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One of the aims of the research project “Change2Sustain:
Urban Opportunities —Urban Growth and The Sustainability
Challenge” [Chance2Sustain] is to understand better to
what extent, and how, citizens and governments mobilize,
operate and co-operate to reduce urban inequalities.
Hence a work package (WP3) deals with policies and politics
to address urban inequality. Focal points are the ‘slums’, or
what we prefer to define as sub-standard or informal
settlements, in metropolitan areas.

Case studies in four countries — India, South Africa,
Brazil and Peru - try to answer a variety of questions:
Which roles do poor people networks and civil society
organizations play in order to upgrade sub-standard
settlements and make them survive? What are the
contents of government policies towards sub-standard
settlements? Are these policies responses to social
mobilizations? Do they cause demobilization or increased
mobilization? Do the policies result in sustainable
improvements of sub-standard settlements and in reduced
socio-spatial segregation in the cities?

Foreword

A conceptual and methodological framework for the
studies was elaborated in 2010. A group of highly
committed and skilled researchers have carried out
fieldwork in the selected cities and settlements in 2011
and 2012. This publication compiles the fieldwork reports.
The next steps are to develop the analysis of the settlement
cases within the context of each city and country, and
finally to compare the findings from the settlement cases
across the cities and countries.

The research teams want to thank everyone — in
particular the informants - who made the fieldwork possible.

The authors of each report will welcome questions
and comments.
Einar Braathen

Senior researcher, Norwegian Institute for Urban and
Regional Research.
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1 Introduction and Abstracts of the Case Studies

PART I°

Introduction and Abstracts of the Case Studies

The ambition to develop large Indian metropolises into
“global cities”* has led to major restructuring of their urban
space. As a capital city, Delhi has always received particular
attention from governments and town planners; as the
country showcase its image has been enhanced. More
recently, urban renewal operations and major infrastructure
works, including the extension of the metro railway, got
boosted by the preparation for the 2010 Commonwealth
Games. The implementation of these projects and
“beautification” operations were associated with large-
scale slum demolitions (Dupont, 2011a & 2011b), illustrated
here by the case of Rajendar Nagar slum.

In addition, following urban reforms in India in the 1990s
and the induction of the private sector as developer and
builder, as promoted in the Master Plan for Delhi 2021,
significant real estate developments affect now urban land
reclaimed from spaces situated in the capital proper, and
not only in its peripheral towns as observed initially. These
spaces under transformation include reclaimed built-up
areas such as slums and mill lands, as well as controversial
constructions in ecologically sensitive zones, such as in the
Delhi Ridge natural forest (as illustrated by the Tehkhand
residential project linked to the aborted rehabilitation plan
for V.P. Singh Camp), and in the Yamuna river floodplain
(such as the Commonwealth Games Village Complex).

Experiences in addressing sub-standard settlements in
India have further to be understood in the context of the new
national policy for Slum-Free City Planning launched in 2010,
and in Delhi, in the context of the strategy of in-situ slum

3 Part [ was written by Véronique Dupont; and Section 2
draws from Dupont (2011c).

4 Werefer here to the global city model, which was originally
proposed by John Friedmann’s (1986) and Saskia Sassen’s
(1991) in order to identify cities that are strategic sites in
the new world economy, with decisive international
functions on a global scale. Whether Indian metropolises
do or do not qualify as “global cities” as per Friedmann’s
and Sassen’s or more appropriate criteria, the ambition of
the political and planning authorities to transform them
according to that perceived model has tangible effects and
drawbacks, as denounced more generally by Robinson
(2006) for cities of the South. For a discussion in the case
of Delhi, see Dupont (2011a).

rehabilitation initiated recently by the Delhi Development
Authority (DDA) with the involvement of private builders.
This will be illustrated here by the case of Kathputli Colony,
a squatter settlement identified in 2008 by DDA to implement
the first project of that kind in the capital.

The first settlement case —Kathputli Colony— thus
documents the initial steps of implementation of an in-
situ slum rehabilitation project under public-private
partnership, along with its associated difficulties, as well
as the way in which the concerned residents have been
—or not— consulted. One major problem and source of
delay at the outset was to find vacant land for the
temporary transfer of the slum families, in a context of
hostile reactions from neighbouring residents and traders’
associations. Within the affected communities, other
issues include the lack of accurate information about the
project especially at the early stage, and the lack of
transparency regarding the list of eligible families and the
financial conditionality to access a rehabilitation flat.
Mobilization in the settlement to defend the residents’
interest vis-a-vis the town planning authority and the
builder took time to start off and remained at a rather
low-scale. This can be explained by a combination of
factors: the initial low level of awareness, the lack of unity
among the residents with multiple factors of division
(social, regional, cultural, economic, professional and
political), and the lack of a unifying and strong leadership.
The role of the two main NGOs working in this settlement
tended in the beginning to curb the residents’ capacity for
self-mobilization; moreover, the acute conflict between
these two organisations aggravated the divisions within
the settlement and engendered information control
practices. The resulting situation jeopardized the
possibility of a fair and representative consultation
process and affected negatively the negotiating power of
the residents’ community.

The second case study —Rajendar Nagar Slum and Motia
Khan Municipal Shelter for the homeless— illustrates first
of all the consequences of the construction of a mega-
project, such as the metro railway, on informal settlements.
The affected slum families were rendered homeless
following the demolition of their settlement in year 2000
and their exclusion from the resettlement scheme. The case
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study then focuses on the mobilization campaign for the
right to shelter of the homeless, which was triggered off in
the context of “beautification” operations during the
preparation for the 2010 Commonwealth Games. The
forced eviction of the same group of families from a
temporary night shelter in winter (December) 2009, its
dramatic consequences, and the ensuing protests provide
an instance of scaling-up campaign and allows us: 1) to
analyse the interplay of actors —a coalition of civil society
organisations, the media, and the courts of justice— that
contributed to the success of this mobilization, while
recognizing the challenges in the long run; 2) to tackle
broader issues regarding the right to the city of homeless
people. Besides, the resettlement conditions of these
homeless families in a municipal building demonstrates that
creating a dependency on voluntary organisations’
assistance does not provide a sustainable solution to
homelessness and cannot be a substitute to a proper
rehabilitation policy taking into account both housing needs
and livelihood opportunities. Furthermore, this case study
qguestions the modalities of mobilization by grass-root
organisations and spaces for participation and contestation.

The third settlement case, V.P. Singh Camp, a squatter
settlement in the southern periphery of Delhi, provides an
example of past successful mobilization against an attempt

Background and Context

Indian cities, especially the largest ones, are faced with
an acute shortage in adequate housing which has resulted
in the growth of sub-standard and illegal settlements —
designated in policy documents as slums or squatter
settlements, whose residents accounted for 26% to 55% of
the urban population at the beginning of the millennium,
depending on the definition of ‘slum’ (Annex 1). Since the
1990s, the implementation of urban projects, especially
infrastructure expansion, urban renewal projects, and
“beautification” operations, in line with the ideals of
globalising cities, have resulted in many demolitions of
poor or unauthorised settlements and forced evictions,
which increased the numbers of homeless people.

a. Policy Background

Since the late 1980s, urban and housing policies in India,
including more recent national programmes such as the
Jawaharlal Nehru National Urban Renewal Mission (JNNURM,
launched in December 2005) and the Rajiv Awas Yojana (RAY

of eviction in 1989-91, thanks to the support of the then
Prime Minister, which contrasts with the absence of
reaction at the settlement level when DDA launched its
rehabilitation project in 2006, and the present lack of
social mobilization to improve the housing and
environmental conditions in the settlement. The factors
lending explanation to this recent situation include: the
heterogeneity of the settlement in terms of housing
conditions and access to basic facilities as well as socio-
economic characteristics of its residents, which contributes
to their lack of solidarity; the lack of common leadership
in the settlement; the lack of transparency regarding public
intervention; and the local leaders’ use of knowledge for
cultivating power and personal interests at the expenses
of the common cause of development. Moreover, after the
in-situ rehabilitation project under public-private
partnership was stalled in 2009 for lack of environmental
clearance, no urgent issue is likely to unite the residents
and trigger a mobilization campaign at present.

Before detailing the settlement cases, the broader
context and policy background in relation to slums are
expounded, followed by the presentation the methodology
applied for the case studies.

or Slum-Free City Planning, initiated in 2010) evidence a
major shift in the role of the state, from being a provider of
housing and amenities to being an enabler, through the
promotion of public-private partnerships, the reliance on
market mechanisms and the use of land as a resource.

Although the National Urban Housing and Habitat
Policies, or RAY, provide the general agenda and main
directives, under the Constitution of India and the federal
system of government ® the states are assigned responsibility
for land administration and land reforms, including urban
development. Therefore each state needs to adopt the acts
passed by the parliament and is free to frame its own laws
and urban policies, including slum policies, except with
regard to land owned by central government agencies. The
National Capital Territory (NCT) of Delhi is a specific case:
the central government retains the control on land, police,

5 India is a federal constitutional republic with a
parliamentary democracy consisting of 28 states and
seven Union Territories.



and law and order. Thus, the Delhi Development Authority
(DDA), the agency responsible for monitoring the planned
development of the capital city, is under the purview of the
central government.

Slums and Squatter Settlements:
historical and legislative background

Just after Independence (1947), the proliferation of
slums in the capital city was considered a major issue. The
Parliament enacted the Slum Areas (Improvement and
Clearance) Act of 1956, a pioneering law that included
measures for improving the old housing stock in certain
cases, and demolition of dilapidated buildings in others. The
Act was first implemented in Delhi and extended to other
states. It was not conceived to address the issue of illegal
settlements, and “although [its] purpose was to improve
the housing conditions, it has frequently been interpreted
as giving licenses to demolition and eviction” (HLRN-HIC,
2004: 7). The attempt to prevent the proliferation of
squatter settlements also led to the enactment of specific
laws and court judgements treating the latter as illegal
encroachments® and a cognizable offence. The Slum Areas
Act also introduced a distinction between the notified and
non-notified slums, likely to generate a new line of exclusion
for the provision of basic services.

Under the Consitution of India, the right to shelter is
indirectly recognised as a fundamental right, which springs
from the right to residence under Article 19(1)(e) and the
right to life under Article 21. Until the 1990s, the courts
often passed stay orders that prevented forced evictions of
slum dwellers (Ahuja, 1997) or passed judgements showing
some understanding for the living condition of the poor and
the responsibilities of municipal authorities, that
summoned the latter to provide civic services to slum
dwellers (Ghertner 2008). Reversing a span of progressive
judgments, the Supreme Court and high courts have later
passed a number of anti-poor sentences in the 2000s,
especially in Delhi (Kothari et al, 2006: 43, Dupont and
Ramanathan 2008, Ghertner 2008). Nonetheless, views
that are more favourable to the right to shelter for the poor
reappeared in some recent judgments.

6 As per the Delhi Urban Shelter Improvement Board, the
slum areas are those that are notified under the Slum
Areas (Improvement and Clearance) Act of 1956 -
“Buildings and/or areas that are considered to be unfit for
human habitation were declared as the slum areas under
Section 3 of the Act. As such, they are considered to be legal
structures and are eligible for benefits under the Act. The
squatters of Jhuggi Jhompri Clusters settlements on the
other hand are considered as an encroachment on public
or private lands”. (http://delhishelter.nic.in)

2 Background and Context

Main ad-hoc strategies regarding slums
implemented till date

Faced with the extent and persistence of sub-standard
and squatter settlements, the governments and town
authorities have implemented various types of ad hoc
interventions: provision of basic services as part of larger
poverty alleviation programmes; resettlement on
alternative sites, with housing or merely site-and-service
programmes; and in-situ rehabilitation. These programmes
may be initiated and funded by the central government or
the state government, or sponsored by international
organisations. However, these strategies concerned only a
section of the slum dwellers, whereas many others among
those termed squatters were evicted without any
compensation; thus they addressed only the symptoms of
housing poverty without touching the roots of the problem.

Rajiv Awas Yojana or the new strategy for
Slum-Free City Planning (initiated in 2010)

The central approach of the new strategy for Slum-Free
City Planning is to redress the shortage of urban land,
amenities and shelter that lead to the creation of slums. Its
plan of action comprises two parts: the upgrading or
resettlement of existing slums along with property rights;
and actions to prevent the emergence of new slums,
including reservation of land and housing for the urban
poor. This “new deal for the urban poor” (Mathur, 2009)
involves a more comprehensive approach than the previous
strategies, and further advocates strong community
involvement; but the way in which it would be implemented
remains to be seen. Although rental housing is envisaged,
the focus on home ownership and its financial modalities
raise concerns: the contribution and monthly instalments
to pay back loans, which are expected from the slum
families may eventually result in excluding the poorest from
the programmes, with a capture of the housing schemes by
higher income groups.

Strategies implemented in Delhi regarding
squatter settlements

O Environmental Improvement of Urban Slums

The improvement of the living conditions in the existing
slums through the provision of basic services was initially a
response of town authorities to sanitation and public health
concerns. In 1972, the Central Government launched the
Environmental Improvement of Urban Slums scheme,
aimed at providing basic infrastructure in zones officially
notified as slums. Other schemes with similar or more
comprehensive objectives followed, influenced in particular



Delhi, India

by the Urban Basic Services Scheme for the Urban Poor
initiated by UNICEF worldwide in the 1980s. More recently,
the provision of ‘Basic Services to the Urban Poor’, with a
focus on slums, is also part of the agenda of the JNNURM.
This pragmatic, although short term, approach —improving
the living conditions of slum dwellers where they are based
rather than relocating or re-housing them — does not,
however, guarantee them rights of occupancy, nor does it
protect them from demolitions and evictions if the land-
owning agency comes up with projects of “better public”
utility on occupied sites, as in Delhi.

O Site-and-Service Programmes and other resettlement
schemes

The removal of squatter settlements —called jhuggi-
jhompri clusters in Delhi—is in principle limited to untenable
sites or when land is required for projects of public utility.
In ‘site and service’ programmes, displaced families have
been allotted plots in relocation sites theoretically provided
with basic infrastructure, where they had to build their own
dwelling. Secure land tenure is granted under the form of
leasehold or license with restrictive conditions. Relocation
in resettlement colonies without rehousing was the
approach favoured by the Delhi authorities from the late
1950s till 2009 to deal with squatter settlements. It
nonetheless required a financial contribution from eligible
families (INR 7500 —USS 167- in the 1990s and 2000s).
Moreover, the size of the plots was considerably reduced,
from 80 sq.m. in the first scheme of 1960, to 18 sq. m. and
even 12.5 sq. m. in the 1990s and the 2000s, which resulted
in the recreation of over-crowded settlements. Lately, in
2010, the Government of Delhi modified its policy for the
relocation of slum dwellers, with a shift towards the
allotment of flats instead of plots. The Master Plan for Delhi
2021 (DDA, 2007) acknowledges the limitations of the site
and service approach (as developed below), and envisages
a new strategy of in-situ rehabilitation.

The impact of resettlement programmes on slum
eradication has been seriously limited by the eligibility
criterion referring to a cut-off date of arrival in the
settlement. Despite adjustments of this date in the long
run, this principle has caused the eviction of large numbers
of slum families without any compensation. The financial
conditionalities, as well as dysfunctions and malpractices
in the implementation of the programmes, have further
increased the number of excluded families (Dupont 2010).
The list of eligibility conditions to access flats under the
modified relocation and rehabilitation scheme for slum and
jhuggi-jhompri dwellers in Delhi is again likely to exclude a
significant proportion of families: the Delhi Urban Shelter
Improvement Board (DUSIB) estimates that, in the list of 16
jhuggi-jhompri clusters identified for priority relocation,
only 40% of the families would be eligible for allotment of

flats, hence leaving a large majority of dwellers without
resettlement’.

Resettlement programmes most often entail relocation
in remote peripheral zones. The long distances between the
new sites and the previous ones negatively affect the access
to employment and social networks, and more generally
access to the city resources and opportunities, while urban
services and social facilities in the relocation sites remain
deficient (Koshla and Jha, 2005; Menon-Sen and Bhan,
2008). As a result, many allotted plots were resold by the
families who could not afford the process of resettlement
and its adverse impact on livelihoods, or were grasped by
unscrupulous real estate agents.

O The extent of slum demolition, and forced eviction
without resettlement

According to DUSIB estimates, there would be 685
squatter settlements housing a population of around 2
million in 2011, accounting for 12% of the population of
Delhi urban agglomeration (i.e.16 million without its ring
towns), whereas in 1998 the population of squatter
settlements was estimated at around 3 million, scattered
in about 1100 clusters of varied sizes, and accounting for
about 27% of the population of the city at that time®. The
results of the last Census indeed reveal a considerable
slowing down of the population growth from 2001 to 2011
in the inner districts of the Territory of Delhi, including
absolute decrease in population in New Delhi District and
Central District, which is attributed primarily to the large-
scale slum demolitions (Joshi, 2011: 49).

It remains however difficult to assess the exact numbers
of evicted slum families excluded from the resettlement
programmes. In 2004-2006, demolition of slums affected
dramatically the embankments of the Yamuna river (causing
the eviction of more than 40,000 households in 2004
alone)?, in connection with the redevelopment of the river-
front and the construction of the athletes’ Village for the

7  Source: DUSIB website: http://delhishelter.nic.in.
The percentage of eligible families is mentioned in the
minutes of the fifth Meeting of the DUSIB, held on 19th
December 2011.

8 Source: Slum and Jhuggi-Jhompri Department, Municipal
Corporation of Delhi (MCD).

9 See: OMCT/HIC-HLRN Joint Urgent Action Appeal, “Over
300,000 people to be forcefully evicted from Yamuna
Pushta in Delhi: 40,000 homes demolished so far”, Case
IND-FE050504 (Delhi, Geneva, Cairo, 5 May 2004). The
estimate was reported by the NGO Hazard Centre; although
it is difficult to assess the real figures, this indicates the
extent of the demolitions which took place within a few
months in 2004.



2010 Commonwealth Games. Researcher Ghertner
calculated approximately that from 1997 to 2007 “close to
a million slum dwellers have been displaced” (Ghertner
2010: 202). These figures can be confronted to the official
statistics of squatter families relocated from 1990-91 till
2008 under the jhuggi-jhompri resettlement scheme,
namely around 65,000 families over the entire period,
accounting for about 325,000 people'. Furthermore, the
2010 Commonwealth Games were preceded by a span of
“last-minute demolitions” carried out without resettlement
(HLRN-HIC, 2011). Forced evictions and exclusion from the
resettlement scheme will be exemplified by the case story
of the demolished Rajendar Nagar slum cluster and their
residents rendered homeless.

O In-Situ Rehabilitation

In-situ up-grading or rehabilitation has been an approach
recommended in several national policy documents,
including the current strategy. In Delhi, the three-pronged
strategy implemented from 1990-91 to 2010 by the
Government for dealing with squatter settlements included,
in addition to (i) environmental improvement of slums and
(i) relocation of squatters in resettlement colonies, (iii) in-
situ up-gradation for the jhuggi-jhompri clusters whose
“encroached land pockets [were] not required by the
concerned land owning agencies for another 15 to 20 years
for any project implementation” (GNCTD, 1999). However,
this option was undertaken only in a very few cases. This
amounted in fact to a more comprehensive version of the
environment improvement scheme, without any
regularisation of tenure for the slum dwellers, and cannot
be compared to the in-situ rehabilitation schemes
implemented in Mumbai since the 1990s.

Nonetheless, new in-situ rehabilitation projects inspired
by the “Mumbai model” (as it is often referred to in the
media), namely that will entail the construction of multi-
storeyed buildings through private-public partnership,
using land as a resource and according to the principle of
cost recovery, are in the pipeline. Concretely, only part of
the land occupied by the slum is used to re-house its
residents, the rest is cleared for residential or commercial
development to be sold on the open market. This follows
the new strategy recommended in the Master Plan for
Delhi 2021 (DDA 2007: Section 4.2.3.1), and is in line with
the new national slum policy. This new strategy provides an
alternative to the requirement of large amount of lands for
site and services developments. The expectation is that
“vertical projects” will unlock the land stock occupied by
slums. In 2008, DDA identified 21 slum clusters for in-situ
rehabilitation, projecting the construction of about 37,000

10  Source: Slum and Jhuggi-Jhompri Department, Municipal
Corporation of Delhi (MCD).

2 Background and Context

dwelling units to that end. The first pilot project planned in
2006 in Tekhand (south of Delhi) has been stalled due to
the lack of environmental clearance (see the case of V.P.
Singh Camp); the second one, in Kathputli Colony is detailed
in the settlement study. These two pioneering projects (for
Delhi) in the field of slum rehabilitation were presented by
the DDA and the Delhi government as a model for further
housing projects for the economically weaker sections.

The government responses to homelessness

Although homelessness is not a new phenomenon in
Delhi, the number of homeless people has increased
dramatically during the last decade: by 68% between 2000
and 2008, due mostly to massive slum clearance without
adequate resettlement (IGSSS, 2012). NGOs working with
homeless estimate that their current population is around
150,000.

The first government programme of Night Shelters for
the homeless was initiated in 1985. From the 1990s till
2010, it was operated by the Slum wing, under the
Municipal Corporation of Delhi; it is now part of the DUSIB
under the Government of Delhi. The scheme consists of
operating night shelters located in areas of homeless
concentrations, to provide facilities for night stay including
toilets, blankets and jute mats at nominal charges. In
December 2009, before the mobilization campaign for the
homeless, there were only 12 night shelters in buildings run
by the Municipality — and 64 in 2012. There has been in
addition a scheme of temporary night shelters in winter to
protect homeless people from cold. This scheme was
resumed in 2002 following the pressure of some NGOs on
Delhi government: the Revenue Department provides tents
under emergency relief, and NGOs manage these shelters.
Importantly, the current Master Plan for Delhi, which is a
mandatory document, stipulates for the first time a ratio of
one night shelter to be provided for 100,000 population.

Lastly, in 2008, the Delhi government launched “Mission
Convergence”, a new flagship programme to reach the poor
through a single window system, that includes Homeless
Resource Centres run by NGOs. Under this Mission, a
comprehensive survey of the homeless was conducted
(GNCTD-UNDP, 2011), which was also conceived as a tool
to provide identity cards to the homeless and link this
exercise with enrolment in the project of Unique
Identification number!'. However, the biometric

11 See: Social Inclusion and Aadhaar: Introduction & Concept
Paper. Unique Identification Authority of India, 30 April
2012. URL: http://uidai.gov.in/images/concept_paper_
social_inclusion.pdf (accessed 12.07.2012)
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identification implied by this operation faced practical
feasibility difficulties as well as controversies. While there
was a consensus among civil society organizations and the
homeless to recognize the lack of legal identity and
residence proof as a major problem, the enrolment of the
homeless in this project raised a series of criticisms
(Ramanathan, 2010).

b. Governance System

The specific status of Delhi as the National
Capital and Union Territory

Delhiis both the seat of the Central Government as well
as the government of the National Capital Territory (NCT)
of Delhi. The status of Delhi as the national capital explains
the direct purview of the Central Government on the
urban development of its Territory, through the Delhi
Development Authority (DDA) established in 1957 under
the Union Ministry of Urban Development. Even after the
NCT acquired the status of a quasi state in 1991, the
Central Government retained the control on land;
furthermore, it never allowed the World Bank to interfere
in land and slum matters. DDA is the authority in charge of
land development, including the preparation and
implementation of the Master Plan for Delhi (a legal
document). The designation of the DDA as the housing
agency for Delhi in 1967, including for social housing,
strengthened DDA control on slum affairs. There was a
Slum Wing in charge of the implementation of programmes
for slums and squatter settlements, which was alternatively
under the purview of the Municipal Corporation of Delhi
(MCD) from 1956 to 1967, of the DDA from 1967 to 1991
(with some intermediary transfers back and forth from
DDA to MCD), before returning to the MCD where it was
identified as the Slum and Jhuggi-Jhompri Department. In
2010, this Department was replaced by a new “Delhi Urban
Shelter Improvement Board” (DUSIB), now under the
purview of the Government of Delhi.

The monopoly of the DDA on land acquisition and
development in Delhi explains that large-scale programmes
of squatters’ relocation were possible and represented till
2009 the prevailing strategy to eradicate slums.
Furthermore, as the land occupied by squatter settlements
in Delhi is essentially public, with DDA land alone accounting
for a large majority, the role of the DDA and till recently of
the MCD in slum treatment was reinforced: these
administrations have been players as land owning agencies,
policy makers, and implementers. Since 2010, the
Government of Delhi and DUSIB replaced the Municipal
Corporation in its role of implementing programmes for
slums and homeless.

Three local authorities are also responsible for urban
services in their respective jurisdiction, including in slum
areas and resettlement colonies: the Municipal Corporation
of Delhi, with an elected municipal council, that covers
most of the urban and rural areas of the Territory; the New
Delhi Municipal Council, that includes the area of the new
capital built by the British; and the Cantonment Board,
under the Ministry of Defence.

This specific situation has resulted in a great
complexity for managing urban affairs, with “issues of
multiple authorities, overlapping jurisdictions, and
diffused accountability” (GNCTD, 2006: Foreword by the
Chief Minister).

Other actors of the scene of urban governance in
Delhi regarding slum policies and homelessness

- The private sector: The induction of the private sector
in slum redevelopment in Delhi is recent. Nonetheless,
since the mid-2000s private-public partnership has become
part of the urban development strategy, and is promoted
both by the DDA and the Government of Delhi. DDA has
consequently launched pioneering projects of rehabilitation
and construction of dwelling units through public-private
partnership. Yet, till date, DUSIB has not inducted private
builders in its resettlement programmes in blocks of flats,
constructed by the Delhi State Infrastructure Development
Corporation, with a financial contribution of the Central
governement under JNNURM.

- The courts of Justice: India has an independent
judiciary system, and the courts have emerged as a major
actor in urban governance, especially through the Public
Interest Litigation (PIL) procedure. In many cases, especially
in the 2000s, the intervention of the courts in Delhi was a
response to petitioners representing the interests of
industrialists or resident welfare associations, more
generally of upper and middle-income groups, who put
forward environmental and sanitation considerations, or
the “nuisance” factor, through PIL and asked for the
removal of neighbouring slums.

- The non governmental organizations (NGOs): There
have been several attempts to involve NGOs in the
implementation of slum resettlement schemes, the first
one dating back to the 1990s. Since 2000 the Bhagidari
policy—or partnership with stakeholders —has become the
dominant paradigm and leitmotiv of the Delhi Chief
Minister. Although initially the Bhagidari policy targeted
only the authorised colonies with registered resident
welfare associations, and therefore de facto excluded
squatter settlements, it also influenced public interventions



in slums. Thus, new schemes inducting NGOs in the field of
slum policy were initiated, with a focus on service delivery.
Noteworthy, the programme “Mission Convergence”,
launched in 2008 to reach the most deprived sections of
the society, relies on “public-private-community
partnership” with the active involvement of NGOs. Other
recent attempts aimed at enhancing NGOs and community
participation in slums and resettlement colonies, such as
the Sanjha Prayas programme — working with poor
communities (2009-10, under Bhagidari), or pilot projects
of socio-economic survey and in-situ upgrading in slum
pockets (under DUSIB), were discontinued after a couple of
years. In fact, many of the schemes launched over the last
two decades suffered from a lack of sustainability. Besides,
it would be questionable to interpret the examples of
NGOs’ involvement as forms of true social mobilization.
These could be seen as part of a cooptation process by the
government, interpreted by some activists as a strategy to
control the opposition groups and make the NGOs do the
work as part of the government policy, with the expected
effect of silencing the NGOs.

c. Politics and Power in the City:
The Strength of CSOs under Question

We do find in Delhi mobilizations by NGOs, workers’
unions or forums of various people organizations. The types
of actions and protests against slum demolitions and
inadequate resettlement include public meetings, rallies,
sit-in, repel of the demolition squads, petitions, legal
actions, awareness campaigns, capacity building among
affected people, etc. Yet, NGOs and human right movements
in Delhi, in spite of some local successes and general
outcries denouncing the large-scale slum demolitions,
including the brutality of the eviction process, have not
altered the implementation of slum clearance. On the
whole, even the impact of empowerment campaigns
proved to be limited; it failed to reach many slum dwellers
who remained ignorant of their rights during the eviction
and resettlement process or helpless to assert them
(Dupont, 2010). Despite a certain degree of mobilization by
CSOs, there is a lack of efficient root-based organisation
among the slum dwellers.

The lack of mass mobilization and significant impact of
NGOs’ actions, as far as slum demolition is concerned,
may be explained by a combination of several factors. At
the outset, the various attempts of mobilization initiated
by different CSOs in Delhi have been not only sporadic,
but also fragmented. Despite the existence of coalitions
and forums, these are not organised into a unified and
coordinated strong social movement. Local leadership is
slum settlements remains split along political, regional,

2 Background and Context

social and religious lines, which proved to be a hindrance
for contributing to a larger movement. Then, slum
dwellers” movements have gradually lost the support of
middle-class political cadres and members, as “the
middle-class becomes increasingly co-opted into the
globalization agenda” (Kumar, 2008: 91). At the same
time, the mainstream media do not highlight slum
dwellers’ protests; more generally they do not provide
much support to slum dwellers’ issues or may even report
those in a biased manner. Kumar (2008: 87) identified two
other reasons for the lack of powerful urban movement
in Delhi: “The battle for survival keeps even the immediate
sufferers away from movements as their time is invested
in the search for a livelihood and mobilizing resources for
survival.” Secondly, mobilizations carried by NGOs are
seldom able to go beyond a certain stage, above all
“because of their failure to locate the issues of discontent
within the structural dynamics of society” and “the larger
political context” (ibid: 85, 92). In addition, the preparation
to host the 2010 Commonwealth Games provided a
particular context where slum clearance for infrastructure
works and “beautification” were prioritized, whereas the
protests by slum dwellers were marginalised, if not de-
legitimised, in the agenda of showcasing the capital city
and building its image before the world.

To conclude, one may suggest that, what we have
observed till now in Delhi in the context of slum demolitions
and related protests, are more often forms of resilience
rather than (organised) resistance (as per Katz’s
distinction)??. Yet, CSOs working in the field of homelessness
prove to be better organised, and managed to lead a
successful mobilization campaign, as analysed in the case
of Rajendar Nagar.

12 Sparke (2008: 2) notes that Cindi Katz “contrasts resistance
that involves oppositional consciousness and achieves
emancipatory change, with forms of reworking that alter
the organization but not the polarization of power
relations, with forms of resilience that enable people to
survive without really changing the circumstances that
make such survival so hard”.
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Methodology

a. The Selection of Settlement Cases

At the first stage we identified four settlements in Delhi,
in order to represented different types of sub-standard
settlements and residential situations: two squatter
settlements (Kathputli Colony and V.P. Singh Camp), a
planned resettlement colony for previously evicted slum
dwellers (Savda Ghevra), and a cluster of homeless families
living in a municipal shelter (Rajendar Nagar slum & Motia
Khan municipal shelter). This pre-selection also took into
account critical issues in policies and politics addressing
substandard settlements, namely:

— atthe national level the new policy for “slum-free city
planning”, reflected in Delhi by the recently adopted
strategy of in-situ slum rehabilitation, meant to
replace site and service relocation programme: thus,
V.P. Singh Camp and Kathputli Colony were the
selected sites for the two pioneer DDA projects of
that kind;

— homelessness aggravated by slum clearance policy
without proper rehabilitation or resettlement
(Rajendar Nagar slum & Motia Khan shelter);

— the enduringissue of sub-standard infrastructure and
services in resettlement colonies (Savda Ghevra).

Furthermore, the linkages with other Chance2Sustain
research areas were considered. Regarding issues related
to large-scale urban projects:

— Savda Ghevra resettlement colony houses thousands
of slum dwellers who were evicted following the
demolition of their settlements for theimplementation
of real estate development and large infrastructure
projects, especially transport infrastructure along the
banks of the Yamuna River and the expansion of the
international airport.

— The families staying in Motia Khan municipal shelter
were rendered houseless following the demolition of
their slum (a squatter settlement) for the construction
of a metro line, and again evicted for beautification
operations during the preparation for the
Commonwealth Games.

— The Kathputli Colony in-situ rehabilitation project also
includes new real estate development.

Regarding environmental issues: In Savda Ghevra, one
major issue is the access to potable water.

Finally, consideration was given to the kind of
mobilisation around critical issues:

— Kathputli Colony provides an example of on-going
mobilization around the issue of rehabilitation;

— V.P.Singh Camp illustrates a past mobilization against
demolition;

— Rajendar Nagar demolished slum & Motia Khan
municipal shelter provides an instance of successful
mobilization and scaling-up campaign for the right to
shelter of homeless people;

— Savda Ghevra resettlement colony provides an instance
of NGO intervention along with community participation
for a critical assessment of water supply and needs.

A settlement profile following the guidelines detailed in
the Conceptual and methodological framework to address
issues of sub-standard settlements (Braathen & al., 2011) was
prepared for each of the four settlements; information to that
end was collected and compiled by M.M. Shankare Gowda in
October 2010. The location of the settlements in Delhi is
shown on Map 1 in Annex 2. Map 2 and 3 in Annex 3 situate
the settlements on the maps showing, respectively, the
percentage of slum population and the multiple deprivation
index per ward in Delhi, based on the 2001 census data.

Eventually, we did not pursue further research in Savda
Ghevra resettlement colony; nonetheless, Malgorzata
Huzarska, a master student in Human geography of the
University of Amsterdam (under the supervision of Karin
Pfeffer) took this settlement as her case study on “water
governance, water situation and its implications on the
livelihood” of the residents, focusing on issues more
relevant for environmental issues and participatory spatial
knowledge (Huzarska, 2012).

b. Methods Applied to Collect Data

For the case studies of Kathputli Colony (KC) and
Rajendar Nagar demolished slum/Motia Khan municipal
shelter (RN/MK) a series of in-depth interviews with the
various stakeholders were conducted in 2011 and 20122,

13 All interviews in Hindi or in Kannada (RN/MK case) with the
residents and local leaders were conducted and transcribed
into English by M.M. Shankare Gowda ; the researcher
(Véronique Dupont) also attended some of these interviews,
and conducted the interviewsin English wit