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Objectives

To contribute to the current body of research on
slum resettlement, through a comparative study
of costs and benefits of slum relocation and slum
up-gradation;

- to estimate cost of resettlement on livelihoods and

Incomes of poor and on city economic development
(positive and negative);

=10 compare cost of in-situ upgrading versus relocation

To make policy recommendations on
resettlement

Tenure: context /constant variable




Structure of Presentation

e The Study
e Implications for Housing and Tenure




Hypothesis: Tenure by itself is an
Insutficient condition for poverty

reduction




Sampling

3 Purposive

Experimental

Control

Largest cities

TISlum

population

Different
approaches to
slum
redevelopment;
far site
relocation and
near site
development

3 Resettled sites

Time since relocation: < 3 yrs for
recall

Variable Temporal framework: - 6,
12-18, 36 months

Variable Distance from old site: - 5,
15 and 50km to measure livelihood
disruption

Settlement size: 1000 HHs

3

Matched
clusters same
neighbourhood

3 upgraded sites

Random from Slum Redevelopment
Scheme of 1995.

3 non-upgraded
sites same
neighbourhood




Methodolegy: Multi Dimensional

S Quantitative
S Stratified random, HH survey (n= 60 HHs / settlement)
3 Delhi - 360 HHs; Mumbai - 300 HHs
S Questionnaires to capture income-expenditures socioeconomic profile

S Qualitative

S Structured/ semi-structured interviews, participant observations,
Participatory Learning and Action (PLA) tools (household mapping,
wealth ranking, seasonality mapping, asset profiling).

S Estimating government expenditure on slum redevelopment
through departmental interviews/records

S Measures of Central Tendencies

S Ranking poverty using severity index / ANOVA scores; comparing
10 worst-10 least affected HHs

S Gini Coefficient, Head count Index, Sen Index to measure inequity
S Financial Cost Benefit Analysis on government budgeting for slum
relocation + benefits for residents




Results




Monthly HH income dreps for far site resettied (and
non-resetiled families), grews significantly for upgraded
households

Delhi Mumbail

Resettled Householdy Non Upgraded Non Upgrad
Resettled |Households |Households
Households

After Before |Current After upgradin Current

Relocation| relocation (Current)
(Current)

Monthly Income/ Per capita income

4184.44 |4390.56 [4189.11 |5543
(11% increase

748.18 779.73 |828.20 1148

Decline in earning members, especially women, in Delhi; mixed results for Mumbai.

Gender concerns: Lack of suitable employment in new neighborhoods, technical skills mismatch
to new /available options, traveling woes: long distance to old work sites-poor transport;
rearranged social capital destroying safety nets for child care




Income /asset changes increase by

distance to resettled site; HH expenditure drops

Near site Mid site Far site No relocation
Income Househdd HouseholelRs.1737.5/m HousehddRs. 2294.7/mth HousehddRs.36@/nth
Rs.3444.1/ith Per CaaitaRs. 457.9t Per CaptaRs. 4486/nth Per CapitaRs. 880.1/nth
Per CapitaRs. 736.7/n
Aerage nunber of da 24.8 3384 46.6
out o wak onamval
HousshddAssaets TV42.3% Fidge 10€ TV %4 FHidge 074 Bigy TV 375% gl Bioyde TV 52.9% Fidge 16%4 Boyde 21. 74
Bicyde 15.4%scoder 25% 65%0decrease Scoater 0.9%
21.3%deease 625 00kcrease
Assetsof Produdion a0 194 cyde rickshe No assets Cat ™0 Cat 1724 Scoater 34%
4.8% shop 35% Auto 024 shop 1794 cyde rickshaw4.2
Househdd Expenditure 3130/6th Rs.2512.7/nth Rs. 2137.7/Inth Rs.3279.1/th
Aerace years o 31yrsschoding 582 125 yrs schodling, 79% 1.4 2yrs schodling; 81.3% 1.9 yr schoding; 43 4%ty
sohodling, Aot illiterax adult illiteracy illiteracy illiteracy
rate
Accesstobascare 100%conmunity weter tap; conmrunity tallets; dectridity; 100%gpen drait 76.3%piped weter; 23, 7%%comunity ta
bus stop within 750m 25.4%0pendrans, 75.6%covered drair

SAWM systent bus stopSetm
Sodal Infrastrudure health centre avallalde far 70%6pegple within 500 religious buldng withi Health centre within 1k primary schod
available to 83%opeople with within 500 religious bulding wi



Income/assets rise significantly with

Upgrading

Income

Household
Assets

Assets of
Production

Household
Expenditure

Average years
of schooling;
Adult illiteracy
rate

Access to
basic
amenities

Social
Infrastructure

Household Rs 5569.6/mth Household-Rs 4940.13/mth

Per Capita Rs 1704.1/mth Per CapitaRs.973/mth

TV 83.6%; Fridge 34%; Washing Machine 10 TV 79.6%; Fridge 30%; Washing Machine
15.7%

Overall 2.7% increase in household asset ownershpggoadation
Auto rickshaw 3.3%; Cycle rickshaw 1.7%; C Auto rickshaw 0.9%; Cycle rickshaw 0.9%;

1.7%; Cart 0.6%; Shop 6.7% Computer 0%; Cart 0%; Shop 1.7%
Overall 10.5% increase in ownership of assets of productipgradation
Rs 5808.4/mth Rs.4378.4/mth

7.93 years schooling; 4.5% adult illiteracy 6.79 years schooling; 4.1% adult illiteracy

Piped water supply 78.6%; Individual toilets 8 Piped water supply 8.3%; Individual toilets
Individual electricity supply 94.7% 4.8%; Individual electricity supply 26.9%

100% access to health centre within 650m; 71 100% access to health centre within 2kms or
access to school within 1km; 40% access to 1 20mins; 70% access to school within 1 km;
building within 50 10% access to religious building within



Full time employment
declines/ job losses up In resettled sites

Changes in Employment pattern after Relocation
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. Women Disempowered: in
resettlement

Changesin Female Employment, Delhi

Changesin Male Employment on Relocation, Delhi
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at Rs.148 pm, is an increase of 21%

between relocated and not relocated

(drop from Rs392 to Rs250 pm, and from Rs595.70 pm,;
from 6.91% to 3.47%, - 104% HHSs (versus 7%) seek credit

for various needs
. bus stops farther off, skeleton services
INncrease insecurity among women




School participation drops as
schools move out of reach/children needed to

supplement family iIncomes

5 Dropout rates double from 17.9% . .
to 51.1% both for resettled and Reasons Given for Dropping Out of School
left-behind families; no going
back to school

3 NGO-managed schools shut
down

3 Left behind families are among
the most backward groups

3 Upgraded sites see lowering of | | |
drop out rates (13.25%) as Schoolis Too Far Awehidren Don'tWant tChidren Negded to

compared to non-upgraded sites 0o New School - Supplement Famiy
(19.7%) Incone




IHousing and Services’
levels drop In resettled areas

City Type of sit

Mumbai Upgraded
Non Upgraded
Delhi Resettled

Nonresettled

Water and Sanitation Provisions in Delhi

O Resettled

74I—:.> @ Not Resettled
I I I

Piped Cowered Open No
Water Drains Drains drains

Supply

Condition of Housir (%)

Permanent Semi Permanent Temporary
100 0 0
45.5 54.4 0.1
3.6 25.7 70.6
12.7 49.2 38.1

Piped water supply and HH
toilets for upgraded
households; tankers and
community toilets for
resettled




Conclusions




Poverty deepens

Categoy Per capita After Before Non
Income relocation relocation(%) relocated
(Rs/month) (current)(%) Sites (%)
Delhi Core Poor >253 7.22 5 3.35
Intermediate Poo 253506 25.56 23.89 24.02
Transitiona®oor 506759 26.67 28.89 21.79
Total 59.5 57.78 49.16
NonPoor >759 40.5 42.22 50.84
Category Per Capita Income Upgraded sites Non Upgraded Sites
(Rs/month)

Mumba Poor <270 0.56 1.3
Intermediate Poor 270to540 3.89 13.85
Transitional Poor 540 to810 25 25.11

Total 29.45 40.26
NonPoor >810 70.% 59.74




Inequity rises

e Head Count Index and Sen Index: Poverty
declines significantly for upgraded
households but deepens for relocated

e Gini coefficient: Income inequality higher in
relocated sites and upgraded households
(house ownership increases expenditure on
basic services which were previously free,
and payments for building maintenance
charges such as lifts etc.)




Costs and Benetfits of Far Site Relocation

Cost for Authonties

Rate

Benefits Rate per HH/year

Land Value of Rs.467,000/HH Land value of relocated site Rs.418,000/DU
evacuated site for (@Rs.21531.08/§ Givic amenities Rs.40,000/DU
Commercial Use .m Coreruction of| RS 045

Rs.21.53
Croretha ) Cost of bus service Rs.2628/HH/year for 4 rips

Net Taxes & charges Rs.4670/HH Cost for Resicerts Rate

city managers for
Civic Amenities

Employment Generat Rs.10,890/HH
from development  (Rs.600,000/Ha/
projects in the ar)
evacuated site

Interest payments required for lo Rs.1483 HH/pm
used to by land plot & construct |

Income loss to settlements Rs.1182.5 per HH mor th
Additional travel cost Rs.226.9 per HH/month
Additional expenses for health  Rs.33 per HH/month

Loss of savings Rs.142.79 perHH/mont

Increased income anit Rs.5600/HH/Yr
employment (Rs.466.67/
opportunities to thr  month/HH)
resettled househo



Optior PresentVali PresentVall Netpreset  Benefit Co
of Benefits of Costs value (NPV) Ratio (BCR)
(Rs.lakhsh)  (Rs.lakhs/hh)

Relocation of slums, 5.80 10.16 4.35 0.57
using evacuated site
development project:
Onsite upgrading of 269 2.57 0.51 1.24

slums, using 40% of

for development proj

Turn around time: Five years

None of the evacuated sites were commercially used




‘Our ---- policy has long failed to add up to a coherent
approeach, but our governments have been reluctant to
riedo the math.’

Nandan Nilenkani
Imagining India




Tenure-o-nomics: Redo the math

S Tenure through far site relocation: Factor in the socio-economic
costs to determine economic viability;

3 0n-site upgrading has fewer benefits for governments, but far less
costs for governments and residents; make it the preferred option

S Minimise distance between relocated and pre relocated site

S Transformational Power of Tenure: Housing without services,
livelihoods, education, health care, social capital preservation, etc.
IS arecipe for disaster

S BSUP = Housing? Lets right size the solution

S Un-bundle Tenure from Service Delivery; the short term-
emergency solution

S Make resettlement policies transparent: BPL is not a sensitive
Indicator of poverty, ‘lack of in-the-house toilet’ ??7?

Slincrease accountability; Will Area Sabhas give a voice to the
landless urban poor?




Thank You

For the Full Report titled: Economics of Resettling Low-income Settlements
(Slums) in Urban Areas: A Case for On-site Upgrading See




