly and difficult or far flung areas. The
cost ceilingwassubject to review after oneyear. Theintent of theseimportant caveatswasto discourage
any tendency on the part of UL B to increase the costs so that the housing under the scheme remains
affordableand within reach of the poorest. The unmistakable stressand origina intent of the schemeison
providing affordable housing for the poor. As per guidelines, housing cannot be provided freeto the
beneficiariesby the State Government and aminimum of 12 percent beneficiary contributionisstipul ated,
whichinthe caseof SC/ ST/ BC/ OBC/ PH and other weaker sectionswill belimited to 10percent.

Many Nagarpalikas have gonefor dwelling unitsof significantly higher costsciting cost escalationsand
inflation after year 2005. Among the 10 towns covered in thisstudy, the unit cost rangesfrom Rs 88,000
in Amreli to 144,000 in Gondal (Table4). The cost that beneficiarieshaveto bear, as suggested inthe
DPRs, rangesfromRs12,000in Ha ol to about Rs54,000in Boriyavi. However, a thetimeof thissurvey,
the Nagarpalikas of four townswere undecided about the cost to berealised from beneficiaries. Thereis
not much point in comparing the percentage of cost share by thebeneficiary, astherearevariationsinthe
typeand nature of re-settlement. Considering the minimum built-up areaof 25 sqmeters, stipulatedinthe
guidelines, the cost per square meter variesfrom aminimum of Rs 3,520 in Amreli to amaximum of Rs
5760in Gondal.




Table4
IHSDP Housing: Unit Cost and Beneficiary Cost Share
SN [ Town Unit Cost/ Beneficiary’s Share Bank
Cost Sq.M Proposed Asper Linkage
DPR

1 | Amrdi 88,000 3,520 16,800 30,000 NIL

2 Boriyavi 126,220 5,049 54,220 Pending NA

3 Gonda 144,000 5,760 20,000 20,000 NIL

4 Hdol 139,862 5,594 12,000 12,000 Yes

5 Himmatnagar 102,625 4,105 20,525 Pending NA

6 | Jetpur 142,000 5,680 30,000 30,000 NIL

7 Khambhat 137,900 5,516 16,500 Pending NA

8 Prantij 97,400 3,896 25,400 25,000 NIL

9 Unjha 113,110 4,524 41,100 41,100 Pending
10 | Upleta 113,000 4,520 30,000 Pending NA

Calculation @ 1 sgm= 10.76 sq ft for built up area

Thereare somevariationsintheway different UL Bshave determined the unit cost and the beneficiary cost
share. No clear cut response could be obtained on whether the UL B seriously considered optionsto
increase the affordability. One compliant often heard from the Nagarpaikaswasthat thereare no takersor
very few biddersfor thetendersasthe‘low’ unit costsand stringent quality checksleavelittleroom for
attractive profit margin to the successful bidder. Anyway, while devel oping the plansthe Nagarpalikas
have accepted small and large escalationsciting inflation and other factorsbeyond their control. In many
casesunit cost hassignificantly increased and in most casestheincremental cost isbeing passed ontothe
beneficiary, asthe ass stance from the central and state funding will not compensatetheincremental cost
abovethe prescribed ceiling. Thecogt sharein percentage can be mideading. What isimportant iswhether
theactua paying capacity of the urban poor has been taken into account while deciding the nominal cost
that the poor beneficiary hasto pay. It isalso necessary to examinethe mechanism created to facilitate
accessibility of the poor to the schemewithinthe cost limits. In some cases, at least, as of now, the house
will be handed over only after full payment. Intwo cases, the Nagarpaikas have recognised thefinancia
difficulties of theintended beneficiaries and are considering bank linkagesin theform of somekind of
housingloan. The Nagarpaikain Halol, for example, has proactively tried to pursue the bank linkageand
hastried to work out sound arrangements. Unjhatoo isconsidering leveraging bank linkageto help the
beneficiaries. However, the approach of arranging bank linkageisnot evident in other towns.

Satus of IHSDP implementation

TheHSDPschemesare at various stages of implementation in theseten towns. All theten townstaken
together havereceived almost 32 percent of the planned outlay (Table5). It was not possibleto obtain
utilisationfor al thetowns. Of thefour townsfrom which utilisation of thefundsreceived wasobtained, it
iS100 percent utilisedin Unjha, 35 percentin Amreli, 57 percent in Halol and only about 6 percentin
Prantij. Thevariationsindicate differencesin thedifferent stages of implementation acrossthetowns.
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Table5
IHSDP Outlay and Utilization of Received Funds (June 2009)

SN Town IHSDP Units | RsLakhs Received (%) | Utilization (%)
1 Anrdi 742 653 32.93 34.88
2 Boriyavi 611 833 14.86 NA
3 Gonda 1,775 1,029 94.05 NA
4 Hdol 446 630 43.49 57.30
5 Himmeatnegar 1,296 1,520 17.36 NA
6 Jetpur 1,130 2,384 21.06 NA
7 Khambhat 618 844 27.85 NA
8 Prantij 461 558 17.20 6.25
9 Unjha 624 940 33.19 100.00
10 Upleta 396 503 34.52 NA

Total 8,099 9,894 31.97 NA

Note: Average outlay per unit is about Rs 1.2 Lakhs, which in most cases includes the cost of providing common

amenities.

Of the 10 towns included in this study, in 8 implementation has started and in the remaining two —
Himmatnagar and Khambhat — the work had not started (Table 6). The variations in progress of
implementation are also reflected in the current status of identification and sel ection of beneficiaries. Call
for gpplicationsare pending infive out of tentowns, whilebeneficiary selectionisunderway only inthree.
Land for IHSDPstesin Himmatnagar and Khambhat havebeenidentified. Acquisitionishowever pending.

Table6
IHSDP-Work statusand beneficiary identification (June 2009)

SN | Town Current Eligibility for Beneficiary | Call for Beneficiary

Satus Applications| selection
1 | Amrdi Inprogress | Any BPL Pending Pending
2 Boriyavi Just started | SlumHH + other BPL Pending Pending
3 Gonda Inprogress | SlumHH + other BPL Invited Pending
4 Hdol Inprogress | SumHH + other BPL Invited In process
5 Himmatnagar | Notstarted | Slum HH + other BPL Invited Pending
6 | Jetpur Just started | Any urban poor Pending Pending
7 Khambhat Not started | Upgradeof identifieddums | Pending Pending
8 Pranti] Juststarted | SlumHH + other BPL Pending Pending
9 Unjha Near

Completion | Slum HH + other BPL Invited In process
10 | Upleta Inprogress | SumHH + other BPL Invited In process
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In Unjha, the construction of IHSDP units (multi-storey apartments) is nearing completion, whilein
Himmatnagar and Khambhat work has not yet started ason end of June 2009.

Among the 55 dumscovered in thisstudy, 25 areidentified for inclusion under IHSDPschemesand 7 out
of the25 areincluded under in-Stu upgrade. The processof getting deserving familiesto gpply and screening
theapplicationsisrather sow. Only in Himmatnagar and Unjha there hasbeen significant movementin
collecting, receiving and salecting theapplications (Table 6). In Himmatnagar, 3032 gpplicationshave been
received against 1296 units. In Unjha450 were selected from the 600 househol dsthat applied. Sofar,
only 400 familieshave paid thefirst instalment of Rs 10,000 per family.

In Prantij the ULB hasinitiated alake beauitification project under the specia fund Nandan Van Yojana
provided by GUDM. The project includes setting up of amusement park, gardens, jogging track and
overd| beautification of thelakeand itssurroundings. Around thelakethereisasettlement that datesback
amost 80 years. Currently there are nearly 500 househol dsin this settlement. They do not havelandtitle
athough severa yearsback they had madearequest inwriting to thedistrict collector to givethemthetitle.
Themunicipdity planstorelocateall these househol dsto the newly devel oped siteswhich areabout 5 kms
fromthe centre of thetown. All the housing unitsare planned in land on the outskirts of thetown. If these
familiesareunableto pay their sharethenit will beallotted to otherswho can pay.

Discussioninthesdumsin Prantij revealed that most of thesefamilieshavevery littleinformation onthe
scheme. They are also unaware of what they would haveto contributeif they are allotted housing units.
Many will not beinaposition to mobilisethe necessary finances. Themainincomeof most of thesefamilies
isfrom daily wagesearned fromworkpl acesthat areafew minutesaway fromthe settlement. TheSituation
issimilar in the other towns where some settlements are to be displaced to accommodate new urban
devel opment plans. Many of these displaced families are expected to be offered dwelling unitsunder the
IHSDP. In other words, ashare of the I[HSDP unitswould be used to take care of familiesthat areto be
displaced under various devel opment projects.

Community Participation & Consultation

TheChief Officersinal thetownshave stated that someform of consultation wascarried out withthedum
dwdlers. Fromthediscussionsit seemsthat thiswasmoreinthenature of informing than actualy discussing
thescheme and considering options. Therearehardly any civil society organizationsand community based
organisationsinvolved in taking up theissues of slum dwellers. According to the Chief Officers, neither
NGOsnor community organisations have beeninvolved in any of the consultationsorganized sofar. The
scheme has been di scussed with the el ected representatives of Nagarpaikaandin afew casessomeof the
el ected representatives have visited thedumsidentified for inclusion under IHSDP. All thisseem merely
nomina and therearevery little evidence of any mgor effort for community involvement and engaging the
potentia beneficiariesinthe [HSDP schemeitsalf. Out of tentowns, five have stated that they had put out
advertisementsinloca newspapers(Table7). InUnjha, leafletswere distributed in dumsand notices put
inauto-rickshawsand public transport. Infour towns, nothing hasbeen done sofar by way of publicity, let
aoneengaging thecommunity or initiating seriousparticipatory process, asenvisagedinthelHSDPguiddines.

Housing for the Urban Poor 11



Themesetingsor somedegreeof interactionsbetween officialsand thes um dwellers appear to have taken
placeafter al the planswerefinalised.

The Chief Officers, inmost cases, were of the opinion that they have doubts about the paying capacity of
theeligiblebeneficiaries. Many felt that the IHSDP unitsare not affordablefor the* genuine’ urban poor.
Whiletheunitsarefor thepoor, most of them may find it difficult to makea |l paymentspromptly and get the
allotment, inthe absence of aflexible and appropriate financing arrangement. While most COsindeed
recognisethis, thereisnorea senseof urgency either to review theimplementation or towork out financing
arrangements.

Table7

Publicity
SN Town Modeof Publicity
1 Anrdi Advertisementinlocd dailies
2 Boriyavi No
3 Gonad Advertissmentinloca dailies
4 Hdd No
5 Himmatnagar Advertisementinlocd dailies
6 Jetpur Advertissmentinloca dailies
7 Khambhat No
8 Prantij No
9 Unjha Ledflets
10 Upleta Advertisementinloca dailies

Theimplementation processindl thetownsisprimarily inthe handsof asmall number of officid sassigned
ether exclusvely tothistask or given additiona chargeof this. Despitethegod of implementingthe|[HSDP
asatruly participatory effort with a humane approach towards the urban poor, there are hardly any
mechanisms created to ensure participation and sensitivity to the needs of the poor. The participation and
consultationin practicearereduced to merdly informing thelikely beneficiaries. All thekey decisonssuch
astypeof housing, location of thenew IHSDP settlement, cost, etc. aremadewithout agenuine consultative
and participatory approach.
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Per spectivefrom the Slums—IHSDP and Slum | mprovement

The study team visited 55 out of thereported 96 dums (57percent) inthetentowns. Aspart of thestudy,
112 FGDswere organized in the 55 dumswhich work out to be about two FGDs per dum (Table8). The
number of participantsinthe FGDswas 2170 with nearly equal participation of men and women. Most of
the lumswerelocated on the outer limits of thetowns (35 of 55) and amost all thelumsvisited were
lacking in basic services. Thediscussionsfrom FGDsindicatethat of the 55 dumscoveredin thisstudy,
BPL householdsaccount for at least 50 percent in 37 dumsand at least 30 percentin44 lums. 1n51 out
of 55 dums, morethan 50 percent househol dslivein temporary (kachha) houses.

Table8
No of Slums Covered and No of FGDs

Town SlumsCovered | FGD Participants [ Men (%) Women (%)
Anrdi 2 4 133 46.6 53.4
Boriyavi 5 9 123 50.4 49.6
Gonda 6 12 228 51.3 48.7
Hdol 5 9 173 57.2 42.8
Himmatnagar 6 14 183 60.1 39.9
Jetpur 8 17 345 47.0 53.0
Khambhat 6 14 369 515 48.5
Prantij 7 13 244 45.9 54.1
Unjha 6 1 205 53.2 46.8
Upleta 4 9 167 38.3 61.7
Total 55 112 2170 50.1 49.9

A largenumber of thedums (20 out of 55) arelocated withintheinner areas of thetown. Most of thedums
arelocated on municipal and other government land (43 out of 55), 4 on municipal, railway and private
land, and 8 onwhat issaid to be privateland (Table9). It cannot be said with certainty whether theland
saidtobeprivateisindeed actualy private or isdefacto public land under the control of powerful persons
andthen et out to dum dwellers. Itissomewhat unrealistic for privateland to belet out in thismanner. It
wasnot possibleto probefurther into thisaspect aspeoplewere generally reluctant to discusssuch detalls.
Intheland said to be private, the dum dwellers pay somekind of rent to thosewho control it. Lessthan 25
percent of the householdshave e ectricity. In many cases, the e ectric connectionisillegal and amountsto
seding fromthesupply line. Inninedumsnot asingle household haselectricity.

Table9
Patter n of Land Owner ship of the Slums Settlements
Ownership of land on which slum is located Slum(s)
Municipal and other govt. (Revenue Dep., Railways, Irrigation Dep., etc) 43
Municipal + Private 3
Municipal, Railway and Private (on rent) 1
Private Land (on rent) 8
Total 55
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Cleaning and waste removal servicesby Nagarpalikawere present in only three sslums. In 30 slums,
nobody who attended the FGD recalled any disease survey and in 28 no one could give any account of any
health care support services provided for women and children by government. However, two or three
dumsreported visitsby mobile medica vans. Anganwadi was present in 35 and urban sanitation program
was being implemented only in 10. Drinking water pipelinewasnot seenin 17. The condition of road
connectivity isinvery poor stateinthe caseof 33sums.

Relation between Slum Dwellers and Nagar palika

Thediscussionswiththedum dwellersrevea ahugelack of trust and communi cation between the people
and local authorities. Thedismal lack of awarenessabout |HSDP and government schemesfor the poor
must beseeninthisbackground. Hardly any loca officidsvisit thedumsand on most occas onswhenthey
do 0, it hasbeenin connection with somesurvey, with theslum dwellerscompletely inthe dark about the
purpose of the survey. Only invery rare casesthere areinstances of visitsby officialsto discusswith
peopleor conduct meetingsto discussthe problems. In many caseswhere representationswere madeto
theauthorities, instead of solution to the problem, the dum hasfaced thethreat of evictionandinafew
dumscovered by thisstudy such petitions havefurther worsened therel ation between peopleinthedum
andtheauthorities.

The FGDsinmost dumsturned out to beabig ‘event’ of sorts, asthe FGD turned out be among thevery
rare occasi onswhen some one from outs de had cometo discuss and listen to them. In afew cases, they
didrecall instances of surveyscarried out by thelocal authorities. In afew casestherewasrecollection of
something they have heard about housing schemes planned by the government. Therewerea soinstances
of participantsin FGD mentioning about the authorities asking peopletofill certainformsand reporting that
some househol dshad filled out forms. However, therewasno clear recollection of thedetails, thetermsor
the implications. One of the surprises that emerged from the FGDs was about the widespread
misunderstanding about the SwarnaJayanti Shahri Rozgar Yojna(SISRY') —the urban employment assurance
scheme. The FGDs showed that in most dumstherewas severelack of awareness about what the SISRY
isand what can be donewithit. Consequently, in most dums, thereare very few casesreported of people
getting benefitsunder it. On the other hand, the schemelikethe Janani SurakhshaYojana (JSY) seemsto
have been considerably successful with most FGDs showing that thereissound utilisation of the scheme.

IHSDP - Satus at the Grassroots

Out of 55 dumssurveyedinthesetentowns, 25 arethoseidentified by UL B to beincluded under IHSDP,
17 arenot included and the status of theremaining 13 areyet to be decided. More or lessin-situ upgrade
isplannedinfiveout of the 25 dumsincluded in IHSDP(Table 10). The number of dwellingsinthe 25
dumsis 2668 of which 1680 are BPL.. Of the 25 dumsincludedin IHSDP, only in 13 dumsthereissome
awareness of the project. There are somefamiliesin afew slumswho have applied for benefit under
IHSDP  Itisnot clear how asmall number of familiesare aware of the scheme and have applied, while
most householdsin most of thedumsare hardly awareof it.

Surprisingly, evenintwo of thefivesumsthat areidentified for in-situ upgrade, people showed lack of
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awarenessof the scheme. They werenot ableto discussany aspect of the planned upgrade and exhibited
no knowledge of the possible benefits. In nine slums out of 30 not identified for slum development,
participantsin FGD showed some awareness about what they have heard of asthe‘housing’ scheme.
From 11 dums, the FGD participants said that some househol ds have submitted applicationsfrom their
dum. Inother words, out of 55 dumseven though 22 9 ums showed some awareness of the scheme, only
11 dumsconfirmed househol dsapplying for benefit under the scheme. Overal, thereisconsiderablelack
of awarenessof the schemeevenin dumsidentified for development.

Table 10
IHSDP and the55 dumsincluded in thisstudy
Number of slums Identified for Not included under slum Decision pending on
covered by the inclusionin developmentin inclusion for slum under
study IHSDP IHSDP IHSDP
55 25 17 13
(Out of this5 are for
in situ upgrade)

Note: Information in this table is from the Nagarpalika and interviews with Chief Officer

Out 55 dumssurveyedinthesetentowns, 25 arethoseidentified by UL B to beincluded under IHSDP, 17
are not included and the status of remaining 13 are yet to be decided. More or lessin-situ upgradeis
plannedin 5 out of the 25 dumsincludedin IHSDP(Table 10). Thenumber of dwellingsinthe25 dumsis
2668 of which 1680 are BPL.. Only in 22 out of the 55 dums surveyed people showed some awareness of
thescheme. Ironically, out of these 22 that demonstrated some awareness, only 13 belongtothe25 dums
identified for inclusonin IHSDPfor ex-stu and in-situ devel opments. In other words, in 12 dumsthereis
almost completelack of awareness, despite being identified asIHSDP slums. Out of 22 that indicated
awareness, 9 belong to dumsthat are not included in IHSDP but have heard of the scheme.

Surprisingly, eveninthetwo of thefivedumsthat areidentified for in-situ upgrade, people showed lack of
awarenessof the scheme. They were not ableto discussany aspect of the planned upgrade and exhibited
no knowledge of the possible benefits. In nine slums out of 30 not identified for slum development,
participantsin FGD showed some awareness about what they have heard of asthe‘ housing’ scheme.
Therearesomefamiliesin afew dumswho have applied for benefit under IHSDP Itisnot clear how a
small number of families are aware and has applied, while by and large in most of the lumsthereis
considerableignorance of the scheme. From 11 dums, the FGD participants said that some househol ds
have submitted gpplicationsfromtheir dum. In other words, even though 22 dumsshowed someawareness
of thescheme, only 11 dumsconfirmed househol dsapplying for benefit under the scheme. Overall, there
seemsto be considerablelack of awarenessof the schemeevenin dumsidentified for development andit
isevident that thereisabig communication gap between the dum dwellersand Nagar palikas.

Articulating a Community Perspective
The picture one gets from the slums regarding the IHSDP should be a cause for concern for proper
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implementation of the scheme. At oneleve, hardly anyoneisaware of the exact name of theschemeor its
scope. Thereissomevague awareness about * some' housing schemes, without any clarity onwhat these
schemesareor who areactually digibleor theaim of government inimplementing the schemes. Thereis
hardly any memory among the slum dwellers about any awareness programs or events organised by
Nagarpalikal UL B authoritiesto inform about the government’ sefforts. In many cases, people have heard
about housing projects, but do not know anything more about the scheme. The FGDs show that peoplein
33 out of 55 slumsare unaware of the IHSDPand the government’s schemesfor the urban poor. Onthe
contrary, there arewidespread apprehens ons of evictionsand insecurity about the settlements.

The FGDs showed that on thewhol e therewasno evidence of any significant consultationsor interaction
between the dum dwellersand the authoritieson e ther planning or implementation of the[HSDP. Thelow
awareness of the scheme pointsto inadequate effortsto communicate the detail sof the schemeor theuse
of ineffectivemethods. Thereishugedistrust of authoritiesand insecurity about thefutureof most settlements.
Therefore, itisall themoreimportant for the communication effortsto bridge the existing gap and get
acrossto the lum dwellerswho are supposed to benefit under the scheme. From the FGDsit isevident
that peoplearenot even clear about thereal nature of different formsthey havefilled and arenot particularly
certain about the terms under which they are likely to be allotted housing under the IHSDP. The
implementation seemsvery insengitiveto therea needsand conditionsof thetargeted beneficiaries.

Themost glaring revelation from the FGDsisthelarge gap between the participatory processenvisagedin
thesuggested guiddinesfor IHSDPimplementation and theactual practice. Themost disturbing aspectis
themassivelack of trust that characterisestherelations between slumsand local authorities. Thereis
nothinginevidencetoindicatethat indumsthereisaglimmer of hopefor better living conditionsignited by
thewell-intentioned devel opment schemesfor the urban poor such asIHSDP. On the other hand, the
IHSDPisbeing perceived by many of itsintended beneficiarieswith fear and seemsto haveonly incressed
their insecurity. However, thiscannot be attributed primarily to what appearsto be serious deficienciesin
facilitating aparticipatory processfor itsimplementation. Theschemeseemsgrosdy inadequate compared
tothe scale of the problemsit seeksto address. Thelocal authoritiesdo not view it asan opportunity to
movetowards providing better living conditionsto sl um dwellers accepting them asequal citizens, but
more asan opportunity to beautify thetown. Not only istherevery poor awarenessabout thescheme, itis
a so doubtful whether many who seem to have applied will be ableto affordit. The FGDs show that there
isvery littleawareness of the actual termsand schedul e of paymentsfor alotment of houses.

A largenumber of poor have, gradually over theyears, invested significantly in their current dwellings.
Many have built permanent and semi-permanent dwellingswhichwould bedemolished whether they get a
housed otted or not, inthe case of dumsidentified for inclusoninIHSDP. AsIHSDPcatersonly toasmall
percentage of householdslivinginthedumsidentified for inclusoninthescheme, dl thoseliving inthese
dumswouldlosetheir dwellingswhileasmal number of themwill becomebeneficiariesunder thescheme.
Another aspect that emerged from thediscuss onsisthat alarge number of | ocationsearmarked under new
urban devel opment schemesincluding town beattification will displace peopleand such displaced househol ds
arealso expected to apply for dwelling unitsunder theIHSDP. Overdll, given thelack of paying capacity
and theactual need for housing it islikely that alot of householdswill be dispossessed of their existing
homes.
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Thenew siteschosen for the[HSDP dum rel ocation arein most casesfar away from the current location
and seemto poseseveredifficultieswhen viewed againg the current livelihood pattern. Thecurrent livelihood
patternsare based on avariety of informal employment they areableto find from the sitesthey arelocated
in. Theproximity to certain partsof thetownisacritical factor related to livelihood pattern, given the
nature of occupations and the dismal state of affordable public transport system. In many cases, the
incomepattern will behit if they haveto relocate. The question of rel ocation asasol ution cannot be seen
inisolationfromtheoverall state of public transport and other amenities such asdistance of nearest school
and dependability of water supply.

The FGDsshow that there are al so several socio-cultural aspectsof the proposed housing that may make
the scheme unattractiveto many. Thishasto dowith thesmplefact that in almost al dums, the settlement
patternisdriven by tightly knit socio-cultura affinities. In oneof themost glaring cases, whichisalsoa
reflection of thefractured social reality in many parts of the state, peopl e bel onging to one community
stated vehemently that they cannot think of asituation whereinthey haveto share neighborhood with those
from another community. What thisshowsisthe need for ingtitutional mechanismsfor each IHSDPcluster
to promote unity and discourage misunderstandings.

Theimplementation, by and large with afew exceptions, goes against the policy enunciated by the
government. Infact, the Government’s Slum Policy statement explicitly statesthat the reasonfor formation
of dumsis*“thenon-availability of low cost housing at convenient locations...” . The samedocument notes
that dums* ... contributesignificantly to state economy both, through their labor market contributionsand
informal production activities.” The policy statement further statesthat thegovernment“ ... believesthat
theresidentsof urban dumsand informal settlementsdeserveafair ded ... irrepectiveof their land tenure
status’. However, themanner of implementation hasmade dlum dwellersmoreinsecureand most ULBs
seem to be excessively concerned with issues of land tenure in slumsthan the challenge of affordable
housing for the poor. Therecurring themesin the FGDswere about insecurity about the dwellingsand
affordability of proposed housing under IHSDP.

Theofficid government policy emphasi zesthe need for a* humaneapproach’ and declaresthat community
participationwill be central to theslum devel opment programs. We have not been ableto record any case
of adumrecalling the detailsof any meeting organised to discussthe IHSDP. The FGDs showed that there
has hardly been any seriousattempt to elicit community participation. The stated policy enjoinsthat all
“devel opmentd interventionswill be carried out through community participation, whichwill includether
activeinvolvement at all the stages such asplanning and execution ...”. However, thereisno evidencein
any dum of any such approach or even asmall attempt to involve communitiesin any stageof IHSDP or
any other dumimprovement effort. Not even asingle participant out of morethan 2170 participantsin 112
FGDscould provide credible account of somekind of participatory exerciseinwhich they wereinvolved,
or any instancewhen the UL B had serioudly attempted to involve the lum dwellersat some stage of the

planning.

Housing for the Urban Poor 17



Slum Improvement —Policy and Practice

Themost dtriking feature of theresponseswegot isthe optimism mixed with enthusiasm of the officidsand
the extreme pessimism tinged with apprehension evident intheslums. Essentialy, whiletheofficiasare
very happy with the prospectsof clearing the dumsand making thetownsbeautiful, the senativity that was
expected inthe urban renewal wasnot so much evident except inafew cases. Whiledl the Chief Officers
of theMunicipaitiesdo recognisethedifficultiesfaced by the urban poor and theinevitability of dumsinthe
absenceof affordablehousing inreasonable proximity to sourcesof gainful employment, theimplementation
detailshardly incorporatethisconcern.

Intheslums, thefear and apprehensionispal pable. Also evident isthe gap between official claimsthat
people have been consulted and the memory of people about the consultations. Theteam found it difficult
to elicit coherent descriptionsfrom the dums of the consultations organised by theauthorities. Theonly
recall peoplehad wasof afew visitsby officialsand councilors. Some of these visitswere unconnected
with IHSDP. Somerelated to threats of eviction or for some data collection the purpose of whichwas
elther unknown to them or beyond recollect.

Thereisvery littleawarenessof the|HSDP asaschemethat isgoing to hel p the urban poor and thoseliving
inthedums. Thelittleawarenesswhichistherein afew dumsisabout housing schemes. Despitethethrust
inthe guidelineson improving governance and ahumane approach to the problem of dums, relationship
between UL B and dum remainsfraught with tensons, distrust and animosity. Thedum dwellersdo not fed
that they can deal with theauthoritiesascitizenswith certain basicrights. Thefact that their dwellingsarein
most cases on encroached land makesthemto livein fear of evictionsand demolitions. Many caseswere
narrated during the FGDs of the dumsfacing thewrath of the ULB becausethey asked for certain basic
amenities. Wherever thereisawareness, one clear messagethat hasgonedownisthat al thosewho are
left out from the scheme would have to move out from the current location without any assi stance and
availability of an aternatelocationto moveinto. Infact, greater theawarenessmoreisthefear and anxiety.
Therearevariationsin theway the IHSDP schemeisimplemented in different towns. It isdifficult to
classify theseinto aclear pattern. The soaring val ue of some of thelocationswhere dumsare situated now
and theavailability of land for rel ocation seem to the primedriver of the plan. Another key driver for
relocationisthe overarching desirefor urban beautification. Itisasif thetownwill get anew look when
dumsareremoved from somekey locations, evenif al other thingsdo not change. Whilenot enoughis
being doneto improve sanitation and hygiene or to enhance the quality of environmental conditions, there
seemsto beagreater urgency to eiminatelums.

Whileall thetownsimplementing IHSDP are expected to follow the relevant common guidelines, the
evidence point intheoppositedirection. Therearetoo many departuresfrom theguidelines. The Detailed
Project Reports (DPR) showsthat not al towns havefollowed the norms suggested inthemodel DPR. In
some cases, even thebas c datahas not beenincluded. Therearea so considerablevariationsindigibility
criteriasuch astheminimum period of resdency intheparticular town. Inalmost al cases, ironicaly, if BPL
familiesdo not apply or pay, theunitswill beallotted to non-BPL applicants. Also, in most casesthe units
are opento al the urban poor, even when the schemeis primarily for anidentified slum. If thereare
insufficient applicantsfrom theidentified dum, other gpplicantswill be considered.
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In thetop-down approach that hastended to be the hall mark of the [HSDPimplementation, the current
status of amenitiesand the occupational pattern that characterisesthe dumshave not been factoredin or
even consdered important. The plans, in asense, have attempted to address concerns of good design for
the proposed housing unit and ensure certain quality control inthematerialsand construction. Theabsence
of any serious consultative process hasensured that theroot causesthat drivethe current pattern of Sum
formation areblissfully ignoredinfavor of what can be considered good quality housing units. Peoplecall
it good quality Housing Board project. Theintended spirit of the [HSDPislacking in theimplementation.
Certainly it would appear that good quaity housing isbeing built. However, it hastended to overlook the
need to incorporate amenitiesthat match livelihood patternssuch aswork sheds. Primafacie, it ssemsthat
therel ocation would serioudly affect the capacity of thebeneficiary to pay sincetheensuing difficultiesare
likely to adversdly affect theearnings.

Onemust keep in mind that theformation of dumsaredriven by livelihood avail ability patterns coupled
with non-availability of affordable housing and it would be very unfair to push people away from the
sourcesof livelihood. Ironically, thisisrecognised assuchintheofficia policy whilein practicethosewho
implement the schemes seem to takeavery different view. Evenif they use cheap transport to accessthe
same opportunities, thereisacost to pay that will dent their incomesand reducetheir ability to copewith
al kindsof demands such occupations placeontheindividud. Thesearetheworriespeople—casua wage
earnerswho work in morethan onejob — haverevealed during the FGDs.

Therearedifferent plansfor housing unitseven withinasingletown including significant variationsin unit
cost. Itisnot clear why there should be so much variation when the paying capacity of the beneficiary
householdisnot different. It isclear that Sncethe number of unitsare much lessthan the actual number of
familieslivingin dums (42 unitsfor every 100 Slum househol ds), thisapproach doesnot providealong-
term solution to the need for appropriate and aff ordable housing for the urban poor.

Theprocessemployed andin somecasesédligibility criteriatoo tend to vary acrossthetowns. Thescheduling
of paymentsand quantum of installments do seem to takeinto account the constraints of the urban poor,
particularly that of the BPL families. Ironicaly, theway the beneficiary contributionisstructured inamost
al townsseemsto deter the poorest who ought to have been themain target group. Thisgroupisparticularly
handicapped when it comesto the way the contributionisto be paid. Perhaps, the UL Bs should have
cons dered better optionsthan decide on theimplementation of suchasystemwhichisvery insengtiveto
the economic condition of the poorest.

Fromtheinformation available, itisclear that the poor, for whom the schemeisactually intended for, face
seriousdifficultiesin mobilising financesto pay for the[HSDPunits. Ironically, oncethereare no takers,
those unitsbecome availableto others. Thisunderliesthe need for appropriate financing support so that
none of the poor who wishto avail of the scheme are denied adwelling unit because of their inability to
mobilisefunds. Itisaso clear that in the absence of asuitablefinancing option, the poor standtoloseout,
defeating the good intentions behind rolling out the IHSDP asaschemeto target the poor. Theoptionto
dlotal unitsinanarrow timeframeand to give unitsnot claimed to those can pay isalso faulty asit seems
tostand thelogic of implementing IHSDP onitshead. TheNagarpaikasintheir anxiety toallot theunitsare
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willing to accommodate those with the capacity to pay than the poor who have the greatest need for
affordable housing. Thissituation can only beremedied by awell-thought out financing optionthat is
customi sed to the paying capacities of the genuine poor. The current mode of implementation of the scheme
doesnot providemuch flexibility alowing neither scopefor adjusting the payment schedulesnor financing
support for the poor whose earnings often tend to beirregular and are subject to variations.

Irrespective of thelofty intentionsin the policy on dums, theimplementation of IHSDP scheme seemsto
have some shades of old dum clearance. Whilethe Gujarat Slum Clearance Board (GSCB) wasmerged
with the State Housing Board with effect from 1/04/2007, theghost of ‘ clearingdums' still seemsto makes
itspresencefelt. While no oneis sure about who among the genuine poor would be in position to get
proper benefitsof IHSDP, everyone—both the UL B and the peopleinlums—arevery clear that all those
who areconsderedindligible, incapableof paying or find it inconvenient to moveto anew location withits
added costsaswell asdifficultieswould have no option but to move out. The choiceisof either takeit or
move out. In other words, whileasmall portion of dum dwellerswould be benefited, many of theurban
would be at great disadvantage dueto the manner of implementing the very schemethat i s supposed to
helpthem.

One aspect that appearsnot to get much attentionisthat of assetswhich peoplealready haveinthesdums.
Whether itisatemporary shelter or aproper house, in most cases considerabl einvestment accumul ated
over along period have goneinto each of thedum dwelling. All those all otted housing under IHSDPwiill
haveto pay their cost share and also end up losing whatever assetsthey have built. Thosewho are not
allotted alHSDP unit will not only lose the asset without any compensation, they a so haveto rebuild
somewhereand will becomedigiblefor another IHSDPscheme, if they arelucky, after living in another
dumfor sufficiently longtime.

A big question that must beinvoked again at therisk of repetition in thediscussion onurban renewal isthe
soundnessof schemeslikelHSDPthat arevery ad-hoc and inadequate asa sol ution to thelarger question
of providing affordable housing to theincreasing number of urban poor inasituation wherein-migration of
the poor into growing townswill escal ate the demand for such housing. Schemeslike IHSDPthat are
designed to transfer ownershipto alucky few simply cannot keep up with the demand. Instead it seemsto
create greater difficultiesfor many. It seemsthat the absence of seriouscivil society involvement and
meaningful consultationishampering the processof finding smart solutionsthat should bedesignedtohelp
the poorest rather than afew.
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Summing Up

Under the [HSDP, the possibility of good quality housing may becomeareality in many cases. However,
despite the good intentions, the implementation seemsto | ose focus on providing the poor accessto
affordablehousing. Thereisvery littlebeing doneto work out mechanismsthat will enablethe poor tofully
realisethe opportunity availableto them through IHSDP. In the absence of creating supporting financing
arrangementsthat takesinto account the peculiarities of thelivelihood systems of the poor, thereisthe
danger of thisscheme subtly transforming into adum clearance project. In the absence of genuine sensitivity
totheplight of the poor, thereisthe danger that the officialsin UL B could become more concerned about
‘beautification’ of the town than ensuring affordabl e housing to the poor. Some of the plans have been
madein suchway that certain settlementsthat must be cleared first for the beautification and devel opment
work have beenidentified and the process of clearing hasbeen planned. Those displaced fromthose sites
arethenmadedigibleto apply for alotment of IHSDP units.

Thepresent designissmply inadequateto addresstheever increasing need for affordable and appropriate
housingfor theurban poor andisunfriendly to the poorest among the urban poor. Evenwith theinadequacies
and problems, the big question iswhether the current plansare, indeed, the best way to usethelimited
fundsfor affordable housing. It seemsthat many more optionsmust be examined on how to makethe best
useof thefunds.

ThelHSDPissureto create more problemsfor thoseleft out and in that sense, from the perspective of the
poor dum-dwellers, the problemsit will create are going to be morethan what it will solve. Whilethe plan
and the housing unit arenot liked by every beneficiary, those who will be evicted will haveto amost
rebuild their dwellingsall over again, whichissurely aheavy pricethat they haveto pay. Thoseevicted will
includethosewho arenct eigibleaswell asthosewho aredigiblebut find the new dwelling unitsunsuitable
or are unableto pay. Another question isthat an €ligible person hasto | ose the existing dwelling without
evenanomina compensation even whenthefamily findsthenew unit or itslocation inappropriete. In other
words, thisisacoercivearrangement without any room for assi stanceto the digiblewhowishto opt out of
thescheme. Inthe absence of afair solution to this, such as somekind of compensatory mechanism, there
is considerabl e injustice being meted out to the poor who opt out or cannot afford to join. Given the
widespread agreement that the present scheme may not be affordable to the poor, it hastended to become
more of ahousing scheme for the economically weaker sections. It isalso not ableto be sufficiently
focused onimproving the conditionsinthedums.

The cost of housing units and the cost share by the beneficiary aretoo high and appropriate financing
schemes are absent. Even when financing schemehas beenincorporated, it isdesigned differently froma
norma housingloan. Thebeneficiary will bedlotted only after al ingta lmentshave been paid. Thescheme
needsto be made much more aff ordabl e with moreflexible payment optionsthat are consistent with the
economic statusof the beneficiary.
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Annexurel
Overview of the Group Discussions carried out in this study
Aspect Total
Total dumsin 10towns 96
Slumscoveredin study 55
Slumscoveredin study 57%
Number of FGD organised 112
Total participantsin FGDs 2170
Total dum households 19204
Total dum BPL households (BPL-HH) 9614
Number of HH inthe 55 dumscovered in study 6537
HH inthe 55 dumsas apercentage of thetotal HH 34%
Annexure 2
List of 112 FGDs in 55 Slums
Town Sum FGD Men Women Ttotal
Anrdi Civil Hospitd 2 31 44 75
Andi Rathi Road 2 31 27 58
Boriyavi Harijanvas-1 1 10 8 18
Boriyavi Harijanvas-2 2 15 13 28
Boriyavi Indiranagari-1 2 14 1n 25
Boriyavi Indiranagari-2 2 10 13 23
Boriyavi Smvigar 2 13 16 29
Gondd Bhagavatpura-Baasram 2 25 27 52
Gonda Gulab nagar 2 29 17 46
Gonda Kantoliyaroad 2 15 10 25
Gonad Seri no5niche 2 12 23 35
Gonda Seri no9niche 2 13 14 27
Gonda Vijaynagar-Mafatiyu 2 23 20 43
Hdol Badsahi chowk 2 17 18 35
Hdol Fatak talav 1 8 2 10
Hddl IndiraAwas-Kangjari 1 12 7 19
Hdol Jambudii 2 20 17 37
Hdol Kdibhoy 3 42 30 72
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Town Sum FGD Men \Women Total
Himmat Nagar Ambawadi 3 18 14 32
Himmat Nagar Ambawedi 3 18 14 32
Himmat Nagar Bhilwas 2 13 10 23
Himmat Nagar Hari nagar 2 18 13 31
Himmat Nagar Madhu nagar 3 26 18 44
Himmat Nagar Malinachapara 2 17 7 24
Himmat Nagar Vanjaravas 2 18 11 29
Jetpur Dhoraji road 2 15 15 30
Jetpur Garghni rang 2 19 20 39
Jetpur Gentavaaplot 2 9 21 30
Jetpur Harijan nagar 2 15 27 42
Jetpur Hokari kantha 2 28 28 56
Jetpur Khatkivas 1 7 15 22
Jetpur Nagbai ni dhar 4 55 38 93
Jetpur Shanti nagar 2 14 19 33
Khambhat Chunar vas-Mota 3 42 42 84
Khambhat Gafur Badti 2 40 30 70
Khambhat Machhi Khadva 2 22 33 55
Khambhat RPir Ansar 2 25 20 45
Khambhat Pomaavas 2 38 34 72
Khambhat Rebarivas 2 23 20 43
Prantij Bhakhariyatekra 3 26 42 68
Pranti] Bokhvistar 3 27 25 52
Pranti] Chachadbanagar 2 10 10 20
Prantij Ramdev nagar 2 16 22 38
Prantij Ravd vas 2 10 19 29
Prantij Saraniyavas 1 5 4 9
Prantij Sarvoday nagar 1 18 10 28
Unjha Gafur Badti 2 17 8 25
Unjha Mdai vigar-Juni 2 22 27 49
Unjha Maa visar-Navi 2 21 20 41
Unjha Maa visar-ssuvihar 1 7 5 12
Unjha Namiyanpura 2 17 1 28
Unjha Narshinhni tekri 2 25 25 50
Upleta Harijanvas-Bhavaninagar 2 12 23 35
Upleta Near railway station 2 8 25 33
Upleta Tutiygpara 3 26 28 54
Upleta Vagharivas-bhavaninagar 2 18 27 45
Total 112 1087 1083 2170
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Annexure 3
Town-wise number of sums and number of participantsin FGD

Town Slums FGD Participants Men Women

Covered (%) (%)
Anmrdi 2 4 133 46.6 534
Boriyavi 5 9 123 504 49.6
Gonda 6 12 228 51.3 48.7
Hdadl 5 9 173 57.2 42.8
Himmatnagar 6 14 183 60.1 39.9
Jetpur 8 17 345 47.0 53.0
Khambhat 6 14 369 515 48.5
Prantij 7 13 244 45.9 54.1
Unjha 6 1 205 53.2 46.8
Upleta 4 9 167 38.3 61.7
Total 55 112 2170 50.1 49.9

Annexure 4

Slums covered in the study identified for in-situ upgrade in the ten towns
SN Town Sum
1 Gondd Bhagavatpura-Bdasram
2. Upleta Harijan vas, Bhavaninagar
3. Upleta Vagharivas, bhavaninagar
4. Khambhat Chunar vas-Mota
5. Haol Jambudi




Annexure 5
Conditions in the Slums Surveyed
SN[ Town Slum HH [ % Kachha | % BPL |Anganwadi | Water |Drainage
Dwellings | HH Line

1 |Anrdi Civil Hospital 45 100 40 Yes No No
2 |Anmrdi Rathi Road 35 100 100 No No No
3 | Boriyavi Harijanvas-1 10 80 50 Yes Yes Yes
4 | Boriyavi Harijanvas-2 21 95 40 Yes Yes Yes
5 |Boriyavi Indiranagari-1 50 20 70 Yes Yes No
6 |Boriyavi Indiranagari-2 40 95 80 Yes Yes No
7 | Boriyavi Smyvigar 22 77 80 Yes Yes No
8 [Gondd Bhagavatpura 60 92 10 No No No

Baasram
9 [(Gondd Gulab nagar 150 83 20 No No No
10 | Gondd Kantoliyaroad 15 0 100 No No No
11 | Gondal Serino5niche 40 95 75 No No No
12 | Gonda Serino9niche 50 100 0 No No No
13 | Gondd Vijaynagar- 300 67 20 No Yes No

Mafatiyu
14 |Hdd Badsahi chowk 19 84 95 Yes Yes No
15| Hdd Fatak talav 15 100 95 No No No
16 | Hddl IndiraAwas- 29 100 95 Yes No No

Kangari
17 |Hdd Jambudi 50 50 95 Yes Yes No
18 |Hdd Kdibhoy 150 83 95 Yes Yes No
19 | Himmat Nagar | Ambawadi 250 96 30 Yes Yes No
20 | Himmat Nagar | Bhilwas 35 100 90 Yes Yes No
21 | Himmat Nagar | Hari nagar 40 75 50 Yes Yes No
22 | Himmat Nagar | Madhu nagar 300 83 50 Yes Yes No
23 | Himmat Nagar | Madinachapara 150 67 60 No No No
24 | Himmat Nagar | Vanjaravas 70 50 80 Yes Yes Yes
25 | Jetpur Dhorgji road 40 100 100 No Yes No
26 | Jetpur Garghnirang 150 100 20 No Yes No
27 | Jetpur Gentavalaplot 70 43 60 No Yes No
28 | Jetpur Harijan nagar 250 50 20 No Yes No
29 | Jetpur Hokari kantha 200 75 75 No No No
30 | Jetpur Khatkivas 1000 80 0 Yes Yes No
31 | Jetpur Nagbai ni dhar 500 80 50 Yes No No
32 | Jetpur Shanti nagar 35 100 50 No No No
33 | Khambhat Chunar vas-Mota | 500 95 70 Yes Yes No
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Sr.[ Town Slum HH | % Kachhal % BPL| Anganwadi| Water | Drainage
No Dwellings| HH Line
34 | Khambhat Gafur Basti 100 90 60 Yes Yes No
35 | Khambhat Machhi Khadva 150 100 60 Yes Yes No
36 | Khambhat Rr Ansar 100 100 70 No Yes Yes
37 | Khambhat Pomaavas 25 100 50 Yes Yes No
38 | Khambhat Rabarivas 60 92 30 Yes Yes No
39| Prantij Bhakhariyatekra | 250 92 80 Yes Yes No
40 | Prantij Bokhvigtar 90 67 50 Yes Yes No
41 | Prantij Chachadbanagar | 150 67 20 Yes Yes No
42 | Prantij Ramdev nagar 105 62 50 Yes Yes No
43| Prantij Raval vas 16 94 10 No Yes Yes
44 | Prantij Saraniyavas 25 92 85 Yes Yes Yes
45| Prantij Sarvoday nagar 35 46 40 Yes Yes No
46| Unjha Gafur Basti 25 52 30 No Yes No
47 [ Unjha Madai vistar-Juni 80 94 40 Yes No No
48| Unjha Mala visar-Navi 25 100 55 Yes No No
49| Unjha Maa vistar- 20 100 60 Yes Yes No
ssuvihar
50| Unjha Namiyanpura 20 100 20 Yes No No
51| Unjha Narshinhni tekri 50 100 20 No Yes No
52| Upleta Harijanvas- 100 80 50 Yes Yes No
Bhavaninagar
53| Upleta Near railway station| 80 100 90 Yes No No
54| Upleta Tutiygpara 140 100 100 Yes Yes Yes
55| Upleta Vagharivas- 200 80 70 No Yes No
bhavaninagar

Total Households: 6537; KachhaDwellings: 82%; BPL 46%
No aganwadi —20/55 (36%); No Water line: 17/55 (31%); No drainage system: 48/55 (87%)
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Annexure 6
Check List — Interviews with Chief Officers

General Information of Town

Nameof the Town & District; CEO, Chief Engineer & other key persons, Key contact details

Main features of thetown: (Industry, Market, Population, etc)

Slum popul ation; householdsliving within dums; Accessto water supply; Sewerage & other amenities
Sanitation schemesunder implementation/ Pay and Usetoilet scheme- Government Scheme
Details—of charges, etc; if any

Drainage—scheme, if any for dums; Cost-Share or charges, if any

Locationsinwhich IHSDPproject, if any, isin progress

Detailsof the Project: Number of houses, current status|[invited bids/ bids completed/ contract awarded/
constructionin progress.

List of Sumgd etc

Beneficiary Selection :

Eligibility listoFina Ligt, Criteria, making theligt, verification, objections’ gpped, corrections, finaization
—due process—what is system specified under rules?1sthereacommon rule/ guideling?

Project Implementation I ssues

Eviction of non-beneficiaries; eviction respong bility; project contract terms—any suchissuesareinvolved
andif, so arethese causing delays?

Taxes and Levies
What arethelevies/ tax/ charges/ feescharged or collected from dum dwellers?
Role of NGOs

NGO-role, if any, any facilitation or other roles; I sthat mandated? Comment on quality of contribution.
What wasthe background to giveyou theideato takeinitiativefor thisplan?

Distancefromthetown( ]; Selection of thelocation[ ]; Decision for on-siteupgrade/ relocateto new site
& new stesdection| ]; Typeof housing- multistory or independent small unitq ]; Selection of thebeneficiaries
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Consultation/ Publicity/ process procedur esfollowed by the Nagar palika/ UL B

Roleof officers

Roleof Beneficiaries

How publicity, communication, awareness, etc organizedtoinformsumdwellers
M echanismsto ensure participation

How you usethe el ectronic mediumto link dum population with nagarpalikagovernance system?
Wheat isthenormal relation withum?

Discussions, mestings, publicity regarding IHSDPto beneficiary selection

SiteRelated | nfor mation

IHSDPsite selection process and criteria: [ Town specific] background of IHSDPand UIDSSMT
Sseparately?

Current and new site; discuss- land value, road connectivity, proximity of any industry or business
centre/ market, etc.

IHSDP Planning: Rolesof a) CO b) Elected Rep
Eligibility criteria: fromaparticular dum/ selected Sums/ urban poor fromany part of town

Selection process, stepsfor ensuring more participation & awareness

How? Criteria, publicity, manner in which applicationsare collected, beneficiary contribution,

Documentsare necessary to apply for an IHSDP unit

Processfollowed to relocatethelum?

Relocatevs. in-gtu dum up-gradation

Any other town specificl ssues
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Annexure 7

Check List — Focus Group Discussion in Slums

1.0 Profileof theSlum

Content OPTIONS

Participants (number) Men:[ ] Women:[ ]

1)  Municpdity

2)  Area/ Sum/Locality —Name

3)  Ward Number

4)  VoterID

(Numbersor estimate %)

5  RationCad

(Numbersor estimate %)
6)  Specify ownershipof theland Municipa / Revenue Land/ Railway Land/ Public Sector/
inwhichdum Other semi Govt./ Wagf Land/
Private Land/ Private Industrial Land/ Other (Specify)

7)  Areainhectares Better estimatethis: approx length and breadth

8)  Noof Houses Kachha [ | Puckka [ |

9)  Ageof stlement

10) Paceof Origin

11) Mainoccupations

12)  Ownership of housesinthedum Rented (Private)/ Rented (Gowt.)

13) Toilets Private/ Govt. Made Individual/ Common UseToilets/
Pay and Use/ [If so, termsof use (charge per month/
family pass/ etc)]

14)  Government Schemes Name of the scheme/ Beneficiaries

15) Isthereany Legal Notice? If yes, thenwhat isthe status?

16) Sumlocation- charactersitcs Position: a) Out of the Town/ Middle of thetown b)
Very littledistancefrom Main areac) Highly Valuable
location
L ocality Type: Near @) Pond, b) Nala, c) Common
Garbage Dumping area, d) Industry polluted areae)
Health Hazardouswaste dump
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2.0

3.0

4.0
5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0
9.0

BasicAmenities:

Drinking Water Source| ]; Drinking Water Stand Postq| ]; Timing of Water Supply| ]; Water for
Other Use— Source] |; Pulse Polio Coverage| |; DOT-TB (Kshay)[ ]; Vaccinationd |; Materna
Health Facility and Check-up Campq ]; Child Health Facility and Check-up Campq |; Disease
survey| |; Visit by mobilevan[ ]; Visitsby healthworkerd] ]; Primary School[ ]; Bath facilities
made by municipality/ govt —yes/no[ |; Drainage] ]; Waste Removal[ |; Safai[ ]; Condition of
Roadd ]; No. Electricity Connections

Security/ Major Conflicts/5.0 Caste/ Religion/ Group Conflictsor Divisions. (Incidents
intheLast TwoYears)

Anganwadi: Functioning—Describe; Janani SurakshaYojana: Chiranjivi Yojana:

Awar eness of IHSDP/ Slum Development Schemes/ Policiesof Gover nment:

No. of persons($) awareof IHSDP/ Applied/ Satusof Application/ PaymentsM ade/ etc
Any Hous ng Scheme/ Any Sanitation Scheme/ Drinking Water Scheme

SISRY —Training; SISRY —L oan; SISRY —Daily Wage

Note: SISRY - SwarnaJayanti Shahari Rojagar Yojana) Scheme

Any NGO or Social ServiceOrganizationisworking?Agency & Details

Area: Sanitation/ Education/ Housing/ Areal mprovement/ Health/ Livelihood/ SHG

Slum Dwellers& UL B/ Nagar palika

Any petition/ representationto town/ ULB officia s?

Demand/ Representation/ Complaint; Current Status; Response/ Action From Nagarpaikal UL B/
[Details—date, how, whoseinitiative, etc]

Safe Drinking water/ Sewerage/ Rain Water Drainage/ Health/ Streets Water L ogging/ Waste
removal, collection and cleaning/ Street Lights/ House El ectricity/ Relief for Housedamageduring
rain/ flood/ overflow/ Anganwadi/ Creches/ Pre-School Education/ Non-formal Education/ Adult
Education/ Shopping and Milk Booth/ Parksand Playgrounds/ Livelihood Support Programmes

Any gover nment official visited in slum: Background/ reasong etc:

Visit by Leader: [Yes|[No]; Background/ reasong etc:
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ABOUT US

UNNATIis avoluntary non-profit organisation registered under the Societies Registration Act (1860) in1990. It is
our aim to promote social inclusion and democratic governance so that the vulnerable sections dalits and
women, of our society, are empowered to effectively and decisively participate in mainstream development and
decision making process.

It is an issue based, strategic educational support organisation, working in Western India with people's
collectives, NGOs, elected representatives in local governance and the government. Collaborative research,
public education, advocacy, direct field level mobilisation and implementation with multiple stakeholders are
the key instruments of our work. The interventions span from the grassroot level to policy level environment in
ensuring basic rights of citizens. In this, inspiration is drawn from the struggles of the vulnerable and strength
from our partners. Presently, all the activities of UNNATI are organised around the following programme
centres/themes:

Social Inclusionand Civic Leadership and Social Determinants of
Empowerment Governance Disaster Risk Reduction
The initiatives include: We work in the rural and urban We facilitate adoption of
- Dalit mobilisation and organising | areas. The activities include: sustainable and affordable
in Western Rajasthan in - Community mobilisation for Innovations in the field and
collaboration with local NGOs participation in decision making | research to promote community
and people's organisations to forums and monitoring of basic | Based practices for disaster risk
fight discrimination. services to ensure social justice. | reduction. The activities include
« Educational support for « Support elected representatives | action research on current
mainstreaming gender at all especially women and dalits to community practices,
levels internally and for our promote accountability through | documentation of best practices
partners. reform in local governance and research and advocacy on
« Promoting civic response in institutions. The support includes | disaster response policies and
mainstreaming disability through capacity building for equitable Packages.
educational support to agencies implementation of development
working with persons with programmes, participatory
disabilities and other civil society planning and facilitating social
organizations. audits.
« Facilitating formation of craft « Promotion and strengthening of
based producers' group of women forums like association of women
affected by the Gujarat elected representatives, Social
earthquake for livelihood Justice Committees and Village
promotion. Development Committees for
facilitating collaborative action.

The learning derived from our field experiences are consolidated and disseminated in print and electronic forms
for wider sharing through a Knowledge Resource Centre. It is our endeavour to build an academy for community
leaders, especially dalitsand women, so that they can effectively address local issues.
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