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Foreword

This report is a culmination of research conducted at the National Institute of Urban Affairs (NIUA), 
New Delhi, under the Phase I of the HUDCO Chair project during the period 2012-13. The report 

titled “ Metropolitan cities of India: Demographic, economic and social structures, and the status 
of basic infrastructure and housing” is a part of a three-year study which looks at the size class 
wise differences across urban settlements in India. Phase I of the study is based on an in-depth 
analysis of the available secondary data of all the metropolitan cities; and discussions with several 
stakeholders, officials and functionaries responsible for designing, implementation and management 
of basic infrastructure, including housing, in the two study cities of Jaipur and Bhopal, to generate a 
more granular picture. At the end of the three-year period, the expected output is an integrated report 
on all towns and cities in India, that would bring out the potential and the crises faced across the size 
classes of urban settlements with regard to their demography, economy and social structures; and 
the status of basic infrastructure and housing. This report is based on a research carried out by Mr. 
Dibyendu Samanta, Research Fellow, NIUA.

The report documents the challenges faced by the metropolitan cities of India, by building up a 
comprehensive portrayal of the metropolitan cities after analyzing the trends of urbanization, 
agglomeration economies, economic growth, structural transformation, employment and wage 
differentials, poverty, inequality, basic infrastructure, housing, and levels of the social indicators. The 
report looks at the proportionate significances of population, economic mass and employment in the 
metros; the differences of the metros with the cities and towns of other size classes and rural India; 
within the metros; and between the metropolitan core cities and their peripheries. The study then tries 
to come up with some policy recommendations that emerge from the analysis of the different aspects 
of metropolitan India. Specifically, a categorization of the metros has been attempted in terms of 

their economic performance and the status of basic infrastructure and housing in them, along with 
an exercise attempting at the prioritization of government and HUDCO’s investments in the basic 
infrastructure and housing sectors.  

The central message of the report is that metropolitan regions are extremely important from a policy 
perspective, and not just because in the coming decades more people will live there; but because 
they are the engines of growth.The processes of metropolization in India have meant that there has 
been a concentration of people, economic mass, jobs, and an even more concentration of quality 
jobs in the metros. However, most of the growth momentum in terms of population as well as that 
of jobs has shifted to the periphery from the core cities. There is evidence of huge sprawls around 
the metros, especially the small ones. Also, there is a strong evidence of the manufacturing sector 
shifting from the metropolitan cities to the non-metropolitan urban areas. 

We hope that this report would help in the process of informed decision making of the governments at 
various levels, and may help formulate a stratified urban policy; and manufacturing and labour policies 
aligned to exploit the positive externalities of the urban agglomeration economies. It is expected to 
help in framing the metropolitan policy framework for phase two of JNNURM and Rajiv Awas Yojna 
(RAY).

Jagan Shah
Director, NIUA
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CHAPTER 1 CHAPTER 2
Background Introduction

The HUDCO Chair Project at the National Institute of Urban Affairs (NIUA) during the three-
year perThe HUDCO Chair Project at the NIUA aims to undertake an in-depth analysis of the 

demographic, economic and social structures as well as the status of basic infrastructure and housing, 
of the different sizes of urban settlements in a three year period of October 2012-September 2015. 
The first year (October 2012-September 2013) analysis has sought to concentrate on the metropolitan 
cities of India, the deliverables of which would comprise of reports on four activities as enumerated 
below:
1.  Demographic Analysis of the metropolitan cities.
2.  Analysis of Economic Growth and Employment Status of the metropolitan cities.
3.  Analysis of Infrastructure, Basic Service Delivery and Housing of the metropolitan cities.
4.  Social Analysis of the metropolitan cities.

In addition, case studies of two metropolitan cities, viz Jaipur and Bhopal have been conducted as a 
part of the research project, to analyse their demographic, economic and social structures as well as 
status of basic infrastructure and housing. 

At the end of the three year period (October 2012 -September 2015), the end result would be an 
integrated Report on urban India as a whole, that would strive to unravel the variances and inequities 
across the size classes of urban settlements, and pointing out the relative significances of each of 
these size classes, covering the facets of demography, economy and social structures; as well as the 
status of basic infrastructure and housing.   

With 54 per cent or 3.9 billion of the people on earth living in cities in 2014 and urban populations 
growing, the global population as a whole has become more urban and less rural. According 

to the World Urbanization Prospects: The 2014 Revision, Highlights the sustained increase of the 
urban population combined with the pronounced deceleration of rural population growth will result 
in continued urbanization, that is, increasing proportions of the population living in urban areas. 
The world urban population is projected to increase to from 54 per cent in 2014 to 66 per cent by 
2050, from 3.9 billion in 2014 to 6.3 billion in 2050. Virtually all of the expected growth in the world 
population will be concentrated in the urban areas of the developing countries, whose population is 
projected to increase from 2.9 billion in 2014 to 5.2 billion in 2050. Over the same period of time, the 
rural population of the developing countries is expected to decline from 3.1 billion to 3 billion. In the 
more developed regions, the urban population is projected to increase modestly, from 1 billion in 
2014 to 1.1 billion in 2050. 

While three in every five people living in urban areas reside in cities smaller than 1 million inhabitants 
in 2011, this proportion is expected to decline in the future. By 2025, only one person out of two will 
live in cities of this size. In contrast, cities of 1 million and more inhabitants, accounting for about 40 
per cent of the world urban population in 2011, are expected to account for 47 per cent of the world 
urban population by 2025. Indeed, the future urban population will be increasingly concentrated 
in large cities of one million or more inhabitants. The United Nations Department of Economic and 
Social Affairs/Population Division reports that among the million plus cities, the megacities of at least 
10 million inhabitants will experience the largest percentage increase. Very significant observation is 
the fact that this increasing urban concentration in very large cities is a new trend which contradicts 
previous observations (World Urbanization Prospects: The 2011 Revision). 
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By 1970, the world had only two megacities (according to the UN definition, megacities are those with 
10 million plus population): Tokyo and New York. Since then this number has increased markedly 
and most of the new megacities have arisen in developing countries. Today, Asia has 13 megacities, 
Latin America has four, and Africa, Europe and Northern America have two each. Thirteen of those 
megacities are capitals of their countries. By 2025, when the number of megacities is expected to 
reach 37, Asia would have gained another nine, Latin America two, and Africa, Europe and Northern 
America one each. This indicates a clear trend of accelerated urban concentration in Asia. In 2011, 
the world had 23 megacities of at least 10 million inhabitants accounting for 9.9 per cent of the world 
urban population. The number of megacities is projected to increase to 37 in 2025, at which time 
they are expected to account for 13.6 per cent of the world urban population. Between 1970 and 
2011, the number of people living in megacities has been multiplied almost 10 times, jumping from 
39.5 million to 359.4 million. It is expected that this number will almost double by 2025 and reach 
630 million. Today, about 1 person out of 10 living in urban areas reside in a megacity of at least 
10 million inhabitants; by 2025, it is expected that about 1 person out of 7 living in urban areas will 
live in a megacity. In relation to the overall population of the world, the share of megacities was 5.2 
per cent in 2011, implying that just about one in every twenty people on earth live in megacities. By 
2025, the population living in megacities is expected to reach almost 8 per cent of the overall world 
population. One out of 13 people will then reside in a megacity (World Urbanization Prospects: The 
2011 Revision).

The megacities are followed in the hierarchy by large cities with populations ranging from 5 million to 
just under 10 million, which in 2011 numbered 40 and are expected to number 59 in 2025. Over three 
quarters of these “megacities in waiting” are located in developing countries and account for about 9 
per cent of the urban population. Cities in the next size class, with more than a million inhabitants but 
fewer than 5 million, are numerous (394 in 2011 increasing to 573 in 2025) and they account for 21 
per cent of the urban population (World Urbanization Prospects: The 2011 Revision).
Internationally, urbanization is being accelerated by (and is accelerating) a new global economy 
that is literally changing the face of the planet. Increasingly, urban growth is being influenced by 
continued global economic integration and the struggle among economies, and individual cities, to 
be competitive in the global marketplace. Managing urban growth has increased in both scope and 
complexity and has become one of the most important challenges as well as one of the greatest 
opportunities of the 21st century. Historically, urbanization has been driven by the concentration 
of investment and employment opportunities in urban areas. Productive activities in industry and 
services cluster in cities. As cities attract businesses and jobs, they bring together both the human 
and the entrepreneurial resources to generate new ideas, innovations and increasingly productive 
uses of technology.

According to McKinsey Global Institute (2011) estimates, 80 per cent of the world’s gross domestic 
product (GDP) is being generated in the urban areas. It also estimated that the urban economic mass 
is even more concentrated, with the top 600 cities producing about 60 per cent of the global GDP; and 
the top 100 contributing about 38 per cent of the global GDP. The Global Metro Monitor (Brookings 
Institution 2010) examined data on economic output and employment in 150 of the world’s largest 
metropolitan economies, located in 53 countries, from 1993 to 2010 and concluded that though their 
per capita measures of Gross Value Added (GVA) range widely, from under $1,000 in Hyderabad and 
Kolkata, India, to roughly $70,000 in San Jose, U.S.A. and Zurich, Switzerland; but what is consistent 

about these metropolitan areas is their function as locations for high-value economic activity in 
their respective nations and world regions. Nearly 80 per cent boast average incomes that exceed 
averages for their nations. The “metro edge” is found to be particularly large in rapidly emerging 
economies such as Eastern Europe, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East, where the income in 
major metros exceeds national incomes by average margins of at least 80 per cent. As a result, these 
metropolitan areas punch above their weight economically at the national and global scale. In 2007, 
they accounted for just fewer than 12 per cent of global population, but generated an astonishing 46 
per cent of world GDP.

Thus, all over the world, there are evidences of increasing concentration of population in the 
metropolitan areas; and economic mass in the densest urban centres is getting concentrated as 
well; and the trend is expected to continue in the future as well. This is because the urban centres 
(more so the metropolitan cities) offer economies of scale in terms of productive enterprise and 
public investment. The next section looks at the theoretical conceptualization behind the economies 
of agglomeration as generated by the cities, and even more so the bigger ones among them, where 
there is more concentration.
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CHAPTER 3
Importance of Urbanization, Concentration 

and Metropolization as fields of Study

Conceptually, cities can be regarded as the most important and the most visible manifestation 
of economies of scale. Cities play a central role in economic growth of a nations. By facilitating 

geographic proximity, cities enable people to benefit from the ideas that others create. By bringing 
together pools of entrepreneurs with similar economic interests, cities facilitate both the creation of 
new ideas, and their translation into production. By creating big markets for labour and capital, and 
for intermediate and final goods, cities enable cost savings and efficiency. Economists call these 
effects as ‘agglomeration economies’. Three reasons are usually given for why firms in a particular 
industry may locate close to each other. Spatial concentration helps in:  
a) Sharing: Broadening the market for input suppliers, which would allow them to exploit internal 
economies of scale in production (average costs decline as the scale of production rises). This 
sharing of inputs also permits suppliers to provide highly specialized goods and services, tailored to 
their buyers’ needs. The result is higher profits for all, accompanied by easier access to a broader 
range of inputs. 

b) Matching: Expanding the availability of the range of skills required by employers to facilitate better 
matching to their distinctive needs. Also, workers find it less risky to be in locations where there are 
many possible employers. 

c) Learning: Accelerating spillovers of knowledge, allowing workers and entrepreneurs to learn from 
each other.

The benefits of increasing scale can be either internal or external to an individual firm. External 
economies are synonymous with ‘agglomeration economies’, which include the benefits of localization 

(being near other producers of the same commodity or service) and urbanization (being close to 
producers of a wide range of commodities and services). 

The ability to go beyond industry-specific sharing, matching and learning (localization economies) 
to citywide processes (urbanization economies) requires the additional mechanisms of cumulative 
causation and the inter-penetration of production and trade across industries, gains from the cross-
fertilization of ideas, and the concentration of workers and suppliers leading to a concentration of 
consumer demands (Fujita, Krugman and Venables, 1999). This ability of going beyond localization 
economies to urbanization economies, so as to generate stronger economies of scale in production, 
and stronger agglomeration economies that acts as positive externalities in the process of economic 
growth is much more strongly manifested in the metropolitan cities rather than in the urban settlements 
of smaller size classes. 

There are ample evidences throughout the globe, both in developed and developing nations, about 
the positive interlinkage effects of cities and urban concentration and the resultant agglomeration 
economies in the economic growth processes, through cross-country empirical studies. In her book, 
Cities and the Wealth of Nations, Jane Jacobs (1984) provides evidence from across the globe to 
argue that the real growth engines and generators of national wealth are the cities. Henderson (2000) 
has reported a correlation coefficient of 0.85 between GDP per capita and level of urbanization 
(percentage) in a cross section of developing countries. In Urbanization and Growth (2009), Annez 
and Buckley summarizing the international experience on urbanization and growth, have reported 
that between 1980 and 1998, 86 per cent of the growth in value added in developing countries came 
from the manufacturing and services sectors. In the initial phase of the evolution of these economies, 
productivity increases reflected shifting resources away from lower-productivity rural activities to the 
industry and services sectors. Beyond a point, rapid productivity gains mainly reflected improvements in 
the industry and services sectors. The World Development Report 2009 has argued that agglomeration 
economies have promoted transformations along the three dimensions of economic geography: 
 • Higher densities, as seen in the growth of cities; 
 • Shorter distances, as workers and businesses migrate closer to density; 
 • Fewer divisions, as countries thin their economic borders and enter world markets to  
  take advantage of scale and specialization.

The Report stressed the fact that economic growth is bound to be unbalanced and concentrated, but 
the governments must work towards making the developmental processes all-encompassing.
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CHAPTER 4
Need for the Study and 
Structure of the Report

There has been a complete dearth of studies on urban India that focus on the metropolitan cities of 
India; or on the size-class differentials of cities and towns; and seek to analyze the demographic, 

economic and social structures; or the status of basic infrastructure and housing across these urban 
settlements. In fact, internationally also, such studies have been few and far between. Krugman 
(1990) had noted that the subject of the size distribution of cities the world over has been neglected 
by development economists. 

India is an integral part of the urban transformation that the world is witness to, and is gradually 
making the shift from ‘rural’ to ‘urban’, at a much slower pace than other developed nations, mainly 
due to the ‘low base’ effect in the urbanization levels. India, in 2011, is 31.2 per cent urban, and 
377.2 million people live in urban India. But, India is already home to 11 per cent of world’s urban 
population in 2011, which is estimated to rise to 15 per cent by 2050. Also, projections, keeping in 
mind the growth rates of population observed during 2001-2011 and based on the UN population 
projection model, indicate that India would achieve ‘the tipping point’ of 50 per cent urban by 2039. 
Thus, India would be majority ‘urban’ even before the next 30 years.

The urbanization scenario that has emerged in India in 2011 is significant in terms of numbers, but 
the pattern is diverse. There is a clear break from past trends of urbanization, both in pace and scale. 
A large number of new towns have come up in the decade 2001-2011. The new towns that have 
come up are mostly small census towns, which though urban in definition, are rural by governance. 
There are clear evidences that point to the growing suburbanization, peripheralization and a growing 
municipal-urban hiatus.

Historically, throughout the world, urbanization and economic growth have been mutually reinforcing. 
In both developed as well as developing nations, urban growth has been rapid where economic 
growth rates have been high, explained for by the effects of agglomeration economies. The fact that 
urbanization and the state domestic products have quite high positive interlinkage effects in India 
can be shown through the logarithmic regressions between urbanization and per capita gross state 
domestic product (PCGSDP; almost synonymously used with per capita income) run for three time 
periods i.e., 1991, 2001 and 2011, thus providing proof to the hypothesis that cities are the engines 
of growth. The links between urbanization and per capita income have grown stronger in the Indian 
economy (the fitted trend line for the level of urbanization and PCGSDP for 2001 and 2011 are upward 
sloping, with R2, or the explanatory power, being 0.549 and 0.614 respectively), indicating that cities 
hold the key to economic growth (Chart 1). Urbanization is gradually aligning itself with the economic 
growth processes in India. But, the interlinkage effects are still quite low by international standards. 
For the countries in the Asian continent, the explanatory power R2 between these two variables 
can be calculated to be 0.748 in 2011. The impact of economic growth on cities in India is thus not 
yet strong enough; and the impact of agglomeration economies on urbanization is far from being 
saturated. Thus for a developing country like India, the next few years present great challenges but 
even greater opportunities, because only the successful exploitation and harnessing of the growth 
potential of the agglomeration and urbanization economies can catapult it to a high growth path and 
help sustain the growth momentum thereafter.

            Chart 1a: Inter-linkage effects of per capita income and urbanization levels across the 
states: 2001, 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011
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            Chart 1b: Inter-linkage effects of per capita income and urbanization levels across the 
states: 2001, 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India and Central Statistical Organisation data, 2001 and 2011.

Also, urban density of population and per capita gross state domestic product across the Indian 
states are shown to be positively inter-linked with each other, the explanatory power R2 being 0.255 
in 2001 (it could not be calculated for 2011 because the data for the area under urban areas of each 
states is still not in the public domain). This can be explained for by the benefits of agglomeration 
economies that arise from the density of economic activities. Density of activity allows more refined 
specialization and a wider variety of intermediate inputs. As economies develop, manufacturing 
and services become more important, and firms come to closer distance to exploit agglomeration 
economies in a city. In France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, 75 to 95 per cent of 
industry is localized (clustered or concentrated relative to overall economic activity), while less than 
15 per cent is dispersed (Devereux et al 2007; Dumais et al 1997; and Maurel and Sédillot 1999). 
Thus, as economies develop, agriculture disperses to capture the scale economies in production, 
but manufacturing clusters. And, as countries move to a more mature phase of development, their 
economies become more knowledge based and service oriented. The spatial concentration of activity 
also rises because the potential for codependence and agglomeration is intrinsic to the service 
industry. The literature on city size-productivity interlinkage suggests that doubling city size will 
increase productivity by 3 to 8 per cent (Bartelsman, Caballero and Lyons 1994). Evidence from the 
United States and Brazil indicates that doubling the distance to dense metropolitan centres reduces 
productivity by 15 per cent; doubling the distance from 280 to 550 kilometres reduces profits by 6 
per cent (Feldman and Audretsch 1999). In fact, a study comparing the business environment and 
economic performance indicators of a sample of 40 cities from a World Bank study (2004) has clearly 

brought out that the bigger size of a city has a positive effect in terms of higher productivity, wages, 
and capital per worker; and better business environment in terms of lower bottlenecks of regulation 
frameworks and infrastructure facilities. Thus, the economies of agglomeration and scale, and thus 
urbanization are necessary to achieve high growth and productivity improvements. Urban density 
and economic growth are also found to be mutually reinforcing. 

The mid-term appraisal of the Eleventh Plan (2007-12) had projected the urban share of GDP at 62-
63 per cent in 2009-10. The Eleventh Five Year Plan noted that the contribution of the urban sector 
to India’s GDP is expected to increase to 70-75 per cent by 2030. It envisioned Indian cities to be the 
locus and engine of economic growth over the next two decades and suggested that the realization 
of an ambitious goal of 9 to 10 per cent growth in GDP depends fundamentally on making Indian 
cities more liveable, inclusive, bankable and competitive. In the coming decades, the urban sector 
is expected to play a critical role in bringing about growth of the entire economy and also sustaining 
it at high levels. The Twelfth Plan (2012-17) of India has also noted that urbanization would be 
central to India’s strategy of achieving faster and more inclusive growth because agglomeration and 
densification of economic activities (and settlements) stimulates economic efficiencies and provides 
more opportunities for earning livelihoods; and thereby, enables faster inclusion of more people in 
the process of economic growth. 

Study of urbanization (and, more importantly metropolization) in India is also critical because 
evidences point out that urbanization in India have had a significantly poverty reducing effect on the 
surrounding rural areas. Cali and Menon (2009), working on the data on Indian districts between 
1981 and 1999, have found that there are primarily two ways in which urbanization can affect rural 
poverty: a simple composition effect due to migration of poor from rural to urban areas (first round 
effect) and a spill over effect due to positive externalities of urbanization on surrounding urban areas 
(second round effect). The second round effect could be through at least six main indirect channels: 
backward linkages, rural non-farm employment, remittances, agricultural productivity, rural land 
prices and consumer prices. Their findings suggest that most of the poverty reducing impact of 
urbanization occurs through second round effects rather than through the direct movement of rural 
poor to urban areas. They have concluded that an increase of urban population by 20 per cent 
determines a decrease of between 3 and 6 percentage points in the share of rural poverty. Datt and 
Ravallion (2009) have also provided evidences indicating that rising overall living standards in India’s 
urban areas in the post-reform period appear to have had significant distributional effects favouring the 
country’s rural poor. Through an analysis of the post-1991 data, they arrive at the conclusion that the 
urban economic growth processes since 1991 have been appreciably more effective in reducing rural 
(and national) poverty. The non-farm sectors that use unskilled labour more intensively, notably trade, 
construction and the ‘unorganized’ manufacturing sectors, have seen higher employment growth in 
the post-reform period, because the urban and rural sectors are now positively interlinked in various 
ways through trade, migration and transfers. It is a plausible conjecture that this is the main reason 
why we have found stronger spillover effect on the rural distribution of urban economic growth since 
1991. This encouraging finding comes with a warning, however. While the rural poor have benefited 
more from urban economic growth in the post-reform economy, it can be expected that the reverse 
also holds: India’s rural poor will be more vulnerable in the future to urban-based economic shocks. 
Thus, urban growth and urban development undoubtedly hold the key to how India might shape out 
in the near future and hence such issues need to be handled on a priority basis.  
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It is evident from the data available from the Central Statistical Organisation (CSO) that much of 
urban India’s destiny is being shaped by the services sector; while there is a noticeable flight of the 
manufacturing sector from India’s cities. The services sector alone constitutes 81 per cent of urban 
GDP (in 2004-05), while manufacturing has gone down from 29 per cent in 1970-71 to 16 per cent in 
2004-05. Duranton and Puga (2002), and Henderson and Ono (2005) have argued that cities shift from 
specializing by sector, with integrated headquarters and plants; to specializing mainly by function, 
with headquarters and business services clustered in larger cities, and plants clustered in smaller 
cities; and that seem to be the case in India as well. Ghani et al (2012) points out that while plants in 
the formal sector are moving away from urban to rural locations, the informal sector is moving from 
rural to urban locations. The urban share of employment has declined from 69 per cent in 1989 to 
57 per cent in 2005 for the organized sector. On the other hand, urban share of employment for the 
unorganized sector has increased from 25 per cent to 37 per cent during the same period. Nearly 
half of the urban workforce is self-employed. Wage employment is becoming increasingly informal. In 
2009-10, 30 per cent of the urban workforce in India was informally employed (Chen and Raveendran 
2011). 

Almost all studies on economic growth, structural transformation, employment, poverty, basic 
infrastructure, housing, and social sector attainment levels have inevitably looked at ‘urban’ as a 
single entity, thus overlooking the huge differences that exist between small towns, medium towns 
and large metropolises. Urban system is very heterogeneous all over the world and so is in India. In 
India, it includes 7,933 settlements with population ranging from just 300 to as large as 18 million. 
Non-recognition of this heterogeneity and considering urban sector as a monolith sector has led to 
faulty urban, manufacturing and labour policies. 

Studies looking at the intra-urban differentials and its impact on the growth processes for India have 
been very less, but a few have surfaced in the last two years. Ghani et al (2012) points out that 
enterprises and jobs are concentrated in big cities. Krishna and Bajpai (2011), using NCAER household 
data, noted that the distribution of benefits from economic growth in India since the mid-1990s has 
followed an identifiable spatial pattern. People in the largest cities have achieved the greatest gains 
(in terms of inflation-adjusted per capita incomes) followed by people in small towns and in villages 
located close to towns. World Bank (2013) notes that 8 per cent of national employment is in the first 
ring within 50 km from seven megacities. The suburbs and peripheries are gaining industry, while 
metropolitan cores are de-industrializing. Denis et al (2012) showed an employment shift towards 
metros during the period 1993-94 to 2009-10, except for construction, which has moved to smaller 
cities and rural areas. Despite the shift, metros still accounted for less than half, and often less than a 
third of urban employment in all the sectors, including services. Desmet et al (2012) pointed out that 
the spatial evolution of India continues to favour districts with high levels of employment density, more 
so in high-tech service industries, like the computer and business services sectors, and these high 
density clusters of economic activity continue to be India’s engines of growth. 

The Indian policymakers have looked at towns and cities of India with utter disdain and neglected 
for much of the post-independence era. Even more neglected has been metropolitan cities of 
India. Urbanization has been neglected as a key variable in the Indian developmental process, and 
concomitantly, urban development in the Indian policy framework, both in terms of policies as well 
as allocations. There has been over-emphasis on the policy paradigm of ‘India lives in its villages’. 

‘Urban agenda’ has been ridiculed as ‘elitist agenda’, and always put in the backburner, mainly due 
to the compulsions of vote-bank politics. the general perception of the policy makers has been that 
India is pre-dominantly an agricultural and rural economy and that there are potent dangers of over 
urbanization, which will lead to the drain of resources from the countryside to feed the cities. The 
positive aspects of cities as engines of economic growth in the context of national economic policies 
were not much appreciated and therefore, the problems of urban areas were treated more as welfare 
problems and sectors of residual investment rather than as issues of national economic importance. 
There were, in fact, several pointed negative references to the processes of urbanization in the Five 
Year Plan documents. Many of the Plans expressed a strong desire to implement policies to reduce 
migration into urban areas or to take actions to reverse the rural-urban migration trends. In general, 
the policy makers were generally fearful of urbanization, and unsure about how to handle the external 
side effects of urbanization, like proliferation of slums, congestion, pollution, etc. The Indian policy 
makers have held an even dimmer view of the metropolitan cities. The Fourth Plan (1969-74) had 
stressed ‘the need to prevent further growth of population in large cities and the need for decongestion 
or dispersal of population’. This was envisaged to be achieved by ‘the creation of smaller towns 
and by planning the spatial location of economic activity’. It pointed out that ‘the situation in regard 
to growth of population in metropolitan centres, particularly of Calcutta and Bombay, is already so 
difficult as to make it almost a law and order problem’. It went on to state that ‘in the case of the other 
cities, future planning must be oriented towards, stabilization of population at a desirable optimum 
figure and towards planning suitable new centres in the region for the likely spill-over’, and ‘unless 
such positive approach in relation to growth of population in our bigger cities and smaller towns 
is adopted now, it will be difficult to control the situation later’. Such a policy, the Plan emphasized 
was urgently needed because ‘the social and economic costs of servicing large concentrations 
of population are prohibitive’, and that ‘beyond a certain limit, unit costs of providing utilities and 
services increase rapidly with increase in the size of the cities’. The Fifth Plan (1974-79) reiterated the 
policies of the preceding Plans to promote smaller towns in new urban centres, in order ‘to ease the 
increasing pressure on urbanization’. The Sixth Plan (1980-85) completely misjudged the potential 
of urbanization in the country by making the point that ‘the urban population of India is small as a 
proportion of the total population of the country’; and so ‘in a country still largely rural and agricultural 
in character, it is natural that programmes for agricultural and rural development should receive the 
greatest emphasis. The process of urbanization should then be seen as aiding employment and 
income generation in rural areas rather than as a competitive process’. The Seventh Plan (1985-90) 
wanted to launch ‘a vigorous multi-pronged attack to reverse the trend and to restore conditions of 
healthy urban growth’ in order to stall the primacy of a few large cities. 

This flow of misguided logic, and the policies that stem from these, as it is seen now, can be seen to 
be a part of an essentially flawed developmental paradigm, for which India had to pay very dearly. 
The Indian policy makers were not foresighted enough to comprehend the long term impacts of 
the urbanization, and more importantly, metropolitan processes in operation at that time; and that 
is why on the one hand, much of the agglomeration economies that India could have tapped from 
the urbanization and metropolization processes still remain untapped and unsaturated; and on the 
other hand, urban infrastructure and services in India are grossly inadequate and of poor quality; 
characterized by a large demand-supply gap. Despite this, investments in infrastructure continue to 
be extremely low. 
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Though the biggest scheme in India with a singular urban focus, JNNURM was launched in December 
2005 during the Tenth Plan period (2002-07) and which was scheduled to run over the Mission period 
of seven years beginning from 2005–06 until the end of the Eleventh Plan in 2012, to give focused 
attention to integrated development of urban infrastructure and services with emphasis on provision 
of basic services to the urban poor, including housing, water supply, sanitation, road network, urban 
transport, development of inner (old) city areas, etc.; it had a corpus fund of Rs. 50000 crore, as 
reform-linked central assistance. The provision of central assistance was linked to the implementation 
of certain mandatory as well as optional reforms at the State and ULB/ parastatal levels during the 
Mission period. Though there has a paradigmatic shift in the government’s outlook on urban issues 
from looking at them as welfare problems and sectors of residual investment to recognizing them as 
the vital cog in the national economy, and the most important manifestation of scale and agglomeration 
economies, as evident from a reading of the Tenth, Eleventh and Twelfth Plans; the sad truth is inspite 
of the rhetoric, the allocation for Housing and Urban Development Programmes has remained almost 
stagnant over the Indian planning horizon, with the average of outlay standing at just 2.17 per cent 
over the period 1951-2012. 

Cities and towns of India are visibly deficient in the quality of services they provide, even to the 
existing population. The current service levels are extremely low relative to what will be required to 
sustain the economic productivity of cities and towns. The High Powered Expert Committee (2011) 
has pointed out the gross neglect of the urban sector, that has resulted in huge service deficiencies in 
Indian cities. The estimates prepared by the Committee indicated that almost 40 per cent of the total 
investment is required to address the unmet demand for the eight basic services. It also stated that 
the cumulative gap of urban service delivery over the past so many years has to be compensated 
by larger investments over the coming decades. The total investment for urban infrastructure, as 
estimated by the Committee, over the 20-year period from 2012 to 2031 was estimated at Rs 39.2 
lakh crore, at 2009-10 prices. And, this did not include the costs of affordable housing, nor that of land 
(the rentals are now extremely high, especially in the megacities), nor the social sector investments 
needed in urban India in the fields of basic health and education. It was also estimated that the 
metropolitan cities, with almost 43 per cent of the total urban population by 2031, will require about 
50 per cent of the total investment on urban India. Due to the abject failure of urban planning in India, 
there has also been proliferation of slums, scarcity of urban housing, and increasing disparities in 
living conditions and inequities in access to services. If India is to improve the quality of urban life, 
there has to be significant improvement and enhancement of the cities and towns, and the systems 
which govern and administer them. And more critical would be revitalizing the infrastructure and 
economic base of metropolitan areas, on which would depend India’s future growth momentum. 

A major factor behind this mess in urban India is  the acute levels of under-spending on urban 
infrastructural services by the cities and towns in India. But, more importantly, the huge urban 
infrastructure deficits prevalent in India can be traced to the critical urban governance deficits. The 
urban local bodies in India have no autonomy and no power to determine the revenue base and tax 
rates, which still rests with the States, despite the enactment of the 74th CAA. The urban governance 
scenario is marked by the complete absence of any resource-function mapping; and property taxes, 
which have become the major revenue-earner of the municipal bodies, have, due to their inherently 
inelastic nature, proved to be wholly inadequate to meet the investment needs of the cities. The system 
which has come into being for the provision of the basic urban infrastructural services is marked by 

the presence of multiple agencies and parastatals, many of them with overlapping functions, and 
most of the times working at cross-purposes to each other. Ad-hocism, both at the level of the Central 
and the State Finance Commissions, has worsened the scope of urban decentralization.

In view of the above, it would be important to come up with a clearer understanding of the trends of 
urbanization, agglomeration economies, economic growth, structural transformation, employment 
and wage differentials, poverty, inequality, basic infrastructure, housing, and levels of the social 
indicators; so as to generate a comprehensive story on the metropolitan cities in India. This would 
help in addressing the knowledge gap, and aid in the process of informed decision making at the 
Government of India and state levels, and would certainly help formulate a stratified urban policy (and, 
manufacturing and labour policies aligned to exploit the positive externalities of the agglomeration 
economies), geared towards successfully meeting the needs of the metropolitan cities, for the next 
phase of JNNURM (and, urban development, housing, manufacturing and labour policies to be 
formulated in future). The study aims to find out how the metropolization story in India has unfolded; 
from the demographic, economic and social points of view, especially in relation to India’s exceptional 
economic growth story over most of the last decade (excluding the last three fiscal years), with high 
and sustained economic growth rates averaging 7.7 per cent recorded during the decade 2001-2011. 
India had gone for a large-scale economic liberalization programme in 1991 in the face of a severe 
balance of payments crisis, and substantially opened up trade and investment, deregulated a few 
sectors, and carried out some key tax reforms and inflation controlling measures. The focus of this 
study is to understand and locate India’s post-liberalization growth momentum, and to find out how 
much of it has been aligned to the forces of metropolization and urbanization, that is gathering pace 
off late. The study seeks to explore the status of basic infrastructure and housing of the metropolitan 
cities of India. The main purpose of the study is to analyze the significance of metropolitan India, and 
the grave inequities that exist amongst even the metropolitan cities of India; from the standpoint of 
demography, economy, social, and basic infrastructure and housing. 

With the sole focus on metropolitan India, their significance and inequities; and how different are the 
trends thereof from the trends evident in urban India, rural India and India as a whole; many important 
questions emerge and call for a threadbare analysis:

1. What are the current rates of metropolitan city growth and how are these rates changing over 
  time? How different are these rates from those for the other size classes of cities and towns,  
 and for urban India? Have the growth of megacities become largely stagnant, while the newer 
 (and smaller) ones are growing faster? 
2. Is there an increasing concentration, metropolization and primacy of the emerging urban  
 form, or is urbanization being more evenly spread out? 
3. Are there evidences to point out that there has been proliferation of low-density sprawl in the  
 metropolitan cities, with core cities becoming stagnant, and the peripheries booming? What   
 does the core-periphery analysis reveal about the urban-municipal hiatus in metropolitan   
 India?
4. Could a “metropolitan edge” be seen in the context of the economic mass within metropolitan 
 India? Is there a concentration of economic mass over time?
5. How different are the per capita income levels in metropolitan India, urban India, rural India 
  and India as a whole; and how have they varied over time? Has the variance in the per capita 
 income levels between metropolitan India and urban India increased/ decreased over time?
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6. Has there been a concentration of employment or jobs in metropolitan India relative to urban 
 India, rural India and India as a whole; or are jobs getting more evenly spread out over time? 
7. Have the economic momentum (in terms of the concentration of jobs, and regular/salaried   
 jobs) shifted from the core cities to the peripheries of the metropolitan cities? 
8. Are there evidences to show that more quality jobs are concentrated in metropolitan India, 
  relative to urban India, rural India and India as a whole? Is the concentration level of quality   
 jobs more than the concentration of all jobs in metropolitan India?
9. Has there been a concentration of the number of economic enterprises as well in metropolitan 
 India, relative to urban India, rural India and India as a whole?
10.  Has the phenomenon of “jobless growth” that India has been witness to in the recent years   
 affected metropolitan India as well? 
11. How do the work participation rates (male, female and person) in metropolitan India differ from 
 those in urban India, rural India and India as a whole? Has the gender gap in work participation 
 rates increased or decreased in metropolitan India over time?
12. What do we know of the wage differentials between metropolitan India, urban India, rural India 
  and India as a whole? Has the variance in the wage levels between metropolitan India and urban 
  India increased/ decreased over time?
13. Is informalization and casualization of labour lower in metropolitan India than in urban India, 
  rural India and India as a whole? How have the trends of informalization and casualization of  
 labour changed over time?
14. How do the unemployment rates in metropolitan India different from those in urban India, 
  rural India and India as a whole?   
15. How is the structural transformation story of metropolitan India different in form from that in 
  urban India, and rural India? Has metropolitan India seen relatively higher services led growth 
  than urban India?
16. What are the growth-drivers in metropolitan India and how much are the manufacturing and 
  services sectors aligned to the processes of metropolization?
17. How much has the manufacturing sector lost grounds in terms of economic mass and 
  employment in the recent years? Has manufacturing sector jobs been lost in metropolitan India, 
  urban India, rural India and India as a whole, between 2004-05 and 2009-10?
18. How do the spending levels as measured by the average monthly per capita consumption 
  expenditure (MPCE) differ in metropolitan India, urban India, rural India, and India as a whole? 
  Has the variance in the spending levels between metropolitan India and urban India increased/ 
  decreased over time?
19. How much do the poverty head count ratios (HCR) differ amongst metropolitan India, urban 
  India, rural India, and India as a whole?
20. How many people in metropolitan India suffer from working poverty, that is, they are poor 
  even after they have been working?
21. How much does the measure of inequality, the Gini coefficient, differ amongst metropolitan 
  India, urban India, rural India, and India as a whole? What could be inferred from the ratio of the 
  spending levels of the top 20 relative to the bottom 20 monthly per capita consumption expenditure 
  (MPCE) percentiles of metropolitan India, urban India, rural India, and India as a whole?
22. How is the housing quality, distribution of houses by number of rooms, and owned houses  
 (per cent of total households) in metropolitan India? Are the megacities and metropolitan cities 
  facing a critical scarcity of adequate housing space?
23. Which metropolitan city has the best housing quality, and which one the worst?
24. How different are the infrastructure and basic services status in metropolitan India from urban 

  India, rural India, and India as a whole? How do they differ amongst themselves?
25. How far is the gap between access and quality of infrastructure and basic services in 
  metropolitan India?
26. Which metropolitan city has the best infrastructure and basic services, and which one the 
  worst?
27. What do we know of the asset holding by the households living in metropolitan India? How do 
  they differ amongst themselves?
28. How significant are slums in metropolitan India, relative to that in urban India? How does the 
  proportion of slum households differ amongst the metropolitan cities?
29. How do the social indicators like sex ratio, child sex ratio, effective literacy rate, and gender 
  gap in the literacy rates differ amongst metropolitan India, urban India, rural India, and India as a 
  whole? How do they differ amongst themselves?
30. Which metropolitan city has the best social index, and which one the worst?

The purpose of this study is to review the available evidence on patterns and trends of metropolitan 
India, and try to answer the questions outlined above. 
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CHAPTER 5
Demographic Analysis of the  

Metropolitan Cities of India

The number of metropolitan cities has risen sharply in India, from 35 to 53 during 2001-2011 (Table 
A1). Thus, 18 new metropolitan (million plus) cities have emerged in the decade 2001-2011, 

the most in any decade so far. The metropolitan cities account for 42.6 percent of the total urban 
population in 2011, up from 37.8 per cent in 2001 (Chart 2). This is with urban agglomerations (UAs) 
and cities as units. According to the High Powered Expert Committee (2011) estimates, the number 
of metropolitan cities is expected to increase further to 87 by 2031. The large part of the increase in 
population share of metropolitan cities has come about as a result of the scaling up of cities from 
the lower size category to higher size as cities grow through a process of peripheral expansion, with 
small municipalities and villages surrounding the core city become part of the large metropolitan 
region. Chart 3 is a visual representation of population growth in the metros, cities (Class I) and urban 
India, indexed to 1961 values, which reveal how fast metropolitan India has been growing relative to 
the cities, and urban India.
Instead if the core cities (within municipal boundaries) are the units, the number of metro cities is only 
45; up from 27 in 2001. This includes 41 municipal corporations plus 4 cities that are within the bigger 
UAs: Pimpri-Chinchwad, Kalyan-Dombivali, Navi Mumbai and Haora. Thus, as is usual, if the unit is 
UAs and cities, then 42.6 per cent of India’s urban population live in metros in 2011; but if instead the 
unit is core cities, then only 30.3 per cent live in metros.

Urban settlements in India comprise of: 
Statutory towns:  All places with a Municipality, Corporation, Cantonment board or Notified 
Town Area Committee, etc. so declared by State law. 

Census towns:  Places which satisfy following criteria: 
• a minimum population of 5000 
• at least 75 per cent of male working population engaged in non agricultural pursuits
• a density of population of at least 400 persons per sq km.

‘Cities’ are ‘urban areas’ with 1 lakh (0.1 million) and above population. Others are termed as 
‘towns’.

‘Metropolitan cities’ are defined as those cities with 10 lakh (1 million) and above population.

‘Urban agglomerations (UAs)’ are defined as continuous urban spreads constituting a town 
and its adjoining urban out growths (OGs) or two or more physical contiguous towns together 
and any adjoining urban outgrowths of such towns. An urban agglomeration must consist of at 
least a statutory town and its total population (i.e. all the constituents put together) should not 
be less than 20,000 as per the 2001 Census.

An ‘out growth’ is a viable unit such as a village or a hamlet or an enumeration block made up 
of such village or hamlet and clearly identifiable in terms of its boundaries and location. Some 
of the examples are railway colony, university campus, port area, military camps, etc., which 
have come up near a statutory town outside its statutory limits but within the revenue limits of 
a village or villages contiguous to the town. While determining the outgrowth of a town, it has 
been ensured that it possesses the urban features in terms of infrastructure and amenities such 
as pucca roads, electricity, taps, drainage system for disposal of waste water etc. educational 
institutions, post offices, medical facilities, banks etc. and physically contiguous with the core 
town of the UA. 

Box 1: What is ‘urban’ in India?

Chart 2: Metropolitan cities: number and population (per cent of urban population) during 1961-2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011.
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Chart 3: Population in the metros, cities (class I) and urban India: indexed to 1961 values

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011. 

Out of the 53 metropolitan cities, 6 are not UAs, but are only municipal corporations: Faridabad, 
Greater Visakhapatnam, Jaipur, Kota, Ludhiana and Vasai Virar City, in the order of their population 
sizes. The rest 47 metropolitan cities are UAs. Within these 47 UAs, there are 54 municipal corporations, 
out of which four (as already stated) are million-plus on their own. There are also 104 municipalities 
(Ms), 4 municipal councils (M Cls), 1 municipal committee (MC), 59 town panchayats (TPs), 7 
nagar panchayats (NPs), 2 nagar palika parishads (NPPs), 2 notified area committees (NACs), 8 
industrially notified areas (INAs), 1 notified area (NA), 21 cantonment boards (CBs) and 729 census 
towns (CTs) (18.7 per cent of the total 3,894 census towns); besides 276 outgrowths (OGs), which 
are not counted as cities or towns. Thus, within these 53 metropolitan UAs/cities are 60 municipal 
corporations, 109 municipalities (in the broader sense following the definition of the Central Finance 
Commission), and 68 nagar panchayats (in the broader sense following the definition of the Central 
Finance Commission); besides the census towns, etc. 998 of the total 7,933, or 12.6 per cent of the 
total number of towns and cities are actually within the 53 metropolitan UAs/ cities. 6,937 towns and 
cities are thus outside the 53 metros.

Out of these 53, eight are 5-million plus cities. The ‘group of eight’ has the cities with a history 
and a colonial legacy behind it: Greater Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata, Chennai, Bangalore, Hyderabad, 
Ahmadabad and Pune, in order of their population sizes. Out of these, the ‘big three’ or Greater 
Mumbai (18.4 million), Delhi (16.3 million) and Kolkata (14.1 million) are 10-million plus. Although 
the growth rates of these megacities have become stagnant, but, in terms of absolute addition to 
their populations, each of the 8 megacities (5-million plus) have added more than 1 million to their 
population in the decade 2001-2011. So, growth rates alone do not tell us the whole story.
Out of the 18 new metros, 6 are in Kerala: Thiruvananthapuram, Kozhikode, Kannur, Kollam, Thrissur 
and Malappuram. In 2011, Uttar Pradesh and Kerala have 7 metros each, Maharashtra 6, and Madhya 
Pradesh, Gujarat and Tamil Nadu have 4 each. 

The growth in big metros has become stagnant, while the newer (and smaller) ones are growing faster. 
Out of the ten fastest growing metropolitan cities (out of the total 53 in 2011), 6 are in Kerala. Also, out 
of these ten, 8 are new metros. And, they have recorded some astronomically high population growth 
rates in the last decade, never seen before in the evolution of cities in India. It seems, especially 

in Kerala, that they have grown from no-where with the merging of towns and huge expansion of 
boundaries, and therein reinforcing the role of discretion in defining ‘urban’.
Kolkata and Greater Mumbai feature prominently in the list of the ten slowest growing metros; but 
except two (Kolkata and Kanpur), the growth of even the slowest growing metros outstrip the growth 
rate of rural India attained during 2001-2011.

Vasai Virar City is the fastest growing Municipal Corporation; while Kollam is the slowest growing. 
Of the five slowest growing Municipal Corporations, four are new metros from Kerala, with extremely 
high peripheral (and, consequently high total city, or urban agglomeration) growth.
Malappuram is the fastest growing city whether we examine the 2001-2011 growth rate or the 1961-
2011 long run trend growth rate (Chart 4). Kolkata is the slowest growing metro both as per the 
decadal as well as the long run trend growth rates (Chart 5).

Chart 4: Five fastest growing metropolitan cities during 2011-2011
(annual exponential growth rate)

Chart 5: Five slowest growing metropolitan cities during 2001-2011
(annual exponential growth rate)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011.

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001-2011.
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Though the 2011 Census provisional data point to the huge growth in the number of census towns, 
India has seen a growing concentration of urban form. It is to be noted that all the analyses for this 
section on city size-class wise distribution have been carried out with towns and UAs (as opposed to 
towns and cities) as units, the reason being that UAs are the planning unit for urban service delivery, 
and the relevant one for harnessing agglomeration economies. Thus, henceforth, in this section, 
(towns and UAs) and (cities) would be used synonymously; and the urban frame would constitute 
of 6,166 UAs/towns, and not 7,933 towns/cities. The Class I is cities with population above 100,000 
(0.1 million). Class I is subdivided into three size-class categories: IA, IB and IC. Class IA is cities with 
population above 5 million (also referred to as the megacities, as opposed to what United Nations 
terms as megacities, which is 10 million-plus), Class IB is cities with population between 1 and 5 
million, and Class IC is cities with population between 0.1 and 1 million (non-metro cities). Class IA 
plus Class IB cities together define metropolitan cities. Class II+ towns are the sum of Class II, Class 
III, Class IV, Class V and Class VI towns, i.e. those in the population range 0-100,000. All the Classes 
below I have been clubbed because only the information on ‘total urban’ and ‘Class I cities’ are till the 
time of drafting the paper, the only things in the public domain; and so further breakup according to 
the size-class distribution is not possible.

The number of cities in Class I (+100,000) is quite low, but steadily rising. But, what is noticeable is 
that the number of cities in Classes IB and II+ has grown much faster than the rest. The numbers of 
cities in Class IA have gone up from 6 to 8, and those in Class IB have gone up from 29 to 45 in the 
last decade 2001-2011 (Table 1). 

The 468 Class I cities alone account for 70.2 percent of the country’s urban population in 2011; it was 
68.6 per cent in 2001. The rest 5,698 only house 29.8 per cent of the urban population, pointing to the 
growing concentration of the urban populace. While the percentage of population in Class IA cities 

Table 1: Number of cities in each city size-class: 1961-2011

Class I Class IA Class IB Metropolitan 
Cities 

Class IC Class II+ Total

1961 107 1 6 7 100 2,223 2,330

1971 152 2 7 9 143 2,405 2,557

1981 219 3 9 12 207 3,027 3,246

1991 299 4 19 23 276 3,401 3,699

2001 394 6 29 35 359 3,984 4,378

2011 468 8 45 53 415 5,698 6,166

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011

(per cent)

Table 2: Population of cities by city size-class: 1961-2011

 Class I Class IA Class IB Metropolitan Cities Class IC Class II+

1961 51.88 7.66 15.93 23.59 28.29 48.12

1971 57.16 12.96 13.32 26.28 30.88 42.84

1981 61.21 15.58 12.09 27.67 33.53 38.79

1991 64.35 17.35 15.55 32.90 31.45 35.65

2001 68.62 21.13 16.70 37.83 30.80 31.38

2011 70.24 22.59 20.03 42.62 27.62 29.76

  Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011. 

(per cent of urban population)

has been growing steadily over time, those in Class IC and Class II+ have steadily declined. While 
the percentage of urban population living in Class IA cities have gone up from 21.1 to 22.6 per cent in 
the last decade (2001-2011), Class IB cities have seen a much higher rise in the percentage of urban 
population residing in them (16.7 to 20.0 per cent) (Table 2 and Chart 6). 

The growth of Class I cities have stagnated over time (as have the urban population and total 
population); but what is noticeable is that Class I cities have grown faster than urban population as a 
whole, while the growth of Classes IA and IB have been faster than that of Class I consistently since 
1991 (Table 3 and Chart 7). What is a visible pointer to the growing concentration in the urban structure 
is that Class IA (and also Class I as a whole) has been growing much faster than urban population 
for all of the Census years from 1961. While urban population has grown at the annual exponential 
growth rate of 2.76 per cent in the decade 2001-2011, the Class IA cities have grown at 3.43 per cent; 
and Class IB cities have shown the highest growth among all size classes of urban settlements at 
4.58 per cent. The growth rate of the metropolitan cities as a whole in the last decade has been a 
significant 3.95 per cent. The growth rates of the metropolitan cities have seen a fall from as high as 
4.22 per cent in the decade 1991-2001. While the growth of Class IA cities has seen a significant drop 
from 4.79 per cent in the decade 1991-2001 to 3.43 per cent in the decade 2001-2011; the growth 
rate of the Class IB cities have jumped from 3.53 to 4.58 per cent. Thus, the megacities have been 
growing much slowly in the recent decade, but this is majorly due to the large base-effects of the 
megacities (because of the fact that they have large base populations, the growth rates are bound to 
be less than the smaller metros of Class IB). Also, each of these eight megacities has also seen net 
additions of more than 1 million populations each in the last decade. So, growth rates alone do not 
tell the whole story. 

Due to the large number of units added to the urban frame, the average size of a city in India has gone 
down between 2001 and 2011, but Class I (and all its categories) now hold much more people than 
before (Table 4). What is also noticeable is that the average size of Class II+ has been monotonically 
decreasing since 1991. The average size of a metropolitan city as per the 2011 Census is 3.03 million; 
that of the Class IA cities 10.6 million; and that of the Class IB cities 1.7 million.

Chart 6: Population significance: metros, non-metropolitan cities and urban India during  
2001 and 2011  (per cent of urban population)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011.
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Table 3: Annual exponential growth rates of cities by city size-class: 1961-2011

 Class I Class IA Class IB Metropolitan 
Cities

Class IC Class II+ Total

1961 3.76 0.00 0.65 4.58 3.12 1.01 2.34

1971 4.20 8.49 1.44 4.31 4.11 2.07 3.23

1981 4.37 5.53 2.72 4.20 4.50 2.69 3.68

1991 3.72 4.29 5.73 4.95 2.57 2.37 3.22

2001 3.46 4.79 3.53 4.22 2.61 1.55 2.74

2011 2.99 3.43 4.58 3.95 1.67 2.23 2.76

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011

(per cent)

Chart 7: Growth rates across size classes of cities and towns: 2001-2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001and 2011.  

Metropolization across states has seen a spurt in the decade 2001-2011, with an increase in people 
living in metropolitan areas, both as a percentage of the urban as well as the total populations (Table 
5). The highest rise has been in Kerala, where 76.2 per cent of the urban population and 36.4 per 
cent of the total population live in metros in 2011. Maharashtra, Gujarat and West Bengal also have 
very high metropolization levels. Leaving out Odisha (which do not yet have a metro), 11 out of the 13 
major states have seen a rise in their metropolization levels. 

Table 4: Average size of cities by city size-class: 1961-2011

 Class I Class IA Class IB Metropolitan Cities Class IC Class II+ All Classes

1961 3,79,855 59,99,986 20,80,223 26,40,189 2,21,632 16,959 33,624

1971 4,07,099 70,13,161 20,59,956 31,60,668 2,33,797 19,283 42,337

1981 4,37,190 81,25,190 21,02,037 36,07,825 2,53,385 20,045 48,188

1991 4,64,378 93,59,574 17,66,346 30,86,907 2,45,834 22,618 58,332

2001 4,98,313 1,00,75,829 16,47,193 30,92,102 2,45,437 22,536 65,354

2011 5,66,008 1,06,48,578 16,78,597 30,32,556 2,51,002 19,694 61,159

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011.

(per cent of urban population)

Table 5: Concentration of population in million-plus cities across India and 14 major states: 
2001-2011

Metros (per cent of 
urban population)

Metros (per cent of 
total population)

 2001 2011 2001 2011

India 37.82 42.62 10.52 13.28

State     

Andhra Pradesh 39.06 38.69 10.66 12.96

Bihar 19.56 17.45 2.05 1.97

Gujarat 51.93 55.01 19.40 23.43

Haryana 17.27 15.92 4.99 5.54

Karnataka 31.74 36.05 10.79 13.90

Kerala 16.40 76.21 4.26 36.37

Madhya Pradesh 25.51 32.01 6.75 8.84

Maharashtra 56.96 58.90 24.16 26.64

Odisha 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Punjab 29.08 26.93 9.86 10.10

Rajasthan 17.58 30.52 4.11 7.60

Tamil Nadu 33.56 38.15 14.78 18.48

Uttar Pradesh 28.08 31.49 5.84 7.02

West Bengal 63.64 52.71 17.80 16.81

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001-2011

Table 6: Spread of core to total city population of metropolitan cities: 
number of cities in different ranges( 2011)

Core City to Total City 
Population(per cent)

Number of Cities

0-50 11

50-70 6

70-90 9

90-100 27

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 
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Table 7: Metros with less than 50 per cent of the population living in the core city: 2011

Urban Agglomeration State Core City to Total City 
Population (per cent)

Coimbatore Tamil Nadu 49.34

Jamshedpur Jharkhand 47.09

Asansol West Bengal 45.41

Thiruvananthapuram Kerala 44.59

Kolkata West Bengal 31.79

Kollam Kerala 31.44

Kochi Kerala 28.40

Kozhikode Kerala 21.28

Thrissur Kerala 17.02

Malappuram Kerala < 10.00

Kannur Kerala < 10.00

  Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011

Note: For Malappuram and 
Kannur, the population of the 
core city is not yet available. 
They have no Class I city within 
their UAs.

Evidences point to the spread of urbanization from the metropolitan core city areas to the peripheral 
areas, and a trend towards peripheralization of the metropolitan regions throughout the country (Table 
A2). 11 metropolitan cities (out of the total 53) have within its municipal limits less than 50 per cent of 
the total city population (Table 6). An area of concern is that all the seven metros of Kerala have very 
small core city areas (all are less than 45 per cent); while two of them (Malappuram and Kannur) have 
core city population less than 10 per cent of the total city population (Table 7). Kannur has 6 small 
municipalities, 1 cantonment board and 61 census towns. Malappuram has 4 small municipalities, 1 
outgrowth and 37 census towns. Thus, there seem to be a growing urban-municipal hiatus, especially 
in Kerala, with large parts of the urban agglomerations having no urban local bodies. Though the 
results indicate otherwise, this is not true for Kolkata and Asansol because their core city areas are 
small, but almost the whole of their urban agglomerations are governed by urban local bodies, some 
of which are quite big (Haora and Durgapur, respectively). 

For the Class IA cities, the core cities have grown at rates much faster than their peripheries; but 
for the cities of Class IB, the peripheralization is seen to be much stronger. There are evidences of 
huge sprawls around the cities of Class IB, with the population in the areas under core cities as a 
percentage of the total city decreasing from 85.1 per cent in 2001 to 77.7 per cent in 2011 (Table 8). 
Though for the cities of Class IA, the opposite is seen with more people living within the mega city 
cores (the population in the areas under core cities as a percentage of the total city increasing from 
65.2 per cent in 2001 to 66.4 per cent in 2011); but overall for the metropolitan cities, the core city is 
seen to be holding lesser population in 2011 than was the case in 2001 (the population in the areas 
under core metropolitan cities declining from 73.8 per cent in 2001 to 71.7 per cent in 2011). Built-up 
density, estimated as population over of built-up area, is decreasing for most metropolitan cities and 
is more prominent beyond the administrative boundary. This essentially points out that with higher 
change in built-up over population, low-density sprawl is taking place in all these cities.

Table 8: Core-periphery analysis of the metropolitan cities: 2001 and 2011

Core  to Total (per cent) Annual Exponential Growth Rates- 
2001-2011

UA/ City 2011 2001 Total Core Periphery

Class IA 66.4 65.2 3.43 4.03 2.52

Class IB 77.7 85.1 4.58 3.61 6.56

Metropolitan Cities 71.7 73.8 3.95 3.76 4.58

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011. 
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CHAPTER 6
Analysis of the economy and 

employment of metropolitan cities of India

There are evidences that show a clear concentration of economic mass in the metropolitan cities 
of India. The 75 metropolitan districts that house the 53 metros constitute 24.6 per cent of the 

total population of India in 2011, but are estimated to produce 48.6 per cent of the national GDP. This 
brings out very clearly the forces of agglomeration economies and economies of scale inherent in 
the processes of metropolization1.The metros thus could be rightly called the “engines of growth”. 
The productivity differentials between the metropolitan areas and the rest of urban India, and of India 
as a whole could be gauged from the fact that while the average monthly per capita income (as per 
CSO estimates) at the national level is Rs. 5,752, the average estimated per capita income of the 
metropolitan districts is Rs. 11,999 in 2011. Thus, the estimated average monthly per capita income of 
the metropolitan districts is two times that of India as a whole in 2011. The highest per capita income 
(monthly) in 2011 within the metropolitan districts was at Faridabad at Rs. 26,157; and the lowest 
was at Allahabad, where it was just Rs. 2,690. The big metropolitan areas like Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata 
and Chennai, have lower per capita incomes than the average for metropolitan India, indicating that 
some sort of stagnancy has engulfed the economic growth of India’s megacities. Evidences point 
out that districts with big metros have lower per capita incomes than the average for metropolitan 
districts in 2011. The higher per capita incomes are to be seen mostly in the districts that have the 
smaller and emerging metros like Faridabad, Vishakhapatnam, Kochi, Kannur, Kollam, Tiruchirapalli 
and Ludhiana. But, the economic significance of the mega cities is undeniable. The 27 districts that 
house these eight mega cities hold 10.8 per cent of the total population of India, but are estimated to 
generate 18.5 per cent of India’s total GDP in 2011 (Chart 8).

 1Since city products could not be directly estimated, calculations have been made to estimate the gross products of the metropolitan 
districts, which house these metropolitan cities. In 2011, there were 75 metropolitan districts. Their gross domestic products have 
been estimated using the gross district domestic product (GDDP) figures as bases, accessed from the Planning Commission website. 
Since for most of the states, the figures of GDDP are only available for the years between 1999-2000 and 2007-08 (in some cases 
2006-07), the GDDP was then extrapolated for 2011 using the growth rates obtained between the years for which data was available. 
If there were more than one district that housed the metropolitan city (example, Delhi that fall within 9 districts), they were added 
together. The populations of the districts are those from Census 2011 data; and in this case also, if there were more than one district 
that housed the metropolitan city, they were added together. Since GDDP figures are not available for Gujarat and Jammu & Kashmir, 
the corresponding figures were estimated by first obtaining its share by dividing it with the factor of the population share within the 
district; and then using the multiplicative factor of 1.774, which is the productivity differential of all other metropolitan districts relative 
to that of India. 

Chart 8: Monthly per capita incomes: metropolitan districts  (Rs.) (2011) 

Source: Calculations based on the GDDPs, as given by the Planning Commission of India. 

A. Concentration of economic mass, jobs and economic enterprises in metropolitan India:
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The next thing to look at would be the concentration of employment or jobs. This is also done at 
the district level to examine the areas of economic influence of the metropolitan cities around itself, 
because the NSSO data does not render itself to be gauged at the UA level. Both the 2004-05 and 
the 2009-10 Employment-Unemployment Surveys were done with the districts as determined by the 
Registrar General of India in the Census 2001 results. India had 593 districts in 2001. Out of these, 56 
could be said to be “metropolitan districts”, which housed the erstwhile 35 metropolitan cities of India 
in 2001; and these constituted 20.2 per cent of the total population of India. 

The analyses on the concentration of jobs reveals that out of the total number of jobs in India in 2009-
10 (453.1 million), 21.9 per cent (99.1 million) were concentrated in these 56 metropolitan districts only, 
while the rest of the 537 districts accounted for the rest 78.1 per cent (Table 9). Out of the total number 
of the regular/ salaried jobs generated at the all India level (73.7 million), 45.1 per cent (33.2 million) 
of them were concentrated in the 56 metropolitan districts; while out of the total number of the casual/
self-employed jobs generated in India (379.4 million), 17.4 per cent (65.8 million) were concentrated 
in the 56 metropolitan districts. Thus, there is evidence to prove that much more quality jobs have 
been generated in the metropolitan districts, as compared to the non-metropolitan districts. 

In fact, the concentration of jobs has actually increased in these 56 metropolitan districts from 20.6 
per cent being located in them in 2004-05 to 21.9 per cent in 2009-10. Also, there is evidence to the 
effect that in the five years between 2004-05 and 2009-10, job creation rates have been higher in the 
metropolitan districts than in India as a whole. While jobs in India as a whole have only grown by 1.0 
per cent, jobs have grown in these 56 metropolitan districts by 7.2 per cent. While regular/ salaried 
jobs have grown by 10 per cent in India as a whole; the metropolitan districts has seen much higher 
growth of 16.2 per cent. Also, while in India as a whole, casual/self-employed jobs have declined by 
0.6 per cent, but it has increased in these metropolitan districts by 3.1 per cent. The jobs in the rest 

Table 10: Percentage growth of jobs between 2004-05 and 2009-10: 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan districts

 Regular workers Informal and Casual Workers Total Employment

56 metropolitan districts 16.2 3.1 7.2

537 non-metropolitan districts 5.5 -1.3 -0.6

India (all 593 districts) 10.0 -0.6 1.0

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI

Table 9: Concentration of employment in the metropolitan districts (2004-05 and 2009-10)                                                                                                       

 2004-05 2009-10

 Regular 
workers

Informal 
and Casual 

Workers

Total 
Employment

Regular 
workers

Informal 
and Casual 

Workers

Total 
Employment

56 metropolitan districts 28.6 63.8 92.4 33.2 65.8 99.1

India (all 593 districts) 67.0 381.5 448.5 73.7 379.4 453.1

Percentage of concentration 42.71 16.73 20.61 45.09 17.35 21.86

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

(in million)

537 districts have actually shrunk by 0.6 per cent, due absolutely due to the loss of a large number of 
informal sector jobs (Table 10). 

In fact, while in India as a whole, jobs have grown in these five years between 2004-05 and 2009-10 by 
only 1.0 per cent, in urban India it has grown by 11.1 per cent. Thus, in urban India as a whole, there 
has been increasing concentration of employment. In rural India, employment has shrunk in these 5 
years by 2.3 per cent (Tables 11 and 12). 
The economic significance of the metropolitan areas has undoubtedly grown, but the economic 
momentum seems to have shifted away from the core city areas to the peripheral areas of the 
metropolitan cities (Table 13). 

While in the 27 metropolitan core cities, total employment increased only from 31.2 to 32.0 million 
between 2004-05 and 2009-10, the jobs in the peripheries of the metropolitan districts grew much 
faster, from 70.3 million to 76.8 million. Thus, while employment in the core cities grew by only 2.6 per 
cent, that in the peripheries (of the metropolitan districts) grew by a significantly high rate of 14.5 per 
cent in these five years. The huge increase in the employment in the metropolitan peripheral areas 
was led by a huge upsurge in the regular and salaried jobs in these areas, which must be due to the 

Table 11: Employment concentration in rural and urban India (2004-05 and 2009-10)                                                                                   

 2004-05 2009-10

 Regular 
workers

Informal 
and Casual 

Workers

Total 
Employment

Regular 
workers

Informal 
and Casual 

Workers

Total 
Employment

India 67.0 381.5 448.5 73.7 379.4 453.1

Urban India 44.0 68.5 112.4 51.0 73.9 124.9

Rural India 23.0 313.1 336.1 22.7 305.6 328.3

 Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI

(in million)

Table 12: Percentage growth of jobs between 2004-05 and 2009-10 in India: Rural and Urban

 Regular workers Informal and Casual 
Workers

Total Employment

India 10.0 -0.6 1.0

Urban India 16.0 7.9 11.1

Rural India -1.3 -2.4 -2.3

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Table 13: Growth rates of employment between 2004-05 and 2009-10: 
metropolitan cores and their peripheries

 Regular 
workers

Informal and 
Casual Workers

Total Employment

27 core city metros 4.1 0.9 2.6

43 districts which house these metros 16.0 5.6 9.2

Periphery around the metros 40.2 7.9 14.5

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI



3231

visible shift of offices and factories to the peripheries from the core, in search of larger tracts of land 
at cheaper prices.

B. Work Participation Rates, Wages and Status of Employment in Metropolitan India

Across metropolitan India, the average work participation rate2 (male+female) has shown a fall by 2 
percentage points between 2004-05 and 2009-10, from 37.3 per cent to 35.3 per cent; indicating that 
the phenomenon of  “jobless growth” that India has been witness to in the recent years, has strongly 
affected metropolitan India as well (Table 14)3. The male work participation rate in metropolitan India 
has shown a decline of 1 percentage point from 56.6 per cent in 2004-05 to 55.6 in 2009-10; while 
the female work participation rate in metropolitan India has seen a much greater decline from 14.5 
per cent in 2004-05 to 12.7 per cent in 2009-10, a decrease of 1.8 percentage points. Thus, work 
participation rates have been on the decline in metropolitan India as well, with females more prone to 
opting out of jobs than males, although work participation for both males as well as females has seen 
a decline in the five-year period from 2004-05 to 2009-10. The pace of job creation has not kept pace 
with the population growth; and this is true for metropolitan India as well. While the work participation 
rate for males in metropolitan India is consistently higher for both the years than for any of the other 
units, the female work participation rate is consistently the lowest. Work participation rates, be that 
for male, female or overall, have fallen the least in these five years of jobless growth in metropolitan 
India relative to the other units.  

Amongst the cities in metropolitan India, in 2009-10, Mumbai and Thane had the highest work 
participation rate (42.3 per cent each). It was the lowest in Patna (22.3 per cent). In 2009-10, Ludhiana 
had the highest male work participation rate at 65.2 per cent; while Meerut had the lowest male work 
participation rate at 36.4 per cent. The highest female work participation was to be found in Varanasi 
(25.5 per cent), while the lowest female work participation was at Agra at just 1.5 per cent. There is a 
clear north-south divide observed in terms of the female work participation rates. The gender gap in 
the work participation rates is quite high in metropolitan India to the tune of 42.9 per cent. It was the 
highest in Ludhiana (57.9 per cent); and lowest at Varanasi (26.9 per cent). 

Five years back, amongst the cities in metropolitan India, in 2004-05, Varanasi had the highest work 
participation rate (45.7 per cent, which was subsequently declined to 39.9 per cent in 2009-10). Even 
in 2004-05, the lowest work participation rate was at Patna (21.9 per cent). In 2004-05, Surat had the 
highest male work participation rate at 65.3 per cent (which was subsequently decreased to 58.2 per 
cent in 2009-10); closely followed by Ludhiana at 65.1 per cent. In 2004-05, Patna had the lowest 
male work participation rate at 37.5 per cent. Even in 2004-05 (as in 2009-10), the highest female work 
participation was to be found in Varanasi (28.1 per cent). The lowest female work participation was 
at Patna at just 1.2 per cent, which had in the next 5 years, moved up to a work participation rate of 
3.6 per cent in 2009-10. There was no clear north-south divide observed in terms of the female work 
participation rates in 2004-05 (as was observed in 2009-10). The gender gap in the work participation 
rates was a little lower in 2004-05 (42.1 per cent) in metropolitan India; as compared to 42.9 per 
cent in 2009-10. In 2004-05 also, the gender gap in the work participation rates was the highest in 
Ludhiana (40.8 per cent which was increased to 57.9 per cent in 2009-10). The gender gap was the 
lowest at Jaipur (38.9 per cent). 

Table 14: Work participation rates (male, female, person): India: 
Rural, Urban and Metropolitan: 2004-05 and 2009-10

 2004-05 2009-10 Difference in 5 years

 Male Female Person Male Female Person Male Female Person

India 54.6 28.0 41.8 54.5 22.0 38.8 -0.1 -6.0 -3.1

Rural India 54.5 32.4 43.7 54.6 25.7 40.5 0.1 -6.7 -3.2

Urban India 54.8 16.6 37.0 54.3 13.8 34.8 -0.6 -2.8 -2.1

Metropolitan India 56.6 14.5 37.3 55.6 12.7 35.3 -1.0 -1.8 -1.9
Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

(per cent)

2The work participation rate is measured as the total volume of the usually employed workers. The two categories ‘usually employed’ 
or ‘working’ according to the principal status (ps workers) and ‘usually employed’ or ‘working’ only in a subsidiary status (ss workers) 
together constitute the total usually employed (or all workers).

3For the analysis of employment status, wages, unemployment and spending levels in the next few sections across metropolitan 
India, the frame is the 27 metropolitan core cities (according to Census 2001), which within their municipal domain had one million 
population. This is the frame that the NSSO rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10 considered as the metropolitan frame.

Table 15: Wages in rural, urban and metropolitan India: 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

 2004-05 2009-10 Percentage increase in 5 years

 Male Female Person Male Female Person Male Female Person

Rural India 76 41 59 128 80 107 68.4 95.1 81.4

Urban India 170 120 151 310 239 289 82.4 99.2 91.4

Metropolitan India 200 160 193 370 330 363 85.0 106.3 88.1

Ratio of wages of metro-
politan India relative to 

those of urban India

1.18 1.33 1.28 1.19 1.38 1.26

Ratio of wages of metro-
politan India relative to 

those of rural India

2.63 3.90 3.27 2.89 4.13 3.39

(Rs. in current prices)

Chart 9: Wages in rural, urban and metropolitan India: 2004-05 and 2009-10
(Rs. in current prices)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.
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The average wage per day in metropolitan India has shown an increase in nominal terms from Rs. 
193 to Rs. 363 in the five years between 2004-05 and 2009-10, an increase of 88.1 per cent. The male 
wage per day in metropolitan India has shown an increase from Rs. 200 to Rs. 370, an increase of 85 
per cent, while female wage per day has increased by a much larger margin of 106.3 per cent (from 
Rs. 160 to Rs. 330). The wages in metropolitan India are much higher than in urban India. In 2009-
10, it was Rs. 363 as against Rs. 289 in urban India. The wage rates in metropolitan India in 2009-10 
were 1.26 times that of the wages prevailing in urban India, and 3.39 times that in rural India. The 
divergence in the female wage rates was much higher than the male wage rates. While the male wage 
rates prevailing in metropolitan India was 1.19 times that in urban India, the metropolitan female wage 
rates was 1.38 times that in urban India (Table 15 and Chart 9). The wages were the highest at Thane 
(averaging Rs. 835 per day) and are the lowest at Kanpur (averaging Rs. 190 per day) in 2009-10.

In metropolitan India, 52.6 per cent of the usually employed persons above 15 yrs of age were 
engaged in regular wage/ salaried work in 2009-10 (Chart 10), as against 38.3 per cent in urban India 
as a whole. Thus, informalization and casualization of labour are much lower in metros than in urban 
India. The percentage of usually employed persons above 15 yrs of age engaged in regular wage/ 
salaried work in metropolitan India has seen an increase from 51.8 per cent in 2004-05 to 52.6 per 
cent in 2009-10. But more than increasing jobs in the regular or formal sector, this might indicate loss 
of jobs in the informal sector in the recent years, with large number of women being forced out of 
jobs in the informal sector in metropolitan India. In urban India, regular wage/ salaried work had gone 
up from 39.8 per cent in 2004-05 to 41.3 per cent in 2009-10; while in rural India, the percentage of 
usually employed persons engaged in regular wage/ salaried work had gone up marginally by 0.1 per 
cent to 7.1 per cent in 2009-10 (Table 16).

While among males, the percentage of usually employed persons above 15 yrs of age were engaged 
in regular wage/ salaried work had remained stagnant at 51.5 per cent between 2004-05 and 2009-10; 
among females, the percentage of usually employed persons above 15 yrs of age were engaged in 
regular wage/ salaried work had shown a significant increase from 53.3 per cent in 2004-05 to 57.8 
per cent in 2009-10. In metropolitan India, females are seen to be seeking jobs predominantly in the 
regular or formal sector. Between 2004-05 and 2009-10, a lot of job-cutting in the informal sector were 
seen the brunt of which seemed to have been borne by the female job seekers.

The share of regular wage/ salaried work in total employment was the highest at Surat, where 70.6 per 
cent were said to be working at regular wages in the formal sector in 2009-10. The share of regular 
wage/ salaried work in total employment was abysmally low at Agra at just 8.3 per cent in 2009-10 
(Table A3).

Table 16: Status of employment of usually employed persons above 15 years of age : rural, urban and 
metropolitan India: 2004-05 and 2009-10 

 Metropolitan India Urban India Rural India

 Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total

2004-05

 Self-employed 27.0 22.0 26.1 33.3 23.4 31.2 40.6 15.4 31.5

Employer 5.4 1.0 4.6 2.9 0.7 2.4 1.3 0.5 1.0

Unpaid family worker 6.8 14.7 8.2 8.4 23.0 11.5 16.6 48.0 27.9

Regular wage worker 51.5 53.3 51.8 40.8 36.0 39.8 8.9 3.7 7.0

Casual worker public 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2

Casual worker other 9.3 8.9 9.2 14.4 16.8 14.9 32.4 32.2 32.4

2009-10

Self-employed 27.6 21.0 26.5 31.9 24.0 30.4 39.0 15.6 31.8

Employer 4.9 0.9 4.2 2.4 0.6 2.0 1.0 0.5 0.9

Unpaid family worker 6.2 11.1 7.0 6.9 16.3 8.7 13.7 40.0 21.8

Regular wage worker 51.5 57.8 52.6 41.7 39.7 41.3 8.4 4.2 7.1

Casual worker public 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8 2.4 1.3

Casual worker other 9.3 8.6 9.2 16.7 19.0 17.2 37.1 37.2 37.1

(per cent)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI

Chart 10: Status of employment of usually employed persons above 15 years of age in 
metropolitan India during 2009-10 (per cent)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.
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C. Unemployment in metropolitan India

Unemployment rate in metropolitan India4 had gone up from 3.78 per cent in 2004-05 to 3.88 per 
cent in 2009-10; a visible pointer towards the “jobless growth” pattern. Female unemployment rate 
in metropolitan India had gone up by a huge margin of 0.79 percentage points between these five 
years, while male unemployment rate had actually gone down by 0.03 percentage points in the same 
period (Chart 11 and Table 17). Because of the huge increase in female unemployment rates (mostly 
due to job cuts in the informal sector), unemployment in metropolitan India had gone up by 0.10 
percentage points in these five years. Metropolitan India is the only unit to have shown an increase in 
the unemployment rates; whereas in rural, urban or India as a whole, unemployment rates have gone 
down (this is related to the fact that NSSO Survey reports that much lesser percentage of people were 
seeking jobs, that could be said to constitute the labour force, in 2009-10, than in 2004-05)5.  

D. The story of structural transformation in metropolitan India

OOver the last six decades, the Indian economy has been undergoing a gradual structural 
transformation. At the time of independence, Indian economy was predominantly rural and agricultural. 
Thereafter, the major drive towards diversification and modernization of the Indian economy in the 
following Five Year Plans resulted in increased shares of the manufacturing and services sectors and 
declined share of the primary sector in the national product. However, the pace of transition of the 
Indian economy from an agricultural economy to an industrial one has been quite slow since 1951. 
It was in the decade of the eighties that the economy emerged from the phase of slow growth rate 
and deceleration. Finally, a major shift in the macroeconomic policies in the decade of the nineties 
accelerated the pace of the structural transformation of the Indian economy and set India on a high 
growth trajectory. In the recent decade (2001-2011), while the average annual rate of growth of the 
economy was 7.7 per cent, services sector grew at almost 10 per cent per annum (Economic Survey 
2011-12). The share of GDP contributed by agriculture had dwindled to 14.2 per cent (from 50.6 per 
cent in 1960-61) and manufacturing had contributed a further 22.4 per cent in 2009-10. Thus, the 
services sector led boom which had contributed 63.4 per cent of the GDP in 2009-10 (it was 35.9 per 
cent in 1960-61), has been the major contributor to India’s growth momentum. 
Structural transformation is typically associated with reduced dependence of the population 
on agriculture and increased rural-to-urban migration from low-productivity agriculture to high-
productivity sectors of industry and services in search of employment. Since these sectors are mainly 
based in the urban areas, rapid economic growth is normally associated with urbanization. The 
Indian experience of economic growth and structural transformation in the period 2004-05 to 2009-10, 
however, is associated with only a moderate decline in the share of agriculture in total employment in 
the economy (from 56.6 per cent in 2004-05 to 51.4 per cent in 2009-10). 

Among the metro cities, unemployment rate was the highest at Patna (significantly and critically high 
at 14.21 per cent; the male unemployment rate being 13.25 per cent and female unemployment rate 
being 24.36 per cent). The unemployment rate was the lowest at Bhopal at just 0.43 per cent, with 
the male unemployment rate being 0.15 per cent and female unemployment rate being 1.13 per cent 
(Table A4).

4This is the measure of unemployment according to the ‘usual status’, which indicates the proportion of persons unemployed for 
a relatively long period during a reference period of 365 days and provides a reasonable approximation to an indicator of chronic 
unemployment. 

5Persons considered as workers were those engaged in any economic activity or who, despite their attachment to economic activity, 
abstained from working due to illness, injury or other physical disability, bad weather, festivals, social or religious functions or other 
contingencies necessitating temporary absence from work. Unpaid helpers who assisted the operation of an economic activity in the 
household farm or non-farm activities were also considered as workers. Persons who were either ‘working’ or employed or ‘seeking 
or available for work’ or unemployed, constituted the labour force. 

Chart 11: Unemployment rates in urban, rural and metropolitan India in 2004-05 and 2009-10 
(per cent)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Table 17: Unemployment rates in urban, rural and metropolitan India in 2004-05 and 2009-10                    

 2004-05 2009-10 Percentage point difference 
between 2004-05 and 2009-10

 Male Female Person Male Female Person Male Female Person

Metropolitan India 3.53 4.90 3.78 3.50 5.69 3.88 -0.03 0.79 0.10

Urban India 3.82 6.83 4.47 2.89 6.04 3.50 -0.93 -0.79 -0.97

India 2.26 2.61 2.37 2.02 2.36 2.11 -0.24 -0.26 -0.26

Rural India 1.60 1.74 1.65 1.62 1.45 1.57 0.03 -0.30 -0.08

(per cent)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO,  GoI.

Table 18: Percentage share of urban net domestic product from 1970-71 to 2004-05

 1970-71 1980-81 1993-94 1999-00 2004-05

Agriculture (primary) 4.69 4.97 4.37 3.51 2.24

Manufacturing 28.86 29.58 24.42 16.69 16.53

Services 66.45 65.45 71.21 79.80 81.23

Non-primary 95.31 95.03 95.63 96.49 97.76

Urban net domestic product at factor cost 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: Calculations based on Central Statistical Organisation, National Accounts Statistics, 2000, 2006 and 2010.
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While the contribution of the urban sector to the net domestic product (NDP) had progressively 
increased to 52.02 per cent in 2004-05 (the latest figure in the public domain that gives the urban 
share of the total gross product of the country) from 37.7 per cent in 1970-71, the services sector 
alone constituted 81.2 per cent of the urban NDP component (Table 18) in 2004-05. 

The share of the services sector in ‘urban India NDP’ has been monotonically increasing from 1970-
71 onwards, while that of the manufacturing sector has shown a concomitant decline from 28.8 per 
cent in 1970-71 to 16.5 per cent in 2004-05. This can be said to a visible pointer to the continuous 
flight of the manufacturing sector from urban India. The largest decline of almost 8 percentage points 
has been within the 6 years between 1993-94 and 1999-2000. Trade, hotels & restaurant; financing, 
insurance, real estate & business services; and community, social & personal services form the bulk 
of the urban service sector.

Between 1970-71 and 2004-05, the share of the primary (or the agricultural) sector of the rural NDP 
had been almost halved from 72.3 per cent to 38.3 per cent, with a concomitant rise in the share of 
the non-primary sector. Thus, rural India is no more synonymous or equivalent to the agricultural 
sector anymore, with the contribution of both the manufacturing and the services sector recording 
a huge spurt in the 5 years between 1999-2000 and 2004-05 (Table 19). 46.1 per cent of rural NDP 
had originated from the services sector, while 15.6 per cent was from manufacturing. All the services 
sub-sectors, except those of the electricity, gas & water supply; and community, social & personal 
services had seen a rise in the percentage shares. 

Metropolitan India is seen to follow a slightly different path of structural transformation than urban 
India, in terms of people engaged in the three broad economic activities under the National Industrial 
Classification (NIC) code. In urban India, 7.4 per cent were still engaged in the primary sector in 2009-
10, as opposed to just 1.4 per cent in metropolitan India. Metropolitan India has seen relatively higher 
services led growth than urban India (Table 20). And, manufacturing has lost ground in metropolitan 
India, manifested in the decline in absolute numbers in manufacturing jobs in metropolitan India. 
Alarmingly, metropolitan India had seen a loss of manufacturing sector jobs in absolute numbers 
between 2004-05 and 2009-10, by 0.36 million. India as a whole had lost manufacturing jobs by 2.68 

Table 19: Percentage share of rural net domestic product from 1970-71 to 2004-05

 1970-71 1980-81 1993-94 1999-00 2004-05

Agriculture, forestry and fishing (primary) 72.37 64.36 56.99 51.42 38.34

Manufacturing 6.71 10.40 10.75 12.94 15.56

Services 20.91 25.24 32.25 35.64 46.10

Non-primary 27.63 35.64 43.01 48.58 61.66

Rural net domestic product at factor cost 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

 Metropolitan India Urban India Rural India India

 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10

Agriculture 1.8 1.4 8.6 7.4 72.6 68.1 56.6 51.4

Manufacturing 28.7 26.9 25.3 23.5 8.5 7.7 12.7 12.1

Services 69.5 71.7 66.1 69.1 18.8 24.1 30.7 36.6

Table 20: Structural transformation in terms of employment in metropolitan, 
rural and urban India in 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on Central Statistical Organisation, National Accounts Statistics, 2000, 2006 and 2010.

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI

million within this five-year period. While manufacturing jobs had increased by 1 million in urban India, 
metros had seen the loss of 0.36 million manufacturing jobs. Thus, amidst this bleak scenario for the 
manufacturing sector, the only places that had shown were the non-metro urban areas (the towns 
and cities below 1 million). Manufacturing sector jobs thus seem to have seen a shift from metros and 
rural India to the non-metro urban India. Unless the metropolitan and urbanization story in India are 
aligned to the manufacturing sector, the growth story of India would be hugely hit, as it has already 
happened with India falling from a growth path of 8 to 9 per cent to a low of 4 to 5 per cent, as has 
been seen recently. Manufacturing sector is critical for sustaining India’s growth path because the 
services sector would scarcely provide jobs to people without or with little education and without 
skills, which India still has in abundance. The manufacturing sector would also be vital to India for 
reaping the expected demographic dividend.

As of 2009-10, 1.4 per cent of the usually employed persons in metropolitan India were engaged in 
agriculture and 0.2 per cent in mining. 26.7 per cent were engaged in manufacturing; and the rest 
71.7 per cent in services. Out of the 71.7 per cent workers engaged in services; 0.5 per cent were 
engaged in electricity, 6.5 per cent in construction, 22.1 per cent in trade, 3.3 per cent in hotels, 9.5 
per cent in transport, 3.7 per cent in finance, 7.1 per cent in real estate, 5.5 per cent in administration, 
3.9 per cent in education, 2.4 per cent in health, 3.5 per cent in community work, and 3.7 per cent in 
household industries. In 2004-05, 1.8 per cent of the usually employed persons in metropolitan India 
were engaged in agriculture and 0.2 per cent in mining. 28.5 per cent were engaged in manufacturing; 
and the rest 69.5 per cent in services. Thus, the transformation in the distribution of workers across 
the major sectors in the 5 years between 2004-05 and 2009-10 has resulted in 0.4 per cent engaged 
in agriculture and 1.8 per cent of those engaged in the manufacturing sector moving to the services 
sector in metropolitan India (Table A5). 

E. Spending levels in metropolitan India

The spending levels on an average across the metropolitan cities in India as indicated by the monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure (MPCE) in 2009-10 was Rs. 2,494; out of which Rs. 1,626 was 
spent on non-food items, and the remaining Rs. 868 was spent on food items. The level of average 
MPCE in metropolitan India was 1.34 times that of in urban India, 2.62 times that in rural India, and 2.08 
times that of India as a whole. The largest increase in average MPCE between 2004-05 and 2009-10 had 
also been in metropolitan India, which was led by a substantial increase in the average MPCE spent on 
non-food items, majorly fuel, rent, conveyance, medical and education (Table 21 and Chart 12).

 2004-05 2009-10 Percentage increase between 
2004-05 and 2009-10

 Food Non-food Total Food Non-food Total Food Non-food Total

Metropolitan India 522 909 1,431 868 1,626 2,494 66.3 78.9 74.3

Urban India 447 657 1,105 727 1,129 1,856 62.6 71.7 68.0

Rural India 308 272 579 497 456 953 61.6 67.9 64.5

India 343 369 712 559 638 1,197 63.1 72.8 68.1

Ratio of average MPCE of 
metropolitan to urban India

1.17 1.38 1.30 1.19 1.44 1.34

Ratio of average MPCE of 
metropolitan to rural India

1.70 3.35 2.47 1.75 3.57 2.62

Ratio of average MPCE of 
metropolitan India to India

1.52 2.46 2.01 1.55 2.55 2.08

(Rs.)

Table 21: Average monthly per capita expenditure on food,  and non-food items, and  MPCE in 
metropolitan, rural and urban India during 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI

(percent of total employment)
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The major spending items in the non-food basket of metropolitan India in 2009-10 were fuel (Rs. 
185.4), clothing (Rs. 148.7), education (Rs. 268.9), medical (Rs. 128), conveyance (Rs. 179.9) and 
rent (Rs. 198.6). Thus, on an average across metropolitan India, 65.2 per cent was spent on non-
food items. In percentage terms, Pune and Bhopal spends the highest on non-food items (70.0 per 
cent each) and Varanasi the least (45.7 per cent). In nominal terms, the highest level of non food 
spending was at Thane (Rs. 2499.5) and the least at Varanasi (Rs. 501.5). The highest spending on 
rent was found at Bangalore, where the average monthly spending on rent was Rs. 440.7; and the 
least spending was at Varanasi, where only Rs. 13.9 on an average per month was used to pay rent. 
Thane paid the most tax (Rs. 69.1 monthly) and Patna the least (just Rs. 1.1 monthly). Mumbai spent 
the most on fuel (Rs. 244.6 monthly) and Varanasi the least (Rs. 95.1 monthly). Bhopal spent the most 
on education (Rs. 580.9 monthly) and Varanasi the least (Rs. 65.4 monthly). Kolkata spent the most 
on medical (Rs. 290.1 monthly) and Faridabad the least (Rs. 27.8 monthly). Pune spent the highest 
on conveyance (Rs. 355.5 monthly) and Varanasi the least (Rs. 54.3 monthly). The average MPCE 
was the highest in 2009-10 in Thane (Rs. 3,672.0) and the least at Varanasi (Rs. 1,096.3) amongst the 
metropolitan cities in India. 

Chart 12: Average MPCE in metropolitan, rural and urban India during 2004-05 and 2009-10
(Rs.)

Chart 13: Selected asset holdings across households (per cent of households)  
for metropolitan and urban India in 2011

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

F. Asset holding across households in metropolitan India

In terms of asset holding across the households in 53 metros in India, 83.6 per cent own TV sets, 
32.6 per cent own radio/transistors, 24.1 per cent own computers (of them, 11.6 per cent are internet 
connected), 64.3 per cent own mobile phones, 7.0 per cent own landline phones, 15.4 per cent own 
mobile as well as landline phones, 43.2 per cent own bicycles, 44.0 per cent own two-wheelers and 
14.0 per cent own four-wheelers. 17.7 per cent households in metros own TV, computer, mobile and 
two/four-wheeler together. Pune had the largest number of households owning TV, computer, mobile 
and two/four-wheeler together (32.3 per cent), and Dhanbad the least (7.5 per cent). The largest 
concentration of four wheelers was found in Chandigarh, with 27.6 per cent of the households owning 
one. The concentration of four wheelers was the least in Vasai Virar city and Asansol (both 5.0 per 
cent). The largest concentration of mobile phones was found in Patna, with 73.9 per cent owning 

mobile phones. The least concentration of mobile phones was found at Kannur, where 43.3 per cent 
own mobile phones (Table A6). 
Asset holdings, as expected, are higher in metropolitan India, than they are in urban India as a whole. 
Also, the Class IA mega cities have much higher asset holdings than the Class IB cities. Bicycles and 
two-wheelers are seen to be more prevalent in the cities of Class IB than they are in the Class IA mega 
cities; while the opposite trend is seen in the case of four-wheelers (Table 22 and Chart 13). 

If we analyze the aggregate asset holdings index values for 2011(using PCA approach), Thrissur 
comes out as the best metro, and Dhanbad as the worst (Chart 14 and Table A7)6.

6 Principal component analysis (PCA) is a mathematical procedure that uses orthogonal transformation to convert a set of observations of 
possibly correlated variables into a set of values of linearly uncorrelated variables called principal components. The PCA is the simplest of 
the true eigenvector-based multivariate analyses. Often, its operation can be thought of as revealing the internal structure of the data in a 
way that best explains the variance in the data. It is a commonly used method of factor analysis for developing indices from a set of possibly 
correlated variables. It is supposed to be one of the better ways of indexation, because this method derives its measures of weightages from 
the sets of data, instead of the researcher extraneously supplying the set of measures of weightages based on understanding of the data sets 
and assumptions. To arrive at the asset holdings index, the parameters used were: percentage of households with: (i) radio; (ii) television; (iii) 
computer/laptop; (iv) mobile phones; (v) bicycles; (vi) two-wheelers; and (vii) four-wheelers.

 India Rural India Urban India Class IA Class IB Metropolitan 
cities

Radio/transistor 19.9 17.3 25.3 39.7 31.4 32.6

Television 47.2 33.4 76.7 87.2 82.9 83.6

Computer/laptop  with internet 3.1 0.7 8.3 18.1 10.5 11.6

Computer/laptop without internet 6.3 4.4 10.4 13.5 12.3 12.5

Telephone - landline only 4.0 3.1 5.9 8.1 6.8 7.0

Mobile only 53.2 47.9 64.3 64.7 64.2 64.3

Telephone/mobile  - both 6.0 3.3 11.7 18.3 14.9 15.4

Bicycle 44.8 46.2 41.9 28.7 45.8 43.2

Scooter/motorcycle/moped 21.0 14.3 35.2 40.3 44.6 44.0

Car/jeep/van 4.7 2.3 9.7 16.1 13.7 14.0

Table 22: Asset holdings across households as a percentage of households for Class IA and IB cities, 
metropolitan, rural, urban India, and India as a whole in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.



4241

Chart 14: Asset holdings index values for metropolitan cities in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

G. Poverty and inequality in the metropolitan cities of India

The poverty head count ratio (HCR) as per the Tendulkar technique in metropolitan India in 2009-10 
was 10.5 per cent, much lower than the poverty HCR in urban India (though it is estimated using the 
same poverty line across all size classes in urban India, which is debatable in itself, though that is 
the only way that poverty ratios could be estimated as per the Planning Commission methodology)7. 
The poverty in metropolitan India was 12.8 per cent in 2004-05. Thus, between 2004-05 and 2009-10, 
poverty in metropolitan cities had declined on an average by 2.3 percentage points. As against this, 
poverty in urban India in 2009-10 was estimated at 20.9 per cent, in rural India at 33.3 per cent, and 
in India as a whole at 29.9 per cent (Table 23 and Chart 15).

As of 2009-10, poverty was the highest at Varanasi (34.7 per cent), though it was extremely high 
also at Faridabad (30.4 per cent). It was the least at Thane (1.3 per cent), and it was also quite low at 
Bangalore (2.2 per cent). What is extremely worrying is that between the five years between 2004-05 
and 2009-10, poverty had gone up in Faridabad, Kanpur, Lucknow, Kolkata, Ludhiana, Vadodara and 
Varanasi (Table A8).  

7 For calculating poverty and inequality across metropolitan India, the frame is the 27 metropolitan core cities (according to Census 
2001), which within their municipal domain had one million population. This is the frame that the NSSO rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-
10 considered as the metropolitan frame.

 2004-05 2009-10 Decline between 2004-05 and 2009-10

Metropolitan India 12.8 10.5 2.3

Urban India 25.7 20.9 4.8

Rural India 41.8 33.3 8.5

India 37.7 29.9 7.8

(per cent)
Table 23: Poverty ratio for metropolitan, urban, rural India in 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Chart 15: Poverty ratio by Tendulkar methodology for metropolitan, urban and rural India and India 
as a whole for 2004-05 and 2009-10  (per cent)
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 Male Female Total

Self-employed 13.4 11.8 13.1

Employer 0.8 0.0 0.8

Unpaid family worker 18.7 30.2 21.8

Regular wage worker 7.1 8.0 7.3

Casual worker public 47.1 22.8 42.8

Casual worker other 29.3 31.6 29.7

Total 11.5 13.3 11.8

Table 24: Working poverty in metropolitan India (percentage of workers who are poor) in 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-
05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

In what is very alarming, 11.8 per cent of the workers in metropolitan India were found to be below 
the poverty line in 2009-10. 11.5 per cent of the male workers and 13.3 per cent of the female workers 
in metropolitan India were found to be below the poverty line in 2009-10 (Table 24). In 2009-10, 13.1 
per cent of the self employed persons; 21.8 per cent of the unpaid family workers; 0.8 per cent of the 
employers; 36.2 per cent of the casual workers; and 7.3 per cent of the regular wage workers were 
found to be poor.

While the Gini coefficient (a measure of inequality) in urban India was 0.371 in 2009-10, that of the 
metropolitan cities is much higher at 0.389 indicating the higher inequality in metropolitan cities 
than other urban areas. In 2004-05 also, while the inequality in urban India was 0.348, that of the 

That the inequality is extremely high in metropolitan India is also revealed by the fact that while in 
2009-10, 57.5 per cent of the total spending in metropolitan India was accounted for by the top two 
MPCE deciles, or the top 20 percentiles; just 3.2 per cent was spent by the bottom two MPCE deciles, 
or the bottom 20 percentiles. The ratio of the top 20 to bottom 20 percentiles total spending increased 
significantly from 15.6 to 17.8 between the five years between 2004-05 and 2009-10, indicating 
that inequality has seen a marked increase in the recent years in metropolitan cities of India. While 
inequality according to this measure of the ratio of the top 20 to bottom 20 percentiles total spending 
had increased from 5.5 to 5.9 in urban India, it had remained stagnant in rural India. In India as a 

 2004-05 2009-10 Increase between 2004-05 and 2009-10

Metropolitan India 0.358 0.389 0.031

Urban India 0.348 0.371 0.023

Rural India 0.266 0.276 0.010

Table 25: Gini coefficient for metropolitan, rural and urban India in 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Chart 16: Gini coefficient for metropolitan, rural and urban India in 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Table 26: Inequality in MPCE deciles for metropolitan, urban and rural India, 
and all-India in 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

 Metropolitan India Urban India Rural India India

 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10

0-10 435.1 655.9 373.1 593.6 268.2 444.9 294.8 485.2

10-20 541.0 839.9 494.0 800.4 339.7 561.2 378.8 626.0

20-30 629.3 1036.5 587.0 955.9 386.3 640.2 437.2 725.3

30-40 736.9 1200.8 681.7 1120.1 429.3 712.2 493.1 822.7

40-50 838.8 1407.6 788.8 1302.1 475.1 785.0 554.4 924.4

50-60 988.5 1621.9 919.3 1527.8 525.0 864.2 625.0 1044.1

60-70 1150.9 1910.6 1086.1 1811.1 585.1 962.9 711.9 1192.0

70-80 1364.0 2388.5 1308.6 2193.5 665.8 1094.1 828.4 1393.5

80-90 1777.6 2981.1 1698.8 2818.3 797.7 1310.9 1025.7 1716.8

90-100 3328.1 6088.0 3124.2 5475.8 1322.8 2164.3 1778.0 3058.6

Total 1431.1 2494.1 1104.5 1856.0 579.2 953.0 712.2 1197.3

Ratio of the topmost 
decile to the lowest 

decile 

7.6 9.3 8.4 9.2 4.9 4.9 6.0 6.3

(average MPCE in Rs.)

metropolitan cities was higher at 0.358. The level of inequality in metropolitan India was much higher 
than that in rural India. Also, the increases in the levels of inequality between 2004-05 and 2009-10, 
had been much higher in metropolitan India than in urban or rural India (Table 25 and Chart 16). In 
2009-10, the most inequitable metropolitan city in India was Meerut with a Gini coefficient of 0.612, 
and the least inequitable metropolitan city was Howrah (with a Gini coefficient of 0.248). Between 
2004-05 and 2009-10, amongst the metropolitan core cities, the largest increase in inequality was 
seen in Meerut and Bhopal, while the largest decline was in Agra (Table A9). 

Inequality as measured by the differentials in the spending levels of the topmost to the lowest deciles 
in terms of the monthly per capita consumption expenditure (MPCE) grew for all the units, except 
that for rural India, between the five years between 2004-05 and 2009-10. The largest increase in the 
ratio of the topmost to the lowest decile was seen in metropolitan India (by 1.7 percentage points), 
indicating the fact that inequality has risen the highest in them. It increased by 0.8 percentage points 
in urban India, and by 0.3 percentage points in India (Table 26).
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whole, the ratio of the top 20 to bottom 20 percentiles total spending had increased from 4.1 to 4.3, 
mainly because of the huge increase in inequality in metropolitan India (Table 27).

H. Economic performance index for the metropolitan cities of India

The study now engages in the development of an economic performance index for the 53 metropolitan 
cities, to understand how well or how badly their economy has been functioning, compared to others. 
To arrive at such an index (using the PCA approach for indexation), three indicators or parameters 
were made use of:
 (i) Metropolitan district gross domestic products, estimated for 2011(as graphically  
  represented in Chart 8);
 (ii) Percentage of usually employed persons engaged in quality jobs, i.e., in regular 
   wages, or are salaried, in the metropolitan districts, estimated for 2009-10;
 (iii) Percentage of people above poverty line (APL) in the metropolitan districts, estimated for 
   2009-108. 

If the economic performance index values are analyzed (Chart 17 and Table A10), then it is found that 
Faridabad comes out as the best metro and Allahabad as the worst. The Class IA cities or megacities 
have much lower economic performance index values than the smaller metros or Class IB cities 
with population between 1 to 5 million. The top ten cities in terms of their economic performance 
are the emerging metros of Faridabad, Greater Visakhapatnam, Kochi, Kannur, Kollam, Ludhiana, 
Tiruchirapalli, Thrissur, Bhopal and Chandigarh; in descending order. The bottom ten cities in terms 
of their economic performance are (from the bottom-most): Allahabad, Varanasi, Bangalore, Jaipur, 

Table 27: Share of spending in total spending in metropolitan, urban and rural India, and all-India for 
2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

 Metropolitan India Urban India Rural India India

 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10

0-10 1.5 1.2 3.4 3.2 4.7 4.7 4.2 4.1

10-20 2.0 2.0 4.5 4.3 5.9 5.9 5.3 5.2

20-30 3.3 3.1 5.3 5.1 6.7 6.7 6.1 6.1

30-40 4.4 4.1 6.2 6.0 7.4 7.5 6.9 6.9

40-50 6.0 5.2 7.1 7.0 8.2 8.2 7.8 7.7

50-60 6.8 6.2 8.3 8.2 9.1 9.0 8.8 8.7

60-70 8.9 9.4 9.8 9.7 10.1 10.1 10.0 10.0

70-80 11.8 11.2 11.8 11.9 11.5 11.5 11.6 11.7

80-90 16.9 16.3 15.4 15.1 13.8 13.7 14.4 14.3

90-100 38.4 41.2 28.1 29.3 22.8 22.6 24.9 25.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Top 20 55.3 57.5 43.5 44.4 36.6 36.3 39.3 39.7

Bottom 20 3.5 3.2 7.9 7.5 10.5 10.6 9.5 9.3

Ratio of Top 20 to 
Bottom 20

15.6 17.8 5.5 5.9 3.5 3.4 4.1 4.3

 

(per cent)

Agra, Ghaziabad, Asansol, Kanpur, Jodhpur 
and Kolkata; and these should be catered to 
within some urban livelihood schemes on an 
urgent basis. 

These economic performance index values 
would subsequently in the ‘conclusions’ 
section be linked up to the probability of 
repayment of loans to HUDCO, and city-
wise prioritization of loans from HUDCO’s 
viewpoint. 

But, for those metros that have low 
probability of repayment of loans due to their 
comparatively weak economic performance, 
but are found in either housing or a basic 
infrastructure crisis would certainly not be 
attractive for a commercial lending institution 
like HUDCO. For those metros, it would be 
imperative that the government steps in pro-
actively to pull them out of the vicious cycle 
of low economic performance and housing/ 
basic infrastructure crisis that they find 
themselves in. 

8 All of these indicators were estimated at the 
metropolitan district level because limitations of 
the data sets for these constrain the estimation 
separately for the 53 metros. 

Chart 17: Economic performance index values for metropolitan 
cities in 2011
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CHAPTER 7
Analysis of Infrastructure,

Basic Service Delivery and 
Housing of  Metropolitan Cities of India

71.9 per cent of the houses (on an average) across the 53 metros are “good”, as against 68.4 per 
cent in urban India, and 53.1 per cent in India, as per the Census definition. Though housing quality 

in metropolitan India is relatively better than in urban India, it is still quite low. Also, the relatively high 
average value hides the fact of the extreme deprivations and inequities in housing quality as could 
be noticed across these 53 metropolitan cities. Houses classified as “good” by the Census of India 
as of 2011 vary from a high of 84.0 per cent in Madurai to a low of 49.9 per cent in Dhanbad (which 
is incidentally lower than the value obtained in India as a whole) across the metropolitan cities of 
India. A north-south divide in the condition of houses is visible in India (Table A11). 25.9 per cent 
of the houses, on an average, are said to “livable” and 2.3 per cent are “dilapidated”. The largest 
percentage of dilapidated houses is to be found in Kollam (5.4 per cent) and the least in Ahmadabad 
and Surat (both 0.5 per cent). The cities in Class IA (the mega cities) have better quality of housing 
than the cities in Class IB (75.2 per cent, as against 71.2 per cent). 

On an average across the 53 metropolitan cities in India in 2011, 4.3 percent did not have any exclusive 
room, 32.5 per cent had only one room, 26.3 per cent had two rooms, 19.5 per cent had three rooms, 
10.4 per cent had four rooms, 3.9 per cent had five rooms, and 3.1 per cent had six rooms and above. 
Thus, only 63.2 per cent of the houses on an average across the 53 metropolitan cities in India had 
more than one room. The problem of adequate housing, as expected, is much more severe and 
critical in the Class IA mega cities, with 41.6 per cent making do with just one room, out of which 4 per 
cent had no exclusive room (Table 28). Class IB cities are seen to better in terms of adequate housing 
than urban India as a whole, with only 27.9 per cent was having one or no exclusive room; as against 
35.2 per cent in urban India. 

Thus, while the big metros suffer from adequate housing space and congestion; the smaller metros 
suffer from bad housing quality, as could be seen from Chart 18. 

Amongst the eight mega cities, Greater Mumbai has an acute adequate housing problem and lack 
of space, with 7.7 per cent (the most in India) having no exclusive room and a further 57.3 per 
cent living in just one room. The situation of adequate housing is also quite critical in Kolkata and 
Chennai. Amongst the mega cities, the situation in terms of adequate housing is the best at Delhi and 
Hyderabad (Table 29). 

Greater Mumbai has the largest percentage of one-room houses (57.3 per cent) and Kannur the 
lowest (3.5 per cent) among the 53 metropolitan cities. Srinagar has the largest percentage of houses 
with six rooms or more (22.6 per cent); and Greater Mumbai and Greater Vishakhapatnam the least 
(0.7 per cent). On an average, 63.2 per cent of houses in metropolitan India have two or more rooms; 

A. Housing quality, residential housing stock and the mismatch between demand and 
supply in the housing market in metropolitan India

Table 28: Distribution of households by number of rooms in Classes IA and IB cities, metropolitan, 
rural and urban India and all-India during 2011

 India Rural 
India

Urban 
India

Class IA Class IB Metropolitan 
India

No exclusive room 3.9 4.3 3.1 4.0 2.2 4.3

One room 37.1 39.4 32.1 37.6 25.7 32.5

Two rooms 31.7 32.2 30.6  28.3   29.5 26.3

Three rooms 14.5 12.7 18.4 18.5 20.9 19.5

Four rooms 7.4 6.6 9.3  7.4   12.1 10.4

Five rooms 2.6 2.3 3.2  2.1 4.5 3.9

Six rooms and above 2.8 2.5 3.3  2.0  5.1 3.1

 

(per cent of households)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.

Chart 18: Housing quality and congestion in housing in metros, big metros, small metros  
and urban India

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.
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but there are grave inequities amongst the metropolitan cities themselves. Only 35.0 per cent of 
houses in Greater Mumbai have two or more rooms, while 95.8 per cent of the houses in Kannur have 
two or more rooms.

Houses having permanent material for roof vary from a high of 97.7 per cent in Jaipur to a low of 30.0 
per cent in Allahabad9 (Table A12). On an average, across the 53 metros in India in 2011, 86.2 per 
cent of the houses used permanent material for their roof. All the seven metros in Kerala had lower 
than average permanent material usage for their roofs. There is no clear north-south divide in India 
in terms of this parameter. The houses in the cities in Class IA have much higher permanent material 
usage for the roof (91 per cent), than the Class IB cities (79.1 per cent). Among even the cities in 
Class IA (mega cities), there are grave inequities based on this indicator, with the highest permanent 
material usage for their roofs varying from a high of 96.6 per cent in Ahmadabad to a low of 70.3 per 
cent in Kolkata. 

Houses having permanent material for walls vary from a high of 96.4 per cent in Amritsar to a low 
of 75.7 per cent in Dhanbad. On an average, across the 53 metropolitan cities, 91.0 per cent of the 
houses use permanent material for walls. The houses in the cities in Class IA have much higher 
permanent material usage for the walls (93.4 per cent), than the Class IB cities (87.8 per cent). Among 
the cities in Class IA (mega cities), the highest permanent material usage for walls vary from a high of 
95.9 per cent in Delhi to a low of 90.2 per cent in Hyderabad. 

Houses having permanent material for flooring vary from a high of 98.4 per cent in Surat to a low of 
77.2 per cent in Jabalpur10. On an average across the 53 metro cities, 94.4 per cent use permanent 
material for flooring. As in the case of roof and floors, the houses in the cities in Class IA have much 
higher permanent material usage for flooring (96.5 per cent), than the Class IB cities (91.5 per cent). 
Among the cities in Class IA (mega cities), the highest permanent material usage for flooring vary 
from a high of 98.3 per cent in Ahmadabad to a low of 93.7 per cent in Hyderabad. 

Table 29: Distribution of households by number of rooms in megacities (Class IA cities) in 2011

No exclusive 
room

One 
room

Two 
rooms

Three 
rooms

Four 
rooms

Five 
rooms

Six rooms and above

Greater Mumbai 7.7 57.3 20.8 9.9 2.9 0.7 0.7 

Delhi 1.2  30.1 28.8 21.5 11.4  3.1  3.9 

Kolkata 4.3  42.5 28.3 15.1 5.7 1.6  2.5 

Chennai 2.4  38.6 30.7 19.2 6.2 1.8  1.2 

Bangalore 6.4   32.1 31.9 19.4 6.7 2.0  1.5 

Hyderabad 2.4  29.9 28.4 22.5 11.0 3.2  2.5 

Ahmadabad 2.7  35.2 30.8 19.3 7.3 2.6  2.0 

Pune 5.0 35.3 26.9 20.5 8.2 2.2  1.8 

 

(per cent of households)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Amongst the 53 metropolitan cities, Bangalore and Madurai have the least percentage of owned houses 
as a percentage of the total number of houses (37.0 per cent each); while the highest percentage 
of owned houses as a percentage of the total number of houses is to be found in Srinagar (96.2 per 
cent). More than 50 per cent of the households live in rented accommodation in eight metros (out of 
the total 53): Madurai, Bangalore, Vijayawada, Coimbatore, Tiruchirappalli, Chennai, Hyderabad and 
Chandigarh. On an average across the 53 metropolitan cities, 68.9 per cent live in owned houses, 
while the rest 31.1 per cent live in rented accommodations (Table A11). As against this, 69.2 per cent 
live in owned houses in urban India. The corresponding figures for India as a whole and rural India 
are 86.6 and 96.7 per cent respectively. The prevalence of rented accommodation, as expected, 
is much higher in the Class IA mega cities of India, with only 59.4 per cent of them living in owned 
houses, while the rest 40.6 per cent live in rented houses. The prevalence of rented accommodation 
is much lower in the cities of Class IB, with only 29.4 per cent living in rented accommodation, while 
the rest 70.6 per cent live in their own houses. Amongst the Class IA mega cities of India, the highest 
prevalence of rented accommodation is to be found at Bangalore (63.0 per cent), and is the lowest 
at Ahmadabad (22.6 per cent). 

On an average, 9.7 per cent of the census houses in metropolitan India were vacant in 2011, while 
the rest 90.3 per cent were occupied (Table A13). 70.6 per cent of the occupied census houses in 
metropolitan India, on an average across the 53 metros, are used solely for residential purposes; 2.1 
per cent as residence-cum-other use; 9.0 per cent as shop/ office; 0.3 per cent as school/college; 
0.3 per cent as hotels or guest houses; 0.3 per cent as hospital/ dispensary; 1.4 per cent as factory 
or workshops; 0.4 per cent as places of worship; and 5.1 per cent as other non-residential uses. The 
highest percentage of usage of occupied census houses for non-residential purposes is found in 
Vasai Virar city (41.5 per cent), and is the lowest in Chennai (17.3 per cent). The highest percentage 
of usage of occupied census houses as shop/ office is found in Srinagar (16.6 per cent), and is the 
lowest in Greater Visakhapatnam (4.2 per cent). The highest percentage of usage of occupied census 
houses as factory and workshops is found in Rajkot (4.1 per cent) and Ludhiana (4 per cent); and is 
the lowest at Allahabad (0.3 per cent). 
If we analyze aggregate housing quality index values for 2011(using PCA approach), Surat comes out 
as the best metro, and Dhanbad as the worst (Table A12 and Chart 19)11. 
As per Census 2011, the total number of census houses in urban India is 110.14 million, out of which 
11.09 million are vacant and another 0.73 million are occupied but kept as locked. A total of 19.84 
million are used as shop/ office; school/college; hotels/guest houses; hospital/ dispensary; factory/
workshops; places of worship; and other non-residential uses. There are 76.13 million houses used 
for residential purposes and 2.35 million houses used as residence-cum-other use; the two together 
giving the housing stock of 78.48 million. 

9 All of these indicators were estimated at the metropolitan district level because limitations of the data sets for these constrain the 
estimation separately for the 53 metros. 

10 Permanent material for floor denotes burnt brick, stone, cement and mosaic/floor tiles; temporary material for floor denotes mud 
and wood/bamboo. 

11To arrive at the housing quality index, the parameters used were: the percentage of households with: (i) ‘good’ condition of houses; 
(ii) houses using permanent material for roof; (iii) houses using permanent material for walls; (iv) houses using permanent material 
for floor; and (v) houses having more than one room.
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Chart 19: Housing quality index values for  
metropolitan cities in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.  

As against this, the 53 metropolitan cities in India have a total number of 35.06 million census houses, 
out of which 3.57 million are vacant, and a further 0.29 million are occupied but were locked at the 
time of survey. 6.04 million of these census houses in metropolitan India are used as shop/office; 
school/college; hotels/guest houses; hospital/dispensary; factory/workshops; places of worship; and 
other non-residential uses. The total residential housing stock in the 53 metropolitan cities amounts 
to 25.17 million; out of which 25.53 million are used for residential purposes and 0.64 million houses 
used as residence-cum-other use. But, in what is paradoxical, 3.85 million houses in metropolitan India 

are either vacant, or occupied but locked. This is a significant 15.31 per cent of the total residential 
housing stock in metropolitan India, but is left physically unutilized (Table A14). Table A14 reveals 
that 13 out of the 53 metro cities have more than 20 per cent of their residential stock lying unitized. 
Vasai Virar city has 40.4 per cent of houses lying vacant; while Pune has 29.4 per cent of its residential 
housing stock unutilized. This is a visible pointer towards the huge mismatch in demand and supply 
in the housing market, which has led to on the one hand, houses lying vacant for want of buyers and 
on the other, a huge housing shortage for the urban poor. If these houses could be brought into the 
housing market through the designing of suitable tax and incentive structures, a large part of the 
housing problem seen across the 53 metropolitan cities in India could actually be solved.   
Housing shortage would not be a major problem if there is no mismatch between the people for whom 
the houses are being built and those who need them. Indeed, if the newly built houses were available 
to the houseless, squatters, slum dwellers and those living in extremely congested conditions, the 
shortage would be small. It would, however, be unrealistic to assume that the houseless households 
and those living in unacceptable conditions; in other words, those who could be described as in 
‘housing poverty’, would have the affordability and access to the burgeoning supply in the market. 
The rapid increase in the number of vacant houses and the fierce competition among the private 
builders clearly underline the mismatch. Almost all the buyers of the new housing stock already 
live in acceptable dwelling units and either plan shifting from rented to self owned houses or are 
only attempting to improve their living conditions by going to a bigger house. There will be a few 
among them who would be buying for owning a second house, for future/occasional occupancy, 
rental earning or for pure speculative reasons. On the other hand, those in ‘housing poverty’ mostly 
do not have the means to enter the housing market to claim ownership or acquire rental housing. 
As per the Report of the Technical Group on Urban Housing Shortage (2012), the urban housing 
shortage, estimated by putting together (a) the number of households residing in unacceptable 
dwelling units, computed by considering the obsolescence factor, (b) those residing in unacceptable 
physical and social conditions, worked out using overcrowding/congestion factor, and (c) the 
houseless households, amounts to a total of 18.78 million. But, the 18.78 million housing shortage in 
urban India cannot be disaggregated at the level of cities, or into city size classes due to limitations 
of the Housing Conditions data given by the NSSO, from which the congestion and obsolescence 
factors were worked out by the Technical Group. But, the severity of housing shortage in metropolitan 
India could be assessed by the following facts as shown in Table 30.

This calls for immediate intervention on the part of the government and HUDCO in the metropolitan 
cities to generate more housing stock, as also designing an incentive package so that the vacant 
houses become part of the stock, with people starting to live in them.

  Total residential 
stock (million)  

 Households living 
in dilapidated 
houses (%)  

 Households living in 
no exclusive room or 

in one room (%)  

 Homeless households 
(%)  

Metros 25.17 1.9 36.8 0.4

Urban India 78.48 2.9 35.2 0.5

Table 30: Residential housing stock and housing inadequacy in metropolitan and 
urban India in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.
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B. Basic infrastructure and service delivery in metropolitan India

Urban infrastructural services, comprising provision of water and sanitation, disposal of wastes, 
road and transport systems, low-cost housing for the urban poor and in situ slum upgradation are 
a prerequisite to the activities of households and economic production. Many of the infrastructural 
services are a part of the life support system, and cities and people living therein depend on them for 
their growth and sustenance. Infrastructural services are also vital to national and city economies for 
their employment and growth potential.

In metropolitan India, in terms of basic infrastructure, the gap between access and quality is huge 
(Table A15). While 78.8 per cent households in metros have some source of drinking water within 
premises, only 59.9 per cent have treated tap water facility within premises. While 89.5 per cent 
households across the 53 metros have some sort of latrine facility within premises, only 50.3 per cent 
have flush latrine with piped sewer. Only 62.1 per cent households in metros have waste water outlet 
connected to closed drainage. Only 86.6 per cent have bathroom facilities within premises. Only 72.5 
per cent households in metros enjoy financial inclusion via availing banking services. Only 73.3 per 
cent households in metros use gas as a source of fuel. 97.9 per cent of households use electricity as 
the main source of lighting. Though housing quality and service delivery in metros is relatively better 
than in urban India, it is still abysmally low. Also, the relatively high average values hides the extreme 
deprivations in housing quality and services as could be noticed across the 53 metros.
The situation of basic infrastructure and service delivery is much better in metropolitan India as 
compared to that in urban India, and is uniformly much better in the Class IA mega cities, than they 
are in the cities of Class IB (Table 31). 

Especially worrying seems to be the fact that the percentage of households having access to tap 
water from treated source within premises is alarmingly low in the Class IB cities (57.4 per cent), 

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Table 31: Basic infrastructure and service delivery in Class IA and IB cities, metropolitan, rural and urban 
India and all-India: 2011 

(per cent of households)

 India Rural 
India

Urban 
India

Class IA Class IB Metropolitan 
cities

Source of drinking water within premises 43.5 30.8 70.6 82.5 78.1 78.8

Source of drinking water tap water from 
treated source within premises

32.0 17.9 62.0 74.0 57.4 59.9

Electricity as the main source of lighting 67.2 55.3 92.7 98.2 96.6 96.8

Households having latrine facility within 
the premises

46.9 30.7 81.4 88.1 89.7 89.5

Households having flush latrine facility 
with piped sewer within the premises

11.9 2.2 32.7 70.0 46.8 50.3

Households having bathroom within the 
premises

42.0 25.4 77.5 91.2 85.7 86.6

Households having waste water outlet 
connected to closed drainage

18.1 5.7 44.5 85.3 57.9 62.1

Households using gas as a source of fuel 28.5 11.4 65.0 78.4 72.4 73.3

Households availing of banking services 58.7 54.4 67.8 75.8 71.9 72.5

 

which is even lower than that in urban India as a whole (62.0 per cent); though in terms of access 
to source of drinking water within premises, Class IB cities have higher percentage of households 
(78.1 per cent), than in urban India (70.6 per cent). The average for the metropolitan cities in terms of 
the access to tap water from treated source within premises (59.9 per cent) is also lower than that in 
urban India (62.0 per cent).

Households having tap water from treated source within premises vary from a high of 90.4 per cent 
in Pune to as low as 23.2 per cent in Dhanbad. 18 metros have lower than 50 per cent of households 
with treated tap water facility within premises. The percentages of households with treated tap water 
facility within premises are abysmally low besides Dhanbad, in Thissur and Kollam as well (Table 
A15). Households having flush latrine facility with piped sewer within the premises vary from a high of 
92.7 per cent in Chennai to as low as 6.2 per cent in Raipur. 28 metros have lower than 50 per cent 
of households with this facility. The percentages of households having flush latrine facility with piped 
sewer within the premises are less than even 10 per cent in four metros: Raipur, Dhanbad, Asansol 
and Jabalpur. Households having bathroom within the premises vary from a high of 98.1 per cent 
in Kannur to a low of 47.9 per cent in Dhanbad. Households having waste water outlet connected 
to closed drainage vary from a high of 96.1 per cent in Pune to a low of 15.8 per cent in Asansol. 17 
metros have lower than 50 per cent of households with this facility. Asansol, Raipur and Dhanbad 
have less than even 20 percent of the households being connected to waste water outlet connected 
to closed drainage. Households availing banking services vary from a high of 86.5 per cent in Greater 
Mumbai to 53.5 per cent in Surat. Households using gas as the source of fuel vary from a high of 91.7 
per cent in Kochi to 28.4 per cent in Dhanbad. Dhanbad, Malappuram and Asansol have less than 
even 40 per cent of the households using gas as the source of fuel; and use sources of fuel that are 
polluting. 

If aggregate basic infrastructure index values for 2011(using PCA approach) are analyzed, Hyderabad 
comes out as the best metro, and Dhanbad as the worst. There seem to be no clear north-south 
divide in terms of the basic infrastructure index (Table A16 and Chart 20)12. 

12 The parameters used to arrive at the basic infrastructure index are the percentage of households with: (i) access to tap water from 
treated source within the premises; (ii) flush latrine facility with piped sewer within the premises; (iii) bathroom within the premises; 
and (iv) waste water outlet connected to closed drainage.
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Chart 20: Basic infrastructure index values for 
 metropolitan cities in 2011

Chart 21: Percentage of slum population across the metropolitan cities in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

C. Slums in metropolitan cities

According to the data set on Housing Stock, Amenities 
& Assets in Slums - Census 2011, out of the total 
number of 78.9 million in urban India, 13.7 million 
are slum households and the rest 65.2 million are 
non-slum households13. Thus, in percentage terms, 
17.4 per cent of the total numbers of households 
are in slums, and the rest 82.6 million are non-slum 
households. Out of the total number of 13.7 million 
slum households, 5.2 million or 38.1 per cent are 
located in the 53 metropolitan cities, and the rest 
of the 8.5 million or 61.9 per cent slum households 
are in non-metropolitan urban India. Out of the 24 
million households in metropolitan India, 5.1 million 
households live in slums. The average percentage of 
slum households living in the 53 metropolitan cities 
of India is 21.17 per cent. Amongst the 53 metros, 
Greater Vishakhapatnam has the highest percentage 
of households living in slums put at 44.14 per cent, 
followed by Jabalpur (43.26 per cent) and Greater 
Mumbai (41.33 per cent). Thiruvananthapuram has 
the least percentage of households living in slums 
put at just 0.71 per cent (Table A17 and Chart 21). 
The Class IA mega cities (group of eight) have a  
marginally higher proportion of slum population 
(22.89 per cent) relative to that in the Class IB cities 
(19.41 per cent).

13A slum, for the census, has been defined as a residential area where 
dwellings are unfit for human habitation because of dilapidation, 
overcrowding, faulty arrangements and design of such buildings, 
narrowness or faulty arrangement of street, lack of ventilation, light, 
or sanitation facilities or any combination of these factors which are 
detrimental to safety and health. According to the census of 2011, 
the definition of slum was broadened and three types of slums were 
defined, namely: 

(i) All notified  areas  in  a  town  or  city  described  as   
 ‘slum’by state, union  territory  administration  or  local  
 government under  any act including a ‘Slum Act’ may be  
 considered as notified slums;
(ii)  All areas  recognized  as  ‘slum’  by  state,  union    
 territory administration or local government, housing and  
 slum boards, which  have not been  formally notified as   
 slums under  any  act  may  be considered as recognized  
 slums; and
(iii)  A compact  area with a population of  at  least   
 300 or approximately 60-70 households of  poorly   
 built  congested tenements  in  unhygienic environments,   
 usually  with  inadequate  infrastructure  and  lacking   
 in proper  sanitary  and drinking  water  facilities.  Such   
 areas should  be identified  personally  by  the  charge   
 officer  and  also  inspected  by an officer nominated  by  
 the directorate  of  census  operations.  This fact must be  
 duly recorded in the charge register. Such areas may be  
 considered as identified slums.
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CHAPTER 8
Social indicators in  

metropolitan cities of India

What is alarming is that both the overall sex ratio (number of females per 1000 males) as well as 
the child sex ratio (0-6 yrs) for metropolitan cities in India is lower than the averages for urban 

India. In fact, in 2011, while India as a whole had a sex ratio of 940, and rural India 947; urban India 
had a sex ratio of only 926. What is more shocking is that the Class I cities had an average sex ratio of 
just 909, Class IB cities 921; while metropolitan cities had an overall sex ratio of 912. This is also seen 
to be a remarkable improvement to what the sex ratios had been in urban India in 2001. While rural 
India in 2001 had almost the same sex ratio as in 2011, urban India has recovered a lot of ground in 
improving the levels of sex ratio from 900 to 926. The improvement has largely been in the Class IA 
cities, where it has increased by 43 from 866 to 909. The improvements in the levels of the sex ratio in 
the case of the Class IB cities have been more moderate from 892 to 921 (Table 32 and Chart 22). 

Overall, in metropolitan India, the sex ratio has seen a significant rise from 871 to 912, or an 
improvement of 41 points. But even after all this improvement, the values are critically low for the 
metropolitan cities in India, and is alarming in the Class IA mega cities. Although a factor behind this 
could be the single-person migration to the metropolitan cities, but most of this could be said to be 
due to amniocentesis and illegal abortions carried out after sex-determination tests. The average 
child sex ratio in metropolitan India is alarmingly low at 898; thus pointing out the significant number 
of “missing girl children” due to illegal sex-determination and abortions, which are happening with 
increasing intensity in metropolitan India, in degrees higher than in urban India as a whole, which 
might be lacking in such medical facilities. While India has a child sex ratio of 914, the same for rural 
India is 919 and urban India is  902. An important thing to note is that while Class IA cities have lower 
overall sex ratio than the Class IB cities (909 as against 921); the complete reverse is noticed in the 
case of the child sex ratio, with Class IA cities having much higher values than the Class IB cities 
(909 as against 891) (Table 32 and Chart 23). What this means is that illegal sex determination tests, 
amniocentesis and girl-child abortions are more rampant now in the smaller metropolitan cities than 

Table 32: Sex ratio in India, rural, urban, Classes IA and IB cities, and metropolitan cities 
for 2001 and 2011

 2011 2001 Difference

Overall  sex ratio

India 940 933 7

Rural India 947 946 1

Urban India 926 900 26

Class IA cities 909 866 43

Class IB cities 921 892 29

Metropolitan India 912 871 41

Child sex ratio (0-6 years)

India 914 927 -13

Rural India 919 934 -15

Urban India 902 906 -4

Class IA cities 909 912 -3

Class IB cities 891 896 -5

Metropolitan India 898 902 -4

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011.

in the mega cities, where the ban on the same seem to have had some effect on the improvement of 
the child sex ratios. Although it is alarming that for each of the units in India, the child sex ratio has 
fallen between 2001 and 2011; the largest decline has been in rural India, where with the increasing 
presence of medical facilities to determine the sex of the child, the child sex ratio has taken the 
maximum hit.

Chart 22: Overall sex ratio in urban India, metropolitan cities, big metros  
and small metros in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 
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Chart 23: Child sex ratio in urban India, metropolitan cities, big metros and small metros in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Amongst the 53 metropolitan cities in India, Kannur has the highest and Surat the lowest sex ratio. 
Kannur’s sex ratio is quite high at 1,168; and all the seven metropolitan cities in Kerala have sex ratios 
in excess of 1,000; indicating that they have more women than the numbers of men. On the other hand, 
Surat has an abysmally low sex ratio of 754 (Table A18). In fact, all the metropolitan cities in the north 
and west of India have extremely low sex ratios; while the cities in the south have quite high sex ratios. 
Thiruvananthapuram has the highest (971) and Agra the lowest child sex ratio (780). In terms of child 
sex ratio also, there is a clear north-south divide in metropolitan India. Amongst the eight mega cities 
(Class IA), sex ratio is the highest at Chennai (981), and is the lowest at Greater Mumbai (861). Amongst 
this group, child sex ratio is also the highest at Chennai (962), and is the lowest at Ahmadabad (850).

Literacy is best measured with the effective literacy rates, or the literacy rates of the population of 
seven years upwards, rather than crude literacy rates. An analysis of effective literacy rates shows that 
metropolitan India has a higher literacy rate than urban India (88.0 per cent against 85.0 per cent). 
The effective literacy rates of the Class IA cities are higher than that of metropolitan India, while those 
in Class IB are marginally lower. The same pattern holds for male and female literacy rates, wherein 
the male and female literacy rates in urban India are 89.7 and 79.9 per cent respectively, and those 
in metropolitan India are 91.5 and 84.1 respectively. The gender gap in metropolitan India is still 
sizeable at 7.5 per cent, though lower than in urban India (9.8 per cent). The largest improvements in 
the decade 2001-2011 happened in rural India where the base literacy rates in 2001 were extremely 
low (Table 33).   

Effective literacy rate is the highest at Kochi (96.38 per cent) and the lowest at Agra (64.61 per cent). 
Kannur has the highest (98.12 per cent) and Agra the lowest (69.21 per cent) male effective literacy 
rates; and Kochi has the highest (95.03 per cent) and Agra the lowest (59.28 per cent) female effective 
literacy rates. As with sex ratios, a north-south divide exists in effective literacy rates. The gender gap 
in effective literacy rates is the highest in Dhanbad (15.42 per cent) and the lowest in Thrissur (2.59 
per cent) (Table A18).

Amongst the eight mega cities (Class IA cities), the highest overall effective literacy is found at 
Pune (91.42 per cent) and the lowest at Hyderabad (82.92 per cent). Of these 8 cities, the highest 
effective male and female literacy rates are also to be found at Pune (95 per cent and 87.44 per cent 
respectively). 
On the other hand, the crude literacy rate on an average across metropolitan India was just 77.78 
per cent in 2011. The male literacy across metropolitan India averages out to 81.11 per cent, while 
average female literacy is just 74.12 per cent. Thus, the gender gap in literacy in metropolitan India 
is a significant 7 per cent. Kochi has the highest (87.75 per cent) and Agra the lowest literacy rate 
(just 56.84 per cent). Kochi has the highest (88.65 per cent) and Agra (60.54 per cent) the least male 
literacy rates. Thrissur has the highest (86.94 per cent) and Agra (52.49 per cent) the lowest female 
literacy rate. The gender gap in literacy is the highest in Dhanbad (13.69 per cent); and is the least in 
Thrissur (0.85 per cent) (Table A18).  

Table 33: Effective literacy rates for age seven and above - male, female and overall - 
all-India, rural, urban, Classes IA and IB cities and metropolitan cities in 2001 and 2011

 2011 2001 Difference

Overall literacy rate

India 74.0 64.8 9.2

Rural India 68.9 58.7 10.2

Urban India 85.0 79.9 5.1

Class IA cities 88.7 84.1 4.6

Class IB cities 86.8 80.2 6.6

Metropolitan India 88.0 82.8 5.2

Male literacy rate

India 82.1 75.3 6.8

Rural India 78.6 70.7 7.9

Urban India 89.7 86.3 3.4

Class IA cities 92.2 89.6 2.6

Class IB cities 90.8 86.1 4.7

Metropolitan India 91.5 87.9 3.6

Female literacy rate

India 65.5 53.7 11.8

Rural India 58.8 45.1 13.7

Urban India 79.9 72.9 7.0

Class IA cities 84.8 79.3 5.5

Class IB cities 82.5 74.9 7.6

Metropolitan India 84.1 77.0 7.1

Gender gap in literacy rates

India 16.6 21.6 -5.0

Rural India 19.8 25.6 -5.8

Urban India 9.8 13.4 -3.6

Class IA cities 7.4 10.3 -2.9

Class IB cities 8.3 11.2 -2.9

Metropolitan India 7.5 10.9 -3.5

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011.

(per cent)
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Amongst the eight Class IA mega cities, the highest effective literacy is in Pune (91.42 per cent) and 
the lowest in Hyderabad (82.92 per cent). Of these eight cities, the highest effective male and female 
literacy rates were also recorded in Pune (95 per cent and 87.44 per cent respectively). 

On the other hand, the crude literacy rate for metropolitan India was only 77.78 per cent in 2011, 
with the male literacy being 81.11 per cent and the female literacy touching 74.12 per cent. Thus, 
the gender gap in literacy in metropolitan India is a significant seven per cent, wherein Kochi has 
the highest (87.75 per cent) and Agra the lowest literacy rate (56.84 per cent). Kochi also has the 
highest (88.65 per cent) and Agra (60.54 per cent) the lowest male literacy rates, while Thrissur has 
the highest (86.94 per cent) and Agra (52.49 per cent) the lowest female literacy rate. The gender 
gap in literacy is the highest in Dhanbad (13.69 per cent) and the lowest in Thrissur (0.85 per cent)  
(Table A18). 

On the average, 26.6 per cent of the households across the 53 metropolitan cities consist of four 
members each, 18.8 per cent have five members each, 21.1 per cent have 6-8 members and another 
5.9 per cent have nine or more members. Evidently, 3.2 per cent of the households in metropolitan India 
are single member households. Chandigarh has the highest number of single member households 
(6.2 per cent), and Srinagar the least (1.4 per cent). In Varanasi, 50.7 per cent of the households 
consist of six or more members and this is the highest amongst the metropolitan cities. The lowest 
percentage of households with six or more members is in Coimbatore (8.4 per cent).

An analysis of aggregate social index values (using the PCA approach) shows Kannur as the best 
metro and Agra as the worst (Table A19)14. All metros in Kerala are ranked right at the top and there 
is a clear north-south division in the social index values. 

Chart 24: Social index values for metropolitan cities in 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.
14 To arrive at social index values, the parameters used are: (i) sex ratio; (ii) child (0-6 years) sex ratio; (iii) effective male literacy rate; 
(iv) effective female literacy rate; and (v) effective overall literacy rate. 
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CHAPTER 9
Case studies of two small metros:

Jaipur and Bhopal

Jaipur and Bhopal were chosen among the 53 metros of India for conducting case studies as a part of this 
research study on the metropolitan cities of India because they are both small metros having populations 

of 3.07 million and 1.88 million respectively; and are very important from HUDCO’s viewpoint of investment 
lending in the infrastructure and housing sectors. Also, as found in the study, small metros seem to be 
facing greater deficiencies in terms of their access to basic infrastructure and housing as revealed by our 
analysis; though the secondary analysis also shows that the small metros have higher per capita incomes, 
on an average, as against the big metros of population sizes 5 million and above. Also, these two small 
metros of Jaipur and Bhopal present contrasting pictures with respect to their demographic and economic 
parameters as opposed to their housing and basic infrastructure parameters, as have been revealed in our 
analysis. While the district monthly per capita income of Jaipur is just Rs. 5,385 in 2011, and it is ranked 49th 
amongst the 53 metropolitan districts; Bhopal is much wealthier, with its district monthly per capita income 
being Rs. 18,853, and it is ranked 9th amongst the 53 metropolitan districts. In terms of their population 
sizes, Jaipur is ranked 10th and Bhopal 20th in the list of the 53 metros. Another contrast is that Jaipur is a 
municipal corporation and not an urban agglomeration as categorized by the Census; while Bhopal is an 
urban agglomeration with an urban spread surrounding the municipal corporation area as categorized by 
the Census. In terms of basic infrastructure and housing, the contrast is very revealing. While Jaipur ranks 
12th in terms of the housing index and 16th in terms of the basic infrastructure index, and is one of the better 
performers among the 53 metros; Bhopal is one of the worst performers in these fields, with it being ranked 
a lowly 35th in terms of the housing index and 38th in terms of the basic infrastructure index.

 A. Jaipur

Jaipur is the capital city of Rajasthan. It is probably the first planned city of modern India. It was founded on 
18 November, 1727, by Maharaja Sawai Jai Singh II, the ruler of Amber, after whom the city has been named. 
It is also known as the “pink city” of India. The city is unusual among pre-modern Indian cities in the regularity 

of its streets, and the division of the city into six sectors by broad streets 34 m wide. The urban quarters 
were further divided by networks of gridded streets. Five quarters wrapped around the east, south, and 
west sides of a central palace quarter, with a sixth quarter immediately to the east. The Palace quarter 
encloses the Hawa Mahal palace complex, formal gardens, and a small lake. Nahargarh Fort, which 
was the residence of the King Sawai Jai Singh II, crowns the hill in the northwest corner of the old city. 
The observatory, Jantar Mantar, is one of the world heritage sites. Included on the “Golden Triangle” 
tourist circuit, along with Delhi and Agra, Jaipur is an extremely popular tourist destination in Rajasthan 
and India. Strategically located, with the capital of India, Delhi, at 258 kms and Agra at 232 kms, the city 
forms part of the famous Golden Triangle. It is also located on the golden quadrilateral of NHDP. The 
locational advantage of the city as also it being a famous tourist destination, has boosted the growth of 
the city over the years with many new developments and projects coming all over.

To gauge how fast Jaipur has been growing demographically, population of Jaipur city is traced from 
1901 onwards. Amongst the 53 metropolitan cities of India in 2011, Jaipur ranks tenth in terms of its 
population size in 2011. As per Census 2011 data, Jaipur had a population of 3.07 million (Table 34). 
As revealed by the Table 34, right from 1961 has Jaipur seen a sustained and very high demographic 
growth. Although its growth tapered a little in the recent decade of 2001 to 2011, it is even then quite 
substantial in terms of its size. It has seen an absolute addition of 0.75 million to its population in these 
10 years. 

According to the Census categorization, it is a municipal corporation and not an urban agglomeration. 
According to the Jaipur municipal corporation (JMC), it covers an area of 467 sq. kms. But, the Jaipur 
Development Authority (JDA) area is much bigger, and covers an area of 1,959 sq. kms., that includes 
478 revenue villages, and the towns, namely, Jaipur, Bagru and Chomu. According to the Master 
Development Plan 2025 for the Jaipur region, the JDA area is slated to cover 2,940 sq. kms. by 2025. 
JMC area has presently 77 wards. 

The district monthly per capita income of Jaipur is just Rs. 5,385 in 2011, and it is ranked 49th amongst the 
53 metropolitan districts (Table 35). Table 36 reveals that in the Jaipur city area, all types of employment 
has fallen and the jobless growth phenomenon as witnessed by India in the 5 years between 2004-05 and 
2009-10, has severely affected Jaipur. While regular employment has declined by a substantial 5.15 per 
cent between the years 2004-05 and 2009-10, casual workers declined by only 2.49 per cent. The total 
employment in the Jaipur city has thus declined by a substantial 3.15 per cent annually in these 5 years. 

Table 34: Jaipur population (pop) during 1901-2011 (million) and annual exponential growth rates

Pop2011 Pop2001 Pop1991 Pop1981 Pop1971 Pop1961 Pop1951 Pop1941 Pop1931 Pop1921 Pop1911 Pop1901

3.07 2.32 1.52 1.02 0.64 0.41 0.30 0.18 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.16

Annual exponential growth rates  

2001-
2011

1991-
2001

1981-
1991

1971-
1981

1961-
1971

1951-
1961

1941-
1951

1931-
1941

1921-
1931

1911-
1921

1901-
1911

 

2.80 4.25 4.03 4.66 4.39 2.99 5.20 1.96 1.83 -1.01 -1.56  

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1901-2011. 

Table 35: Economy of Jaipur district in 2011

 State/UT Names of the 
district

No. of 
districts

GDDP 
(Rs. crore)

Total population of 
the district

Per capita district 
income

Monthly 
PCI

Jaipur Rajasthan Jaipur 1 43,064 66,63,971 64,622 5,385

 Source: Calculations based on the Gross District Domestic Product, as given by the Planning Commission of India. 
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Table 36: Employment status and growth rates for Jaipur in 2004-05 and 2009-10 

2004-05 2009-10

 Name of 
the district

District code 
for 2004-05

No. Of 
districts

Regular 
workers

Informal 
and casual 

workers

Total 
employment

Regular 
workers

Informal 
and casual 

workers

Total 
employment

Jaipur Jaipur 812 1 6,60,824 18,84,429 25,45,253 5,10,868 16,63,444 21,74,312

Annual exponential growth rates between 2004-05 and 2009-10

Regular workers -5.15

Casual workers -2.49

Total 
employment

-3.15

 Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI.

The poverty ratio in the Jaipur city is just 9.9 per cent as could be estimated from the 2009-10 NSSO 
Consumption Expenditure round. This is as against 10.5 per cent on an average for the metropolitan 
cities of India and 20.9 per cent in urban India (Table 37). Jaipur has seen the highest fall in 
poverty rates seen in the metro cities of India in the 5 years between 2004-05 and 2009-10 by a 
substantially high 24.3 per cent. 

As per calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2009-
10, National Sample Survey Organisation, the income distribution as revealed by the Gini coefficient 
is marginally higher in Jaipur city than the average across metropolitan India. Jaipur shows a Gini 
coefficient value of 0.395 against an average for the metros of 0.389. But 5 years back, Jaipur was 
much less unequal, with the Gini coefficient figure at just 0.329. The increasing inequality is thus a 
major concern in Jaipur. 

As per the Slum Census data of 2011, the percentage slum population in Jaipur stood at just 10.47 
per cent in 2011; as against a much higher figure of 21.17 per cent, which is the average across the 53 
metropolitan cities of India. Jaipur had a slum population of 15.07 per cent in 2001, when the average 
across the metropolitan cities of India was 23.39 per cent. Thus, Jaipur has seen a remarkable pro-
activeness in the recent decade to reduce poverty and the intensity of the slum dwelling population 
very substantially. 

Housing quality in Jaipur, as revealed by the Census 2011 data, is better than the average across 
the 53 metros of India (Table 38). While the houses classified as “good” in Jaipur is 72.5 per cent, 
the average across the 53 metros of India stands at 71.9 per cent. Another 26.4 per cent is termed 
as “livable” houses in Jaipur, and only 1.1 per cent is dilapidated. As against this, the percentage of 
dilapidated houses across the 53 metros stands at 2.3 per cent. Also, 28.2 per cent houses have one 
room or no exclusive room in Jaipur. As against this, across the 53 metros, the percentage of houses 

Table 37: Poverty ratio (Tendulkar methodology) for Jaipur in 2004-05 and 2009-10

 2004-05 2009-10

 Poverty ratio Number of poor Poverty ratio Number of poor

Jaipur 34.2 8,59,903 9.9 2,42,122

 Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI

having one room or no exclusive room stands at a much higher 36.8 per cent. Rental housing is much 
lesser in Jaipur than the average across the 53 metros, with owned houses in Jaipur being 77.9 of the 
total number of houses, against a figure of 68.9 across the 53 metros. 

The material used in housing in Jaipur; and the housing quality in Jaipur city is comparatively much 
better than seen in the other metropolitan cities; with it being ranked 12th among the 53 metros in 
terms of the housing quality index as revealed by our analysis. While the usage of permanent material 
for the roof is as high as 97.7 per cent in Jaipur, as against 86.2 per cent on an average across the 
53 metros; the usage of permanent material for the walls and the flooring are also higher than the 
average values obtained for the 53 metro cities of India (Table 39).

The Report of the Technical Group on Urban Housing Shortage (TG-12) for the period 2012-17 has 
estimated that, as of 2012, Rajasthan faced a housing shortage of 1.15 million or 6.12 per cent of the 
total shortage of 18.78 million in urban India. According to estimation by Mr. B.N. Moolchandani, Ex-
Director of Rajasthan Housing Board (RHB) and a renowned housing expert, this housing shortage 
of 1.15 million in Rajasthan could be broken up into the following categories: 
 i. Houseless: 0.22 lakhs;
 ii. Dilapidated: 0.56 lakhs;
 iii. Congested: 1.88 lakhs;
 iv. Upgradation required: 8.5 lakhs; and
 v. Obsolescence: 0.34 lakhs.
No agency has estimated the housing shortage exclusively for Jaipur, as revealed through the 
discussions with a whole host of urban development and housing agencies, covering the entire 
spectrum of the agencies covering both those involved in construction and development works, 
and those involved in operations and maintenance (the list of the people met and the agencies they 
belong to in Jaipur form part of the Annexure A) on the study tour to Jaipur. But, as revealed from the 
discussions with the Rajasthan Housing Board (RHB) and the Rajasthan Avas Vikas & Infrastructure 

 Good Livable Dilapi-
dated

No ex-
clusive 
room

One 
room

Two 
rooms

Three 
rooms

Four 
rooms

Five 
rooms

Six 
rooms 

and 
above

Owned (per 
cent of total 
households)

Jaipur 72.5 26.4 1.1 1.6 26.6 25.9 18.9 14.2 5.6 7.2 77.9

Average for 
the 53 metros

71.9 25.9 2.3 4.3 32.5 26.3 19.5 10.4 3.9 3.1 68.9

 

Million plus 
UA / City

Condition 
of Houses 

'Good'

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

roof

Houses using 
permanent 

material for walls

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

floor

Households 
having more 

than one 
room

Housing Quality 
Index

Jaipur 72.5 97.7 93.7 96.9 71.8 0.919

Average for 
the 53 metros

71.9 86.2 91.0 94.4 63.3  

 

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data , 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Table 38: Distribution of households by the number of rooms, housing condition and owned percentage: 
Jaipur (2011)

Table 39: Material used for housing, housing quality, and housing quality index: Jaipur ( 2011)

(per cent of households)

(per cent of households)
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Jaipur has three agencies engaged in housing: RHB, RAVIL and the Jaipur Development 
Authority (JDA). JDA prepares the Master Plan of Jaipur as well as the guidelines for colonization. 
It has a Town and Country Planning (T&CP) Office attached to it which provides guidance in 
anticipating the developmental schemes to be undertaken to cater to the future population. The 
RHB, established in 1970, has housing activities spread across 63 cities across Rajasthan. RHB 
is an autonomous body in the state to provide for promotion of housing activities in the State 
of Rajasthan. Till November 2013, RHB has constructed 2.20 lakh houses in Rajasthan, out of 
which 1.32 lakh or almost 60 per cent were for the EWS and  LIG sections. As revealed by the 
Annual Report of RHB for 2012-13, it has constructed 84,030 houses in Jaipur alone till the 
end of December 2012. The Rajasthan Avas Vikas & Infrastructure Limited (RAVIL) is handling 
all housing activities undertaken under the Affordable Housing Policy initiated in Rajasthan in 
2009. Model 2 of the Affordable Housing Policy 2009 which is about private developers on 
land owned by them, in which selected developers take up construction of EWS/LIG/MIG-A 
flats (G+2/G+3 format) on minimum 52 per cent of the total land (40 per cent EWS/LIG & 12 
per cent MIG-A); while built up EWS/LIG/MIG-A flats to be handed over to the nodal agency 
(RAVIL) at pre-determined prices, to be allotted to the eligible beneficiaries; is totally handled by 
RAVIL. A dedicated reserve/corpus fund of Rs 100 crore has been created in RAVIL for providing 
finance to the developer on the executed work so that stage wise payment to the developer is 
not delayed. While they were given a target of 1.15 lakh houses for the urban poor, they have 
managed to enable the construction of 1 lakh houses up to date, as revealed by GM, RAVIL. The 
possession is being given and there seem to be a huge demand for the EWS and LIG houses, 
with 4 to 5 times as many people as there are houses applying for the same, with the result that 
they have to resort to lottery to identify the beneficiaries. A crucial problem could be the income 
certificates to be awarded by the local tahsilders, where there could be grounds for corruption. 
The EWS and LIG flat owners, thus identified could not sell their flats before 10 years, by law. 
GM, RAVIL, indicated that problems are twin-fold in this affordable housing scheme. On the 
one hand, there is the issue of the financial closure with the banks; and on the other, there is 
the financial illiteracy, lack of awareness and affordability issues of the targeted EWS/LIG class. 
There is also a State Urbanization Commission in Rajasthan to guide the urbanization process 
and urban development in the state.

In Jaipur, the Jaipur Municipal Corporation (JMC) is a very marginal player, with very little 
responsibilities. It is in charge of only the developmental works in the sectors of sewerage and 
sanitation; solid waste management; street lighting; and construction of night shelters. The 
purpose of the 74th Constitutional Amendment, which envisaged the empowerment of the ULBs, 
thus seems to be totally defeated at Jaipur. In fact, JMC is further constrained by the fact that 
house tax below the threshold limit of 300 sq. yards has been abolished in Jaipur, with the result 
that very few of the houses are really in the JMC house tax net. In the financial year 2012-13, 
the JMC was only able to earn revenue of Rs 377 crore (property tax component being only Rs. 
106.3 crore), whereas a budget of Rs 991 crore was approved; the gap being met through state 
government subsidies. Thus, JMC is totally dependent on the Rajasthan government for their 
financial viability. There is a compensation for octroi component of Rs. 200 crore per annum, 
and the rest is in the form of grants-in-aid from the State government. The JMC engages in land 
sales and land auctioning to generate a part of their revenues, which is dangerous from a long-
term perspective; because land is undoubtedly a one-time cash cow, and cannot be milched 
further, once sold. For the fiscal year 2012-13, the income of JMC was Rs. 1,011.12 crore, as 
against a revenue expenditure of Rs. Rs. 908.12 crore (Statistical Year Book 2014, Ministry of 
Statistics and Programme Implementation, GoI). 
Water supply is done by the Public Health & Engineering Department (PHED). PHED also is in 
charge of the operation and maintenance (O&M) for the sewerage and sanitation capital works 
undertaken by the JMC.

Box 2: Public housing agencies in Jaipur

Box 3: Public agencies in Jaipur engaged in provision of basic infrastructure

The status of basic infrastructure is comparatively better in Jaipur city than across the 53 metro cities, 
with it being ranked 16th as per the basic infrastructure index calculated as a part of this study. But, 
15 metros are ahead of Jaipur in terms of the basic infrastructure index, so Jaipur has a long way to 
go to be the best in India in terms of basic infrastructure. In Jaipur, while access to drinking water in 
premises is 82.4 and access to tap water within premises is 73.2 per cent, the corresponding figures 
across the 53 metros are 78.8 and 59.9 respectively. In terms of sewerage and sanitation also, Jaipur 
seems to be better off than most of the other metros (Table 40). As per the Census 2011 data, 93.8 
per cent of the households in Jaipur had latrine facility within premises, but only 70.8 per cent of 
them were flush latrines connected to the sewer system. 91.5 per cent of the households in Jaipur 
had bathroom facility within premises; while 68.1 per cent of the households had waste water outlet 
connected to closed drainage. 

Table 40: Basic infrastructure indicators for Jaipur in 2011
(per cent of households)

Jaipur Average for 
the 53 metros

Source of drinking water within premises 82.4 78.8

Source of drinking water tap water from treated source within premises 73.2 59.9

Electricity as the main source of lighting 97.8 96.9

Households having latrine facility within the premises 93.8 89.5

Households having flush latrine facility with piped sewer within the 
premises

70.8 50.3

Households having bathroom within the premises 91.5 86.6

Households having waste water outlet connected to closed drainage 68.1 62.1

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011

Limited (RAVIL) (while RHB is mainly into creating colonies for MIG and HIG; RAVIL is handling all 
works undertaken under the Affordable Housing scheme initiated in Rajasthan in 2009), and as can be 
corroborated from the Census 2011 data, there is a clear mismatch between the demand and supply 
of housing in Jaipur; and more so in its outskirts. Many MIG and HIG builder flats lie unoccupied 
since the last two years, especially in the outskirts of the city; while there is a clear housing deficit for 
the EWS/LIG classes of the city. Census 2011 points out that in Jaipur city, in 2011, while there were 
8.56 lakh houses, out of which 5.54 lakh were used exclusively for residential purposes. But, 1.18 
lakh houses remained vacant and another 9,503 houses were occupied but locked at the time of the 
Census survey. Thus, 22.3 per cent of the houses (as a percentage of the residential housing stock) 
in JMC area were either vacant, or occupied but locked, in 2011,  if these could be brought into the 
market and given to those who have no house, the housing problem in Jaipur could be solved to a 
large extent.    
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The Rajasthan State government initiated the Rajasthan Urban Infrastructure Development 
Project (RUIDP) with the loan assistance from Asian Development Bank (ADB) in 2000, to 
provide integrated quality infrastructural facilities in 6 divisional headquarters of the state, and 
it was extended to 15 more towns under RUIDP Phase-II Rajasthan Urban Sector Development 
& Investment Programme (RUSDIP). Jaipur is  a part of this project; and as per the discussions 
with RUIDP official, it was revealed that in Jaipur, Rs. 960.4 crore has been invested as on 31st 
December, 2012, in the basic infrastructure sector under RUIDP Phases I and II. 70 per cent of 
the RUIDP funds are provided by ADB, and the rest 30 per cent by the state government. 
In 2010, the State government of Rajasthan, created a new entity called Rajasthan Urban 
Infrastructure Finance and Development Corporation (RUIFDCO). The RUIFDCO is expected 
to take on the role of a facilitator and coordinator besides serving as a link between various 
schemes being operated by the central government. The State government’s own schemes 
for upgradation of infrastructure will also be getting support from the corporation. RUIFDCO 
is playing the role of a State level dedicated urban infrastructure financing agency that would 
support both the Government of India’s (GOI) and Government of Rajasthan (GoR) objectives 
and policies for the urban sector. RUIFDCO is also tasked with catalyzing privately mobilized 
financial resources to bear on urban infrastructure investments financed by ULBs. It is expected 
to take over the entire responsibilities of the RUIDP in future. It has been handed over a corpus 
fund of Rs. 1,000 crore to act as the viability gap financier for the ULBs and the urban parastatals 
in the State, by providing them loans to meet the ULB share in the case of different schemes 
under JNNURM and RAY; because the ULBs in the state are under so severe cash crunch (due 
to the abolition of property tax) that they could not on their own meet their shares.  RUIFDCO has 
also been designated as the State level nodal agency (SLNA) for implementation of JNNURM, 
UIDSSMT, BSUP and IHSDP projects in Rajasthan. 
Jaipur seem to be a classic case of multiple urban agencies engaged in doing almost the same 
tasks or with substantial level of overlapping jurisdictions. In housing, there was already the RHB; 
but the State government went on to create RAVIL to implement the affordable housing policy. In 
the domain of project implementation, there was the RUIDP; but the state government created a 
new entity called RUIDFCO. It might have been better to strengthen the already existing agencies 
and empowering them, and streamlining processes through a unified command; instead of the 
resort to creation of new agencies. 

As a part of the discussions with the Public Health & Engineering Department (PHED) official at 
Jaipur, it was revealed that the water supply within Jaipur was only for two and a half hours every day 
in the morning, with each person having access to 135 to 150 lpcd of water. Leakages or non-revenue 
water (NRW) is to the tune of 20 to 30 per cent. The problem related to water supply was not said to 
be due to any supply constraint, with the coming of adequate water supply from the Bilaspur dam 
seven years back. The problem rather is two-fold: on the one hand, the water distribution network 
in Jaipur, is severely lacking, with large parts of the city, especially in the outskirts, having no water 
distribution system and having instead to rely completely on bore wells and water tankers for meeting 
their water requirements; and on the other hand, there was the severe underestimation of the demand 
for the large number of builder flats in the high-rises cropping up in Jaipur on the part of the PHED. 
There was also an acute nitrate problem in the water supplied in Jaipur, but the situation now seem to 
be under control with most of the water being supplied from Bilaspur dam, which is relatively better. 
PHED has installed CCTVs in all water reservoirs and demand is frozen at a specific amount in each 
of them, with a 30-day back up, after which the reservoirs switch off automatically.  

In Jaipur, as revealed from Table 41, the social indicators are abysmally bad, with the result that it is 
ranked a lowly 45th out of the 53 metro cities in terms of the social indicators index, calculated as 
a part of the Study. The sex ratio and child sex ratio are placed at just 898 and 854 as against the 
average for the 53 metros which stand much higher at 930 and 898 respectively. This clearly points to 
large scale female child abortions in this city. The male, female and overall effective literacy rates are 
also much less than the average for the 53 metros. Jaipur has an overall effective literacy rate of 84.34 
per cent and effective male literacy rate of 90.61 per cent; but especially worrying is the effective 
female literacy rate in Jaipur which stand at just 77.41 per cent, less by almost 6 per cent than the 
average for the 53 metros. The male-female gap in effective literacy rates is also extremely worrisome 
at 13.20 per cent in Jaipur. 

HUDCO regional office in Jaipur was a major player in housing and basic infrastructure till 
JNNURM came up. But now, the agencies approach HUDCO for loans only when the “easy 
money flow” via JNNURM or RAY is not available due to some reason, like technical viability or 
financial feasibility and they are left with no other alternative to boot. So, the Centrally sponsored 
schemes of JNNURM and RAY have in fact, dealt a body blow to the business cash flow model 
and lending of HUDCO at Jaipur. In the last 5 years (from 1st April 2008 to 31st December, 
2013), HUDCO has sanctioned schemes related to affordable housing to the tune of Rs. 520.54 
crore in Jaipur within the ambit of three affordable housing projects; the largest of which was Rs. 
500 crore loan to the state to implement the Mukhyamantri Shahri BPL Awas Yojana in Jaipur, 
on 9th July, 2012, under which 1 lakh affordable houses were to be constructed. HUDCO loans 
in basic infrastructure are also not much in demand in Jaipur, due to the fact that “soft money” 
via JNNURM is on offer in substantial amounts, and no public agency is thus approaching 
HUDCO to get commercial loans. Only one water supply loan has been given recently to PHED, 
because the PHED could not pass the project via the JNNURM route, and were forced to get 
commercial loans. This is quite in contrary to HUDCO’s role as found in the other study tour to 
Bhopal, where it acts as the viability gap financier for the ULB as well as for other parastatals 
for both central as well as state government schemes. In Jaipur, RUIDFCO, a State government 
institution, is playing that role.  

Box 4: Role of HUDCO in Jaipur

Table 41: Social Indicators in Jaipur for 2011
Sex 

Ratio
Child 
sex  
ratio 
(0-6 

years)

Effective literacy 
rate 

(7+ pop)

Male-female 
gap in 

effective 
literacy 

rate 
(7+ pop)

Literacy rate Male-
female 
gap in 
literacy 

rate

Persons Males Females Persons Males Females

Jaipur 898 898 84.34 90.61 77.41 13.20 73.95 79.18 68.12 11.05

Average for metros 930 930 87.11 91.02 82.83 8.19 77.78 81.11 74.12 6.99

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Sewerage network is very limited in Jaipur municipal area, with large pockets not covered by any 
drainage system. Because of the financial crunch in the JMC, they are unable to cover large pockets of 
Jaipur under sewerage and sanitation; nor is regular solid waste being collected in many pockets. 
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B. Bhopal

Bhopal is the capital of Madhya Pradesh and is also called the “city of lakes”. It is also one of the 
greenest cities in India. It is said that Raja Bhoj, the famous Parmar king of Dhar, founded Bhopal 
city in the 11th century at its present site. Another view is that the original city of Bhojpal (eventually 
corrupted to Bhopal) was first founded on the banks of Kolar river and then subsequently shifted to its 
present location. He created the Upper Lake by constructing an earthen dam across the Kolar river. 
The traces of the original town, however, do not remain. The city was established again and fortified 
in the 18th century by Dost Mohammed Khan, a chieftain of Aurangazeb, when he was invited by 
Rani Kamalawati as a protector of her territory. The Lower Lake was created by Nawab Chhote Khan 
in 1794. The city remained a capital of a feudal state till it was merged in the Indian union in 1948. In 
1956, Bhopal was declared the capital of newly reorganized State of Madhya Pradesh. In the same 
decade, the Industrial Township of Bharat Heavy Electricals Limited (BHEL) was also established 3 
km east of the then city boundary. As a result of these two interventions, Bhopal has witnessed a 
substantial population growth. Capital project township, T. T. Nagar, was built south of the lakes to 
support the capital. The military cantonment moved to Bairagarh area to the west of the old city. 

According to the Census categorization, Bhopal is an urban agglomeration or an urban spread that 
surrounds the core or the municipal corporation area. The Bhopal municipal corporation (BMC) area 
has 70 wards and covers an area of 285 sq. kms, out of which 40 sq. kms are submerged. While 
BMC has a population of 1.80 million, the Bhopal urban agglomeration area has a population of 1.88 
million, according to the Census 2011 data. The Bhopal Development Authority (BDA) that comes 
up with development plans for the Bhopal region, covers within its span a much larger area, which 
according to the Bhopal Master Plan 2005 is 601 sq. kms.; and it covers besides the BMC area, 
Bairagarh, BHEL and 135 villages.  

Bhopal is currently 20th in the list of the 53 metropolitan cities of India, arranged in the order of their 
population sizes. Bhopal is the second largest city in Madhya Pradesh; the largest being Indore with a 
core city population of 1.96 million, and an urban agglomeration population of 2.17 million. To see how 
fast Bhopal has grown, its population is traced right from 1901 (Table 42). In the recent decade 2001-
2011, Bhopal has seen the addition of 0.42 million to its population; and it has grown at a rate of 2.56 
per cent. Though the demographic growth in Bhopal seems to a large extent tapered off in the recent 
decade, but right from 1951 onwards, Bhopal has seen phenomenal demographic growth as can be 
seen from the annual exponential growth rates. 

While Bhopal urban agglomeration has grown at 2.56 per cent, the periphery has seen a much larger 
growth rate than the core city, or the area under BMC. The periphery has grown by 14.27 per cent, as 
against the core which has grown at 2.23 per cent. The core population as a percentage of the total 
population has between 2001 and 2011 shown a decline from 98.6 per cent to 95.3 per cent (Table 43). 

The district monthly per capita income of Bhopal is a sizeable Rs. 18,853 in 2011, and it is ranked 9th 
amongst the 53 metropolitan cities (Table 44). 

Table 45 reveals that in the Bhopal city area, while regular employment has increased by a substantial 
7.68 per cent between the years 2004-05 and 2009-10, casual workers declined by only 4.29 per cent. 
In what is encouraging is that in these 5 years of jobless growth that India has been witness to, the 
total employment in the Bhopal city has in fact increased by 0.83 per cent annually. 

Table 42: Bhopal population (pop) during 1901-2011 (million) and annual exponential growth rates

Pop2011 Pop2001 Pop1991 Pop1981 Pop1971 Pop1961 Pop1951 Pop1941 Pop1931 Pop1921 Pop1911 Pop1901

1.88 1.46 1.06 0.67 0.38 0.22 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.08

Annual exponential growth rates  

2001-
2011

1991-
2001

1981-
1991

1971-
1981

1961-
1971

1951-
1961

1941-
1951

1931-
1941

1921-
1931

1911-
1921

1901-
1911

 

2.56 3.16 4.60 5.56 5.46 7.79 3.08 2.09 3.03 -2.20 -3.15  

 Sourc e: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1901-2011

Table 43: Bhopal population core-periphery analysis for 2001-2011 and annual exponential growth rates

UA pop2011 City 
pop2011

Periphery 
pop2011

Core pop 
to total 

2011 (%)

A pop2001 City 
pop2001

Periphery 
pop2001

Core pop to total 
2001 (%)

18,83,381 17,95,648 87,733 95.34 14,58,416 14,37,354 21,062 98.56

Annual exponential growth rates

UA Core Periphery

2.56 2.23 14.27

  Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011

Table 44: Economy of Bhopal district in 2011

 State/UT Name of 
the district

No. of 
districts

GDDP 
(Rs. crore)

Total 
population 

of the 
district

Per capita 
district 
income

Monthly PCI

Bhopal Madhya 
Pradesh

Bhopal 1 53,576 23,68,145 2,26,234 18,853

  Source: Calculations based on the GDDP as given by the Planning Commission of India. 

2004-05 2009-10

 Name of 
the district

District code 
for 2004-05

No. Of 
districts

Regular 
workers

Informal 
and casual 

workers

Total 
employment

Regular 
workers

Informal 
and casual 

workers

Total 
employment

Bhopal Bhopal 2332 1 2,32,036 4,19,364 6,51,400 3,40,744 3,38,407 6,79,151

Annual exponential growth rates between 2004-05 and 2009-10

Regular workers 7.68

Casual workers -4.29

Total 
employment

0.83

 

Table 45: Employment status and growth rates in Bhopal for 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

Table 46: Poverty ratio (Tendulkar methodology) for Bhopal in 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, NSSO, GoI.

 2004-05 2009-10

 Poverty ratio Number of poor Poverty ratio Number of poor

Bhopal 22.4 2,54,173 13.7 1,39,283

 



7473

The poverty ratio in the Bhopal city is 13.7 per cent as could be estimated from the 2009-10 NSSO 
Consumption Expenditure round. This is as against 10.5 per cent on an average for the metropolitan 
cities of India and 20.9 per cent in urban India (Table 46). It has seen the fall in poverty rate in the 5 
years between 2004-05 and 2009-10 by 8.7 per cent. 

As per calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2009-10, 
National Sample Survey Organisation, the income distribution as revealed by the Gini coefficient is 
substantially higher in Bhopal city than the average across metropolitan India. Bhopal shows a Gini 
coefficient value of 0.463 against an average for the metros of 0.389. But 5 years back, Bhopal was 
much less unequal, with the Gini coefficient figure at just 0.310. The rapidly increasing inequality is 
thus a major concern in Bhopal. 

As per the Slum Census data of 2011, the percentage slum population in Bhopal stood at just 27.36 
per cent in 2011; which is much higher than the average across the metropolitan cities of India, where 
the corresponding figure was 21.17 per cent. Bhopal had a slum population of 30.72 per cent in 2001, 
when the average across the metropolitan cities of India was 23.39 per cent. Thus, slums in Bhopal are 
a major concern. 

Housing quality in Bhopal, as revealed by the Census 2011 data, is much worse than the average across 
the 53 metros of India (Table 47). While the houses classified as “good” in Bhopal is 67.1 per cent, the 
average across the 53 metros of India stands at 71.9 per cent. Another 30.4 per cent is termed as 
“livable” houses in Bhopal, and 2.6 per cent is dilapidated. As against this, the percentage of dilapidated 
houses across the 53 metros stands at 2.3 per cent. Also, a substantially high figure of 33.4 per cent 
of the houses has one room or no exclusive room in Bhopal. As against this, across the 53 metros, the 
percentage of houses having one room or no exclusive room stands at a much higher 36.8 per cent. 
Rental housing is almost the same in Bhopal as the average across the 53 metros, with owned houses 
in Bhopal being 68.2 of the total number of houses, against a figure of 68.9 across the 53 metros. 
                                               

The material used in housing in Bhopal; and the housing quality in Bhopal city is comparatively much 
worse than seen in the other metropolitan cities; with it being ranked 35th among the 53 metros in 
terms of the housing quality index as revealed by our analysis. While the usage of permanent material 
for the roof is as high as 91.5 per cent in Bhopal, as against 86.2 per cent on an average across the 
53 metros; the usage of permanent material for the walls and the flooring are much higher than the 
average values obtained for the 53 metro cities of India. Only 84.9 per cent of the houses in Bhopal 
use permanent material for the walls (as against 91.0 per cent for the metros); and 88.0 per cent use 
permanent material for flooring (as opposed to 94.4 per cent across metros) (Table 48). 

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Table 47: Distribution of houses by the number of rooms, housing condition and owned percentage  
for Bhopal in 2011

(per cent of households)

 Good Livable Dilapi-
dated

No ex-
clusive 
room

One 
room

Two 
rooms

Three 
rooms

Four 
rooms

Five 
rooms

Six 
rooms 

and 
above

Owned (per 
cent of total 
households)

Bhopal 67.1 30.4 2.6 1.3 32.1 30.4 18.3 11.2 3.4 3.3 68.2

Average for 
the 53 metros

71.9 25.9 2.3 4.3 32.5 26.3 19.5 10.4 3.9 3.1 68.9

 

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011

Table 48: Material used for housing; housing quality; and housing quality index for Bhopal in 2011

Million plus 
UA / City

Condition 
of Houses 

'Good'

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

roof

Houses using 
permanent 

material for walls

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

floor

Households 
having more 

than one 
room

Housing Quality 
Index

Bhopal 67.1 91.5 84.9 88.0 66.6 -0.422

Average for 
the 53 metros

71.9 86.2 91.0 94.4 63.3  

 

(per cent of households)

The housing shortage as estimated by the Report of the Technical Group on Urban Housing Shortage 
(TG-12) for the period 2012-17 had estimated that as of 2012, Madhya Pradesh faces a housing 
shortage of 1.10 million or 5.86 per cent of the total shortage of 18.78 million in urban India. 
The Bhopal Development Plan of 1994 with a 2005 perspective had projected a housing shortage of 
1.2 lakh dwelling units for 2005 for Bhopal city alone. Mr. Anand Singh, Executive Engineer, UADD, and 
Mr. Anubhab Srivastava, UADD, have estimated the housing shortage in Bhopal city (for all income 
categories taken together) to be 2.5 lakh dwelling units, as of 2013. During the study tour to Bhopal, 
there were discussions with a whole host of urban development and housing agencies, covering the 
entire spectrum of the agencies (the list of the people met and the agencies they belong to in Bhopal 
form part of the Annexure B). 

Census 2011 points out that in Bhopal city, in 2011, while there were 5.46 lakh houses, out of which 
3.63 lakh were used exclusively for residential purposes. But, 73,803 houses remained vacant and 
another 6,618 houses were occupied but locked at the time of the Census survey. Thus, 21.73 per 
cent of the houses (as a percentage of the residential housing stock) in BMC area were either vacant, 
or occupied but locked, in 2011, which is a substantial number and if these could be brought into 
the market, and given to those who have no house, the housing problem in Bhopal could be solved 
to a large extent. This was corroborated during the discussions with high-ranking officials in urban 
development and housing agencies in Bhopal.   

The status of basic infrastructure is comparatively worse in Bhopal city than across the 53 metro cities, 
with it being ranked a lowly 38th as per the basic infrastructure index calculated as a part of this study. 
37 metros are ahead of Bhopal in terms of the basic infrastructure index, so Bhopal has a long way to 
catch up with the better performers amongst the metropolitan cities in terms of basic infrastructure. In 
Bhopal, while access to drinking water in premises is 56.7 and access to tap water within premises is 
44.6 per cent, the corresponding figures across the 53 metros are 78.8 and 59.9 respectively. Thus, 
water supply system in Bhopal is abysmally bad. In terms of sewerage and sanitation also, Bhopal 
seem to be worse off than most of the other metros (Table 49). As per the Census 2011 data, only 
84.4 per cent of the households in Bhopal had latrine facility within premises, but only 40.3 per cent 
of them were flush latrines connected to the sewer system. 83.2 per cent of the households in Bhopal 
had bathroom facility within premises; while 58.5 per cent of the households had waste water outlet 
connected to closed drainage. 

According to the HUDCO Regional Chief at Bhopal and BMC officials, one of the key reasons why 
Bhopal has such low basic infrastructure indicators is that 18 new wards were added and there was 
a remarkable boundary expansion in Bhopal in 2008, and since all of these 18 new wards had very 
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In Bhopal, the Bhopal Municipal Corporation (BMC) is the foremost player engaged in urban 
development and also housing. All the 18 functions as indicated in the 74th Constitutional 
Amendment have been transferred to the BMC. But, in reality, for most of the functions, they are 
only seen to be in charge of only managing capital works and contracts; and most of the work is 
either done by trained persons deputed from the state Public Health & Engineering Department 
(PHED) to carry out water supply and sewerage works; or done by outside contractors chosen 
through tendering processes. Thus, though BMC is in control of all the 18 functions, very small 
proportion of it is actually done in-house. BMC has a Mayor-in-Council system, that consists of 
the Mayor and ten members. The Mayor is the ex-officio Chairman of the Mayor-in-Council and 
presides over meetings. The property tax records have now been computerized, which has 
increased the revenue flow to the BMC by a large margin, which has undoubtedly increased 
the project implementation capacity of the BMC. BMC has an employee strength of 7,000; out 
of which 50 per cent were regular and rest contractual. 4,500 of the total 7,000 employees were 

Box 5: Public agencies in Bhopal engaged in provision of basic infrastructure and housing

safai karmacharis, engaged in solid waste management. For the financial year 2012-13, BMC 
had a total income of Rs.534.89 crore as against a revenue expenditure of Rs. 558.03 crore 
(Statistical Year Book 2014, Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, GoI).   

The state government through the Urban Administration & Development Department (UADD) 
is responsible for overseeing urban sector reforms and capital investment in basic urban 
infrastructure. The UADD is the state level nodal agency (SLNA) for JNNURM and RAY 
projects.

Until 1976, the Bhopal city had a City Improvement Trust, to assist the Bhopal municipal body in its 
developmental activities. In 1976, the Improvement Trust was converted to Bhopal Development 
Authority (BDA) under the Madhya Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1973. Primarily, 
BDA develops new residential areas. During the early stages of development of such areas, 
BDA is responsible for developing basic infrastructure. Once a sizable number of plots are sold, 
the area is formally transferred to BMC, which is then responsible for the maintenance of the 
infrastructure in the area. BDA transfers the developed residential areas to BMC for maintenance 
with all the legal formalities as required under M. P. Nagarpalika (Registration Conditions) Rules 
1998 vide rule 12. Though BDA primarily functions primarily as an apex body for planning and 
coordinating developmental activities in the Bhopal region, it is also into the construction of all 
types of houses for HIG, MIG and also for EWS/ LIG. They have recently constructed affordable 
housing for the urban poor within the Bhopal region in Bhagat Singh Nagar and Vinayak Nagar 
areas. In the Gharonda Awasiya Yojna in Salaiya launched on September 24, 2012, the BDA is 
constructing 256 residential flats of one BHK for the Low Income Group (LIG) having a monthly 
income of less than Rs. 5,000 and 848 residential flats of two BHK for the Middle Income Group 
(MIG) having a monthly income of less than Rs. 10,000.

Madhya Pradesh Housing and Infrastructure Development Board (MPHIDB), originally the 
Madhya Pradesh Housing Board (MPHB), functions as per the Madhya Pradesh Housing 
Development Act of 1972. It is mainly involved in the construction of various types of houses 
(HIG, LIG, MIG, EWS), shops, offices and halls and also developing plots in the city. MPHIDB 
also works in collaboration with BMC for maintenance of services. In the last five years (2008-
2013), the MPHIDB has developed 8,957 plots (out of which 4,445 were for EWS and LIG), 
and constructed 6,810 houses (out of which 3,335 were for EWS and LIG) in urban Madhya 
Pradesh, which includes Bhopal. On course is their new project called Atal Ashray Yojana, under 
which 1,000 EWS and LIG houses are going to be built in Bhopal. Both BDA and MPHIDB are 
supporting self-financing schemes in affordable housing in Bhopal. MPHIDB has been reduced 
to being a marginal player in affordable housing in the state, with BMC and BDA emerging as 
the major players.

Madhya Pradesh Town and Country Planning (MPT&CP) in Bhopal was established under 
MPTNCP act of 1973. The main function of T&CP is to prepare master plans and give permission 
for development (colonies) of schemes in accordance with master plan. The latest published 
master plan for Bhopal is still the Bhopal Development Plan of 1994 with a 2005 perspective. 
A new master plan has recently been drafted, but has still not been published, because there 
have been a lot of objections on it, due to the proposal in it to substantially hike the floor area 
ratio (FAR) limits in Bhopal. 

bad infrastructure and housing, the averages for the whole of BMC have also gone down a lot. Also, 
they added that especially in the fields of water supply and sewerage, a lot of schemes have been in 
place, and a lot of capital works have been carried out in the last three years, which obviously would 
not be reflected in the Census 2011 basic amenities data for Bhopal.

As a part of the discussions with the Bhopal Municipal Corporation, Prof. H.M. Mishra and HUDCO 
Regional Office at Bhopal, it was revealed that the water supply in Bhopal was 633.47 MLD combining 
all the four resources available to the city, i.e., the Upper Lake, Kolar Dam, Narmada river and 
groundwater. On an average, BMC officials said that 160 lpcd of water was being supplied in Bhopal; 
and 900 kms of water distribution network was in place in the city. But, according to a study by 
Chandan Banait under the supervision of Prof. H.M. Mishra in 2013 titled “Study of Urban Basic 
Services: Per Capita Availability and Expenditure for Bhopal”, only 29 per cent of the lower income 
residents of Bhopal have access to water supply within 100 metres, while 65 per cent have to travel 
between 500 metres to 3 kms to access water supply. Also, only 44 per cent of the residents of 
Bhopal were satisfied with the current water supply service. Possible interventions to make the water 
supply network more efficient could be: (i) installation of flow meters to minimize losses; (ii) regular 
monitoring of water pressure by installation of pressure measuring devices; (iii) water auditing; (iv) 
realigning the zones based on hydraulic principles; and (v) metering of water connections so that 
optimal user charges could be collected.

Table 49: Basic infrastructure indicators for Bhopal in 2011

(per cent of households)Bhopal Average for 
the 53 metros

Source of drinking water within premises 56.7 78.8

Source of drinking water tap water from treated source within premises 44.6 59.9

Electricity as the main source of lighting 97.1 96.9

Households having latrine facility within the premises 84.4 89.5

Households having flush latrine facility with piped sewer within the 
premises

40.3 50.3

Households having bathroom within the premises 83.2 86.6

Households having waste water outlet connected to closed drainage 58.5 62.1

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011

(per cent of households)
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Contrary to the situation in Jaipur, HUDCO loans in basic infrastructure and housing are 
much in demand in Bhopal. In fact, after JNNURM was launched, HUDCO has emerged as 
an even greater key player in Madhya Pradesh, more so in Bhopal. This is because the BMC,  
BDA, UADD and the Housing Board have approached HUDCO to procure loans to pay their 
shares upfront under JNNURM and RAY. Thus, HUDCO has successfully modelled itself as 
the viability gap funding agency in Madhya Pradesh. During the last decade, in Bhopal city 
alone, the regional HUDCO office has sanctioned commercial loans to the public agencies 
for infrastructure and housing totalling Rs. 4,318.60 crore (out of the total project cost of these 
projects pegged at Rs. 7,422.58 crore). Of this the loan release was Rs. 1,585.98 crore, which 
is creditable. Approximately 90 per cent of this has been done after JNNURM was initiated. 
Besides infrastructure projects, 67,864 dwelling units were to be constructed within the ambit of 
these projects. In urban Madhya Pradesh during the last decade, the loan sanctioned was Rs. 
8,798.64 crore, of which Rs. 2,509.59 crore was released and HUDCO has a presence in almost 
every city and town in Madhya Pradesh. In the last financial year alone, HUDCO sanctioned 
75 projects in urban Madhya Pradesh; the BRTS schemes in Bhopal and Indore were also 
constructed with loans from HUDCO.

For the recently launched Chief Minister’s Infrastructure and Chief Minister’s Housing programmes 
for 170 cities and towns of Madhya Pradesh, HUDCO has provided commercial lending to the 
ULBs totalling Rs. 1,000 crore, enabling them to pay their shares upfront. Five lakh houses are 
proposed to be built in urban Madhya Pradesh under this housing programme in which 70 per 
cent is the loan amount from HUDCO and the state government pays the remaining 30 per cent. 
Thereafter, of the 70 per cent payable to HUDCO, the state government pays HUDCO 75 per 
cent in stages, while the remaining 25 per cent has to be borne by the ULBs. Thus, in this model, 
82.5 per cent is a grant and the rest is a loan to ULBs, evidently worthy of replication in other 
states. Also, there is no problem in the repayment of loans as there is the state government 
guarantee clause inserted within each borrowing commitment.

Box 6: Role of HUDCO in Bhopal

According to the BMC officials, the chief problem in JNNURM and RAY projects, and which they say 
would be true all across the country, in basic infrastructure and housing is that it does not incorporate 
time and cost overruns. But, there are usually huge problems in land acquisition in almost every 
project, which is not done on government land. There are litigations which might also delay projects. 
Also, such stiff time constraints, as is imposed, cannot be stuck to in case of construction projects. 
They also opined that under BSUP and RAY, in situ slum upgradation was required, which is very 
tough to put on ground. It became even tougher because the state government had already accorded 
patta rights to the slum dwellers, and they were unwilling to shift to EWS housing of 250 sq. ft. in high 
rises, leaving their much larger temporary structures on the ground, and foregoing his patta. The 
BMC officials suggested giving interest-free loans for EWS housing, and granting of full flexibility to 
the state to design and frame projects and policies for basic infrastructure and housing. 

Mr. Anand Singh, Executive Engineer, UADD, found the fixing of unit costs for dwelling units under 
BSUP, IHSDP and RAY to be a real obstacle in the growth of affordable housing. In RAY Phase II or 
the implementation phase, Rs. 5 lakh has been fixed as the unit cost, out of which 25 per cent has 
been fixed for the commensurate infrastructure. So, EWS houses have to be constructed within Rs. 
3.75 lakh, which he says, is a financial impossibility. The minimum cost, according to his calculations, 
is Rs. 4.6 lakhs, so the balance amount (Rs. 85,000) then would be and usually is the beneficiaries’ 
burden.   

There have been substantial externally aided projects in the cities and towns of Madhya Pradesh 
(including Bhopal) in the recent decade. Two large schemes operate as partnerships with the 
state government: (i) Madhya Pradesh Urban Services for the Poor (MPUSP) Project run by 
DFID; and (ii) Project Uday run by ADB. 

Under MPUSP, during 2006-2011, DFID provided £41 million to the state government to strengthen 
governance at state and urban local government levels for affordable and sustainable access to 
basic services, especially by the poor. An extension of the programme up to 2012 was planned 
to complete the implementation. The progress of MPUSP to date has resulted in the design, 
procurement and implementation of a substantial number of urban reforms to strengthen 
the capacity of the state (UADD) for pro-poor urban development; strengthen municipal 
corporations in finance, e-governance and management systems; citizen centric services; and 
access to basic infrastructure in slums across all 14 municipal corporations of Madhya Pradesh. 

Box 7: Externally aided projects on basic infrastructure in Bhopal

According to Prof. H.M Mishra, Director, National Institute of Governance and Urban Management at 
Bhopal, on an average around 540-640 MT of waste is generated per day in Bhopal. In Bhopal, a very 
large proportion of the households (81.8 per cent) dispose the household waste in the open places 
or in streets, whereas just 14.7 per cent of the households have door-to-door15 waste collection . The 
Bhopal Municipal Corporation (BMC) reports that 60 per cent of the city area is cleaned and swept 
daily, 30 per cent twice a week, and 10 per cent fortnightly16. For disposal of waste, the city has 
approximately 75 acres for waste disposal. The waste generated in the city is deposited at this land fill 
site. The land fill site is situated in Bhanpura village at a distance of 16 kms from the city and is crudely 
dumped over there. He cited the following reasons as the potential roadblock towards developing an 
efficient system for SWM in Bhopal:
 1) Storage of waste at source is not fully taking place; 
 2) Segregation of recyclable wastage is not yet adopted and often found mixed with   
  garbage disposed at different places;
 3) The system of door-to-door collection of waste is not yet adopted and street sweeping 
  is the main method of waste collection; and 
 4) Irregular cleaning of the streets and delay in transportation of the waste.

Incidentally, none of the cities in Madhya Pradesh figure in the list of the top 50 cities ranked as “clean 
cities” for their green practices. But in what is an obvious contradiction, the ULBs spend most of their 
revenues on the manpower employed in the sanitation and sewerage functions; but the services are 
not commensurate to the expenditures incurred. 

15 Base line survey: Status of water and sanitation in the slums of Bhopal, as reported in 
Mishra, H.M. (2013), Urban Governance, Development Dynamics – Challenges and Way Forward (A Case Study of Central India).
16 Banait, Chandan under the supervision of Prof. H.M. Mishra (2013), Study of Urban Basic Services: Per Capita Availability and 
Expenditure for Bhopal.
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Table 50: Social Indicators in Bhopal for 2011

Sex 
Ratio

Child 
sex ra-
tio (0-6 
years)

Effective literacy 
rate 

(7+ pop)

Male-female 
gap in 

effective 
literacy 

rate 
(7+ pop)

Literacy rate Male-
female 
gap in 
literacy 

rate

Persons Males Females Persons Males Females

Bhopal 911 915 85.29 89.25 80.93 8.32 75.44 78.97 71.57 7.40

Average for metros 930 898 87.11 91.02 82.83 8.19 77.78 81.11 74.12 6.99

 Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

In Bhopal, as revealed from Table 50, the social indicators are extremely bad, with the result that it is 
ranked a lowly 35th out of the 53 metro cities in terms of the social indicators index, calculated as a 
part of the study. The sex ratio and child sex ratio are placed at 911 and 915 as against the average for 
the 53 metros which stand much higher at 930 and 898 respectively. The encouraging finding is the 
relatively better child sex ratio seen in the Bhopal city. The male, female and overall effective literacy 
rates are also much less than the average for the 53 metros. Bhopal has an overall literacy rate of 
85.29 per cent and male literacy rate of 89.25 per cent; but especially worrying is the effective female 
literacy rate in Bhopal which stands at just 80.93 per cent. The male-female gap in effective literacy 
rates is also extremely worrisome at 8.32 per cent in Bhopal. 

CHAPTER 10
Conclusions, future challenges and

policy implications of the study

The main conclusion of this research study on the metropolitan cities of India is that cities matter and 
big cities matter even more. As the available evidences suggest, the processes of metropolization 

in India have meant that there has been a concentration of people, economic mass and jobs (and 
even more concentration in the case of quality jobs) in the metropolitan cities. But, most of the growth 
momentum in terms of population as well as that of jobs has shifted to the periphery than in the core 
cities (municipal boundaries). The Class IA megacities (5 million plus) have been growing much slowly 
in the decade 2001-2011, but this is majorly due to the large base-effects of the megacities. In fact, each 
of these eight megacities has also seen net additions of more than 1 million populations each in the 
last decade. Evidences point to the spread of urbanization from the core city areas to the peripheral 
areas, and a trend towards peripheralization throughout the country. There seem to be a growing urban-
municipal hiatus, especially in Kerala, with large parts of the metropolitan cities having no urban local 
bodies. For the Class IA cities, the core cities have grown at rates much faster than their peripheries; 
but for the cities of Class IB (1-5 million), the peripheralization is seen to be much stronger. There is 
evidence of huge sprawls around the cities of Class IB. Built-up density, estimated as population over of 
built-up area, is decreasing for most metropolitan cities in Class IB and is more prominent beyond the 
administrative boundary. This essentially points out that with higher change in built-up over population, 
low-density sprawl is taking place in all the Class IB cities. Actually, for most of the Class IA cities, this 
phenomenon of peripheralization could be seen, but the average trends have been negated by the 
huge expansions of the municipal boundaries in two of these eight cities, Bangalore and Hyderabad. 
The huge increase in the employment in the metropolitan peripheral areas has been led by a huge 
upsurge in the regular and salaried jobs in these areas, which must be due to the visible shift of offices 
and factories to the peripheries from the core, in search of larger tracts of land at cheaper prices.

The 75 metropolitan districts that house the 53 metros constitute 24.6 per cent of the total population 
of India in 2011, but are estimated to produce 48.6 per cent of the national GDP. The metros thus 

Overall, the project has delivered infrastructure and services to 167 slums, benefitting 71,000 
households and a population of 3, 58,000 in 14 municipal corporations (DFID Final Review of 
MPUSP, November, 2012). The Madhya Pradesh Urban Infrastructure Investment Programme 
(MPUIIP) or Project Utthan is a three- year partnership programme (2013-2015) between 
DFID, Government of UK and Government of Madhya Pradesh with a grant of £27.4 million. 
The goal of the programme is to achieve sustained and equitable access to basic services 
and infrastructure (water and sanitation) and reduced disease burden on children in the urban 
areas in Madhya Pradesh. The MPUIIP builds on the recently concluded MPUSP. The DFID 
is proposing to only put in the seed capital in PPP-model basic infrastructure projects, and 
generate the rest from either the ULBs in a pooled fund model like TNUDF, or take resort 
to loans from international donors like ADB, World Bank or KFW. They have also started a 
scheme of water pumping audits in urban Madhya Pradesh.

The ADB run Project Uday (2004-2012) covered the four cities of Bhopal, Gwalior, Indore 
and Jabalpur. The total cost of the project was estimated at $275 million (including taxes and 
duties of $10.8 million), of which $ 66.0 million (24.0%) was foreign exchange including $14.4 
million in interest during construction and other charges, and $209.0 million (76.0%) was local 
currency. The key targets were:  (i) reducing non-revenue water by legitimizing unauthorized 
connections and stopping leakages; (ii) expanding the distribution system to unserviced 
areas; and (iii) augmenting surface water production (intake and treatment) as required.
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could be rightly called the “engines of growth”. The productivity differentials between the metropolitan 
areas and the rest of urban India, and of India as a whole could be gauged from the fact that while 
the average monthly per capita income at the national level was Rs. 5,752, the average estimated per 
capita income of the metropolitan districts was Rs. 11,999 in 2011. Thus, the estimated average monthly 
per capita income of the metropolitan districts was Rs. 1.9 times that of India as a whole in 2011. The 
big metropolitan areas like Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata and Chennai have lower per capita incomes than 
the average for metropolitan India, indicating that some sort of stagnancy has engulfed the economic 
growth of India’s megacities. Evidences point out that districts with big metros have lower per capita 
incomes than the average for metropolitan districts in 2011. The higher per capita incomes are to be 
seen mostly in the districts that have the smaller and emerging metros like Faridabad, Vishakhapatnam, 
Kochi, Kannur, Kollam, Tiruchirapalli and Ludhiana. But, the economic significance of the mega cities is 
undeniable. The 27 districts that house these eight mega cities hold 10.8 per cent of the total population 
of India, but are estimated to generate 18.5 per cent of India’s total GDP in 2011. Much of the relative 
stagnancy of the megacities is due to the utter disdain and neglect with which they have been treated 
by the governments at the centre as well as the state levels, as has happened over the Indian Planning 
history, right from the First Plan onwards; despite the fact that there remain large unsaturated potential 
of the economies of agglomeration and scale untapped in them, which is essential to achieve and 
sustain a high-growth path for the economy. If this neglect is continued, there is a serious fear that 
India’s economic growth story might get derailed, as has recently happened.

The phenomenon of “jobless growth” that India has been witness to in the recent years (between 
2004-05 and 2009-10), has strongly affected metropolitan India as well, with females seen to be more 
prone to opting out of jobs than males. But, work participation rates, be that for male, female or overall, 
have fallen the least in these five years of jobless growth in metropolitan India relative to the other 
units (urban India, rural India and all India). The wages in metropolitan India are much higher than in 
urban India, though the divergences in the female wage rates are significantly higher than that in the 
male wage rates.  Informalization and casualization of labour are much lower in metros than in urban 
India. In metropolitan India, females are seen to be seeking jobs predominantly in the regular or formal 
sector. In the five years between 2004-05 and 2009-10, there have happened a lot of job-cutting in the 
informal sector, the brunt of which have been borne by the female job seekers. Unemployment rates in 
metropolitan India are higher than urban India, and have risen between 2004-05 and 2009-10. The huge 
increase in the female unemployment rates is the chief reason behind the increase of unemployment 
rates in metropolitan India. 

The structural transformation path of metropolitan India is slightly different in that it has seen relatively higher 
services led growth than in urban India. There has been a continuous flight of the manufacturing sector 
from urban India, which is entirely due to the huge decline in manufacturing sector jobs in metropolitan 
India. Metropolitan India has seen a loss of manufacturing sector jobs in absolute numbers between 
2004-05 and 2009-10, by 0.36 million. As against this, urban India has seen a marginal increase in the 
number of manufacturing jobs. Unless the metropolitan and urbanization story in India could be aligned 
to the manufacturing sector, the growth story of India would be hugely hit, as it has already happened with 
India falling from a growth path of 8 to 9 per cent to a low of 4 to 5 per cent, as has been seen recently. 

Poverty is much lower in metropolitan India than in urban India; but inequality is much higher, and 
more is more alarming, as it has shown an increasing trend in the recent years. Also, there is significant 
incidence of working poverty in metropolitan India.  

Though housing quality in metropolitan India is relatively better than in urban India, it is still abysmally 
low. 71.9 per cent of the houses (on an average) across the 53 metros are “good”, as against 68.4 per 
cent in urban India, and 53.1 per cent in India, as per the Census definition. Also, the relatively high 
average value hides the fact of the extreme deprivations and inequities in housing quality as could be 
noticed across the 53 metropolitan cities. Only 63.2 per cent of the houses on an average across the 
metropolitan cities in India have more than one room. The problem of adequate housing, as expected, 
is much more severe and critical in the Class IA megacities, with 41.6 per cent making do with just 
one room, out of which 4 per cent have no exclusive room. But, in terms of quality of the material used 
in housing, the Class IB cities fare far worse than the Class IA megacities. The prevalence of rented 
accommodation, as expected, is much higher in the Class IA megacities than in the Class IB cities. On 
an average, 9.7 per cent of the census houses in metropolitan India were vacant in 2011, while the rest 
90.3 per cent were occupied. The 53 metropolitan cities in India have a total number of 35.06 million 
census houses, out of which 3.57 million are vacant, and a further 0.29 million are occupied but were 
locked at the time of survey. The total residential housing stock in the 53 metropolitan cities amounts to 
25.17 million; out of which 25.53 million are used for residential purposes and 0.64 million houses used 
as residence-cum-other use. But in what is paradoxical, 3.85 million houses in metropolitan India are 
either vacant, or occupied but locked. This is a significant 15.31 per cent of the total residential housing 
stock in metropolitan India, but is lying physically unutilized. There is a great mismatch between the 
people for whom the houses are being built and those who need them, which leads to this amount of 
housing shortage. 

As per the Report of the Technical Group on Urban Housing Shortage (2012), the urban housing 
shortage amounts to a total of 18.78 million. But the 18.78 million housing shortage in urban India 
cannot be disaggregated at the level of cities, or into city size classes due to data limitations of the 
Housing Conditions data given by the NSSO, from which the congestion and obsolescence factors 
were worked out by the Technical Group. But, the severity of housing shortage in metropolitan India 
could be assessed from the fact that out of the total residential housing stock of 25.17 million, 1.9 per 
cent is dilapidated, 36.8 per cent of the households live in no exclusive room or just one room, while 0.4 
per cent of the households are homeless.

In metropolitan India, in terms of basic infrastructure, the gap between access and quality is huge. The 
situation of basic infrastructure and service delivery is much better in metropolitan India as compared 
to that in urban India, and is uniformly much better in the Class IA mega cities, than they are in the 
cities of Class IB. But, the higher averages with regards to basic infrastructure and service delivery 
of metropolitan India mask the huge inequities that could be seen across the 53 metropolitan cities. 
Especially worrying seem to be the fact that the percentage of households having access to tap water 
from treated source within premises is alarmingly low in the Class IB cities (57 per cent), which is even 
lower than that in urban India as a whole (62 per cent). Out of the total number of 13.7 million slum 
households, 38 per cent are located in the 53 metropolitan cities, and the rest 62 per cent are in non-
metropolitan urban India. The Class IA mega cities (group of eight) have a higher proportion of slum 
population (22.9 per cent) relative to that in the Class IB cities (19.4 per cent).

What is alarming is that both the overall sex ratio (number of females per 1000 males) as well as the 
child sex ratio (0-6 yrs) for metropolitan cities in India is lower than the averages for urban India. In fact, 
in 2011, while India as a whole had a sex ratio of 940, and rural India 947; urban India had a sex ratio 
of only 926. What is more shocking is that the Class I cities had an average sex ratio of just 909, Class 
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IB cities 921; while metropolitan cities had an overall sex ratio of 912. Although a factor behind this 
could be the single-person migration to the metropolitan cities, but most of could be said to be due to 
amniocentesis and illegal abortions carried out after sex-determination tests. The average child sex ratio 
in metropolitan India is alarmingly low at 898; thus pointing out the significant number of “missing girl 
children” due to illegal sex-determination and abortions, which are happening with increasing intensity 
in metropolitan India, in degrees higher than in urban India as a whole, which might be lacking in such 
medical facilities. While India has a child sex ratio of 914, rural India 919; urban India has a sex ratio 
of just 902. An important thing to note is that while Class IA cities have lower overall sex ratio than the 
Class IB cities (909 as against 921); the complete reverse is noticed in the case of the child sex ratio, 
with Class IA cities having much higher values than the Class IB cities (909 as against 891). 

Effective literacy rate (i.e. the literacy rate of the population of age 7 and above) of metropolitan India 
is higher than that in urban India. The effective literacy rates of the Class IA cities are higher than that 
of metropolitan India, while those in Class IB are marginally lower. The same hierarchical pattern is 
followed in the case of the separate male and female literacy rates as well. The gender gap in terms of 
the effective literacy rate in metropolitan India is a sizeable 7.5 percentage points. 

What comes out very clearly from the study is that metropolitan regions are important from a policy 
perspective, and not just because in the coming decades more people will live there; but because 
they are the engines of national economies and of the global economy. In the new global knowledge-
based economy, innovation is the key to prosperity and most innovation occurs in large cities and 
metropolitan areas: prosperity comes from the ability of large cities to produce new thinking. But, the 
metropolitan regions are also inherently complex, and have larger and more diversified economies than 
many constituent states. Also, metropolitan areas demonstrate the growing extent of multidimensional 
urban poverty, increasing inequalities, and slums; and thus demand more attention. 

The Indian policy-makers must realize and recognize that metropolization (and, urbanization) is inevitable 
and ultimately desirable, and not look to stall it, but instead plan in advance to reap its benefits without 
having to pay too high a cost. It is now also well-acknowledged that no country in the world has ever 
been able to stall or even control ‘pull’ migration of the skilled and educated populace to the metropolitan 
regions and urban areas. What the policy makers should aim instead is to put an end to economically 
inefficient distress migration of the ‘push’ variety by providing basic infrastructure and social services 
in the small and medium towns, and in the rural areas. For India, which is at a stage of ‘intermediate 
urbanization’, the policy advocacy should be to build economic density and reduce economic distance. 
Natural increase has been the principal source of urban population growth in India. The contribution 
of rural-urban migration stands at about one-fifth of the net increase in urban population, although in 
states such as Gujarat, Maharashtra, Haryana, and Delhi, migration has contributed much more to the 
urban growth process. Compared to international standards, the contribution of migration has been 
much lower, often earning the label of a society where inter-place movements are low. Migration has 
been much less in India than in the rest of the world, because ethnic, religious and linguistic divisions 
discourage the poor in densely populated areas from seeking their fortune in the more developed 
areas. Mobility has also slowed down by the polices that sought to revive growth in these lagging areas 
through subsidized finance and preferential industrial licensing which were in place till 1991. In fact, these 
targeted incentives for the industry, even did not help the lagging states improve their living standards 
near to the levels in the leading states. The policy guideline, in the current scenario, seems to be to only 
select economic activities in the lagging areas, and not to build up remote infrastructure where they 
may be underused. Encouragement to inter-state migration is thus advocated which, in the long run, 

will reduce the divisions that have made the economic distances long between the leading areas and 
the densely populated lagging areas. The policy-makers should realize that economic growth is bound 
to be unbalanced but development can still be inclusive. In a world where economic concentration is 
a fact of life, governments should improve land policies, the governments must institute policies that 
make the provision of basic needs of water, roads, education, health and sanitation more universal; 
and invest efficiently in infrastructure. Thus, while economic production concentrates, living standards 
converge (World Bank 2009).

The major structural constraint confronting metropolitan areas is the lack of necessary governing 
structures and fiscal powers. However, their economic strength is not matched by their political strength 
because metropolitan areas remain politically weak. In fact, decentralization as a process has favoured 
other territorial scales than the metropolitan one, notably the regional and municipal levels; and, on the 
other hand, local democracy has favoured the municipal and neighbourhood levels but forgotten the 
metropolitan scale (Lefèvre 2010). Also, since the political boundaries of local authorities are usually not 
coterminous with the functional and economic structure of a metropolitan area, integrated planning and 
coordination of services is often a challenge. A glimpse of the challenge could be gauged from the fact 
that within the 53 metropolitan UAs/cities (that India has in 2011), there are 60 municipal corporations, 
109 municipalities and 68 nagar panchayats besides the census towns. 998 of the total 7,933, or 12.6 
per cent of the total number of towns and cities are actually within the 53 metropolitan UAs/ cities. 
729 census towns (with no urban local bodies) or 18.7 per cent of the total number of census towns 
are within the 53 metropolitan cities. Also, insufficient powers, particularly taxing powers, hamstrung 
the urban local bodies of the metropolitan cities for the tasks at hand expected of them. Despite their 
growing significance, metropolitan India face significant hurdles in realizing their full potential due to 
constraints imposed by the legal and constitutional architecture in the federal structure of India. 

Before addressing the major areas of concern and the possible policy implications that arise from 
the analysis of metropolitan India as done in the study, the study tries to categorize or grade cities 
according to their economic performance and the status of basic infrastructure and housing in them. 
This categorization of the metropolitan cities would then be linked up to the policy recommendations. 
For carrying out such an analysis, the housing quality index/basic infrastructure index values are taken 
in reverse, so that instead of looking for the better metros in these sectors (as was done previously in 
the study), the study now looks for the metros that are in crisis. To arrive at the housing crisis index, the 
parameters used are: the percentage of households with (i) condition of houses either dilapidated or just 
livable (not “good”); (ii) houses not using permanent material for roof; (iii) houses not using permanent 
material for walls; (iv) houses not using permanent material for floor; and (v) houses not having more 
than one room. The parameters used to arrive at the basic infrastructure crisis index are: the percentage 
of households with no (i) access to tap water from treated source within premises; (ii) flush latrine facility 
with piped sewer within the premises; (iii) bathroom within the premises; and (iv) waste water outlet 
connected to closed drainage. Then, two simple matrices are built up, one for housing and another for 
basic infrastructure; combining the values obtained for these indices with the economic performance 
index earlier obtained. This is done by first dividing the 53 metros into equal halves both for the housing/ 
basic infrastructure crisis index values (after first ranking them in descending order of their values); so 
that 27 of them could be called in a housing/ basic infrastructure crisis (comparatively speaking, out of 
the 53 metros), and the rest are said to be not in a crisis. Similarly, for the economic performance index 
values across the 53 metros, a similar technique is followed. Then, simple matrices are constructed, one 
for housing and the other for basic infrastructure in the following form: 
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Metros in housing or basic infrastructure crisis Metros not in housing or basic infrastructure 
crisis

Good econom-
ic performance

1,1 0,1

Bad economic 
performance

1,0 0,0

In this matrix, in each cell, the first digit is used to denote the housing/ basic infrastructure crisis or the 
absence of it. 1 is used to denote housing/ basic infrastructure crisis and 0 the absence of housing/ 
basic infrastructure crisis. The second digit of each cell is used to denote the economic performance 
of the metros17, and “good” economic performance is denoted by 1 and “bad” economic performance 
by 0. If the housing crisis or the absence of it, and the economic performance across the 53 metros 
are analyzed, the resultant matrix would be of the following form, as in Table 51:

What is revealed from this matrix is that the 16 metros in Cell No. 1 of the matrix, namely Amritsar, 
Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, Durg-Bhilainagar, Faridabad, Gwalior, Jamshedpur, Kannur, Kollam, 
Kota, Kozhikode, Madurai, Nagpur, Thiruvananthapuram and Thrissur are in a housing crisis, but are 
“good” in terms of their economic performance.

11 metros namely Allahabad, Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Meerut, Patna, Raipur, Ranchi, 
Srinagar and Varanasi are found in a housing crisis but also have shown a very “bad” economic 
performance. Thus, they could be said to be in a vicious cycle of low economic performance and bad 
housing quality.

11 metros namely Ahmadabad, Aurangabad, Chandigarh, Delhi, Greater Visakhapatnam, Indore, 
Kochi, Ludhiana, Rajkot, Tiruchirappalli and Vadodara are “good” both in terms of their economic 
performance, as well as their housing quality. 
Another 15 metros namely Agra, Bangalore, Chennai, Ghaziabad, Greater Mumbai, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kolkata, Malappuram, Nashik, Pune, Surat, Vasai Virar City and Vijayawada are 
“good” in terms of housing but “bad” in terms of their economic performance.
If the basic infrastructure crisis or the absence of it, and economic performance across the 53 metros 
are analyzed, the resultant matrix would be of the following form, as in Table 52.

What comes out to the fore from this resultant matrix is that the 15 metros, namely Bhopal, Coimbatore, 
Dhanbad, Durg-Bhilainagar, Faridabad, Greater Visakhapatnam, Jamshedpur, Kannur, Kochi, Kollam, 
Kota, Kozhikode, Thiruvananthapuram, Thrissur and Tiruchirappalli are in a basic infrastructure crisis, 
but are “good” in terms of their economic performance18.

But, 12 metros namely Agra, Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Malappuram, Meerut, Patna, 
Raipur, Ranchi, Srinagar and Vasai Virar City are found in a basic infrastructure crisis but are also 
have shown a very “bad” economic performance. Thus, they could be said to be in a vicious cycle of 
low economic performance and bad basic infrastructure. 

12 metros namely Ahmadabad, Amritsar, Aurangabad, Chandigarh, Delhi, Gwalior, Indore, Ludhiana, 
Madurai, Nagpur, Rajkot and Vadodara are “good” both in terms of their economic performance, as 
well as their basic infrastructure status. 
Another 14 metros namely Allahabad, Bangalore, Chennai, Ghaziabad, Greater Mumbai, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kolkata, Nashik, Pune, Surat, Varanasi and Vijayawada are “good” in terms of basic 
infrastructure but “bad” in terms of their economic performance.
Now, the 53 metropolitan cities of India are categorized into 5 groups:
 1) Achievers = Good in all three, i.e. economic performance, basic infrastructure and   
  housing;
 2) Laggards = Bad in all three, i.e. economic performance, basic infrastructure and   
  housing;
 3) Aspirers = The group which is bad in housing or basic infrastructure (only one, but 
   not both) but good as per economic performance + The group which is bad in 
   terms of economic performance, but are not in either housing or in basic infrastructure 
   (are good in both these fronts);
 4) Alternates = Bad in housing and basic infrastructure (both) but good as per economic 
   performance;
 5) Average = Bad in economic performance, and bad in either housing or infra (only   
  one, but not both). 

Table 51: Resultant matrix for the housing crisis or the absence of it, and the probability of paying back 
the loans taken in this sector across the 53 metros

 Metros in housing crisis Metros not in housing crisis

Metros with 
good economic 

performance

Amritsar, Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, 
Durg-Bhilainagar, Faridabad, Gwalior, Jamshedpur, 
Kannur, Kollam, Kota, Kozhikode, Madurai, Nagpur, 

Thiruvananthapuram, Thrissur

Ahmadabad, Aurangabad, Chandigarh, Delhi, 
Greater Visakhapatnam, Indore, Kochi, 

Ludhiana, Rajkot, Tiruchirappalli, Vadodara

Metros with 
bad economic 
performance

Allahabad, Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, 
Meerut, Patna, Raipur, Ranchi, Srinagar, Varanasi

Agra, Bangalore, Chennai, Ghaziabad, Greater 
Mumbai, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kolkata, 

Malappuram, Nashik, Pune, Surat, Vasai Virar City, 
Vijayawada

Table 52: Resultant matrix for the basic infrastructure crisis or the absence of it, and the probability of 
paying back the loans taken in this sector across the 53 metros

 Metros in basic infrastructure crisis Metros not in basic infrastructure crisis

Metros with 
good economic 

performance

Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, Durg-Bhilainagar, 
Faridabad, Greater Visakhapatnam, Jamshedpur, 

Kannur, Kochi, Kollam, Kota, Kozhikode, 
Thiruvananthapuram, Thrissur, Tiruchirappalli

Ahmadabad, Amritsar, Aurangabad, Chandigarh, 
Delhi, Gwalior, Indore, Ludhiana, Madurai, Nagpur, 

Rajkot, Vadodara

Metros with 
bad economic 
performance

Agra, Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, 
Malappuram, Meerut, Patna, Raipur, Ranchi, 

Srinagar, Vasai Virar City

Allahabad, Bangalore, Chennai, Ghaziabad, Greater 
Mumbai, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kolkata, 

Nashik, Pune, Surat, Varanasi, Vijayawada

18 It must be stated here that this is with the limited definition of ’basic infrastructure’ for which data was available across the 53 
metros, and have been analyzed in the study, that includes: (i) access to tap water from treated source within premises; (ii) flush 
latrine facility with piped sewer within the premises; (iii) bathroom within the premises; and (iv) waste water outlet connected to closed 
drainage. Also, the economic growth in this group of 15 metros seems to have happened independent of their basic infrastructure. 
Economic growth is much more dependent on the availability of good roads and railway networks, seed capital and banking facilities, 
literacy and technical education which in many of these 15 metros are known to be quite good. However, such growth without basic 
infrastructure cannot be sustained for long.  

17 The economic performance will subsequently be linked to the probability of repayment of loans to HUDCO, because the repayment 
capability will depend on the economic performance index of the metros.  
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There are 8 metros that are “good” in terms of economic performance as well as the status of housing 
and infrastructure, and are common in the top right cell of both the matrices. They are: Ahmadabad, 
Aurangabad, Chandigarh, Delhi, Indore, Ludhiana, Rajkot and Vadodara. This group of eight could 
be termed “achievers”, and have huge potential19.

On the other hand, the 9 metros of Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Meerut, Patna, Raipur, Ranchi 
and Srinagar, are found to be “bad” both in housing as well as in an infrastructure crisis, but are also 
“bad” in terms of their economic performance. This group of nine cities could be seen to be in grave 
crisis, and could be called “laggards”. They are seen to be in a vicious cycle of under-performance 
on both fronts: economic performance, as well as the status of housing and infrastructure.
The group of 19 metros that are “good” in terms of economic performance; but is either in housing 
or an infrastructure crisis, but not in both; or are “bad” in terms of economic performance, but are 
not in either housing or in basic infrastructure (are “good” in both these fronts). This group could be 
termed “aspirers”. These are: Amritsar, Bangalore, Chennai, Ghaziabad, Greater Mumbai, Greater 
Visakhapatnam, Gwalior, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kochi, Kolkata, Madurai, Nagpur, Nashik, 
Pune, Surat, Tiruchirappalli and Vijayawada. Most of the Class IB cities (above 5 million) fall in this 
category, of their failure on one of the three fronts of economic performance or housing or basic 
infrastructure.

There are quite a few metros which are common in both the lists, with respect to both basic infrastructure 
and housing crisis. 12 metros namely Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, Durg-Bhilainagar, Faridabad, 
Jamshedpur, Kannur, Kollam, Kota, Kozhikode, Thiruvananthapuram and Thrissur feature in both 
the lists. They are in crisis with respect to both basic infrastructure and housing, but can come out 
of it because they are in a position to pay back commercial loans, due to their superior economic 
performance. This group of 12 metros could be called the “alternates”. 

Besides these “achievers”, “alternates”, “aspirers” and “laggards”; the rest 5 metros are “average” 
metros with them not fully in crisis, but also not fully “good”. They are all economically under-performing, 
and have either housing or infrastructure crisis (in one indicator are they are under-performing; but 
not in both). This group of 5 is: Agra, Allahabad, Malappuram, Varanasi and Vasai Virar City. 
The above categorization of cities is depicted in Table 53.

The challenges and the possible policy implications that arise from the analysis of metropolitan India are:
 
i. Prioritization of investments in the housing and basic infrastructure sectors across the 53 
metros for HUDCO, and for the governments:

The Housing and Urban Development Corporation Ltd. (HUDCO) is a public sector enterprise fully 
owned by the Government of India, under the Companies Act 1956. HUDCO’s mission is to promote 
sustainable habitat development to enhance quality of life. The objectives of HUDCO are:

(a) To provide long term finance for construction of houses for residential purposes or finance or 
  undertake housing and urban development programmes in the country.
(b) To finance or undertake, wholly or partly, the setting up of new or satellite towns.
(c) To subscribe to the debentures and bonds to be issued by the state housing (and/ or urban 
  development) boards, improvement trusts, development authorities etc. 
(d) To finance or undertake the setting up of industrial enterprises of building material;
(e) To administer the funds received, from time to time, from the Government of India and other 
  sources as grants or otherwise for the purposes of financing or undertaking housing and urban  
 development projects; and
(f) To promote, establish, assist, collaborate and provide consultancy services for the projects 
  of designing and planning of works relating to Housing and Urban Development programmes in 
  India and abroad. 

The previous subsection of the “conclusions” section grouped cities into the categories of achievers, 
aspirers, alternates, average and laggards. This categorization and the two resultant matrices as 
obtained in the Tables 51 and 52, would now be analyzed to obtain the priority lists for HUDCO, 
and for the governments (both centre and states) for investments/ lending in the housing and basic 
infrastructure sectors. There are two components to this prioritization, one that the metros are in 
a crisis in terms of either housing or infrastructure, and that they are in a position to pay back the 
loans taken in these sectors. Repayment of loans taken from HUDCO in the basic infrastructure 
and housing sectors would obviously be dependent on their economic performance. Thus, one can 
say that the metros with “good” economic performance would be the ones that would have high 
probability of paying back loans taken from a commercial lending institution like HUDCO; while those 
with “bad” economic performance would be the ones with low probability of paying back loans. This 
method would clearly categorize the 53 metros in 4 groups; and help identify the metros that should 
be HUDCO priority, and the metros that should be the government priority. 

As revealed from Table 51, 16 metros namely Amritsar, Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, Durg-
Bhilainagar, Faridabad, Gwalior, Jamshedpur, Kannur, Kollam, Kota, Kozhikode, Madurai, Nagpur, 
Thiruvananthapuram and Thrissur are in a housing crisis, but are “good” in terms of their economic 
performance. This group could pay back commercial loans; and so would be attractive for HUDCO 
lending in the housing sector. 

But, 11 metros namely Allahabad, Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Meerut, Patna, Raipur, Ranchi, 
Srinagar and Varanasi are found in a housing crisis but are also have shown a very “bad” economic 
performance; and thus, could be said to be in a vicious cycle of low economic performance and bad 
housing quality. They are in a housing crisis, but cannot pay back loans taken. Thus, the government, 
both at the centre as well as the states, has to step in pro-actively to pull them out of the vicious cycle 
of low economic performance and housing crisis that they find themselves in.

19 A point to be noted is that many of them have very low social index values, and must now invest adequately in the health and 
education sectors. 

Table 53: Categorization of metropolitan cities based on economic performance, and status of basic 
infrastructure and housing

Achievers (8) Ahmadabad, Aurangabad, Chandigarh, Delhi, Indore, Ludhiana, Rajkot and Vadodara 

Aspirers (19) Amritsar, Bengaluru, Chennai, Ghaziabad, Greater Mumbai, Greater Visakhapatnam, Gwalior, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kochi, Kolkata, Madurai, Nagpur, Nashik, Pune, Surat, Tiruchirappalli and Vijayawada 

Alternates (12) Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, Durg-Bhilainagar, Faridabad, Jamshedpur, Kannur, Kollam, Kota, 
Kozhikode, Thiruvananthapuram and Thrissur 

Average (5) Agra, Allahabad, Malappuram, Varanasi and Vasai Virar City 

Laggards (9) Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Meerut, Patna, Raipur, Ranchi and Srinagar 
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What comes out to the fore from the resultant matrix as shown in Table 52 is that the 15 metros, namely 
Bhopal, Coimbatore, Dhanbad, Durg-Bhilainagar, Faridabad, Greater Visakhapatnam, Jamshedpur, 
Kannur, Kochi, Kollam, Kota, Kozhikode, Thiruvananthapuram, Thrissur and Tiruchirappalli are in a 
basic infrastructure crisis, but are “good” in terms of their economic performance. This group could 
pay back commercial loans taken in the basic infrastructure sector; and so would be attractive for 
HUDCO lending in basic infrastructure. 

12 metros namely Agra, Asansol, Jabalpur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Malappuram, Meerut, Patna, Raipur, 
Ranchi, Srinagar and Vasai Virar City are found in a basic infrastructure crisis but are also have 
shown a very “bad” economic performance. Thus, they could be said to be in a vicious cycle of low 
economic performance and bad basic infrastructure. They are in a basic infrastructure crisis, but 
cannot pay back loans taken. Thus, the government, both at the centre as well as the states, has 
to step in pro-actively to pull them out of the vicious cycle of low economic performance and basic 
infrastructure crisis that they find themselves in.

The set of 8 metros categorized as “achievers” in Table 53 should be the least priority for HUDCO and 
the centre and state governments; because comparatively speaking; these 8 are the best in terms of 
their economic performance and the status of basic infrastructure and housing as found across the 
53 metros. The set of 9 metros categorized as “laggards” must be top priority for the governments at 
both the central and state government levels, because they are in three types of crisis with respect to 
their economic performance and also the status of basic infrastructure and housing; with the result 
that though they are in both basic infrastructure as well as housing crisis, they are not even in a 
position to repay commercial loans, and would certainly not be attractive from the HUDCO viewpoint. 
The set of 12 metros categorized as “alternates” should be the top priority for HUDCO, because they 
are in crisis with respect to both basic infrastructure and housing, but can come out of it because they 
are in a position to pay back commercial loans, due to their superior economic performance.

ii. Policy implications for housing and basic infrastructure: What HUDCO and the government 
should do?

Since the problem of adequate housing space (in terms of numbers of rooms) is much more severe 
and critical in the Class IA megacities (above 5 million); but, the Class IB cities (1-5 million) fare 
far worse than the Class IA megacities if the quality of the material used in housing is examined, it 
would be prudent for the government and HUDCO to look for solutions that would meet the needs, 
specifically, of these size classes. What this means is that government/HUDCO should invest on 
providing accommodation for the large number of people who have no housing, or live in slums; 
and a little more spacious accommodation for those having no exclusive room or just one room 
(the numbers of which are significant) in the Class IA megacities. The funding for the Class IB cities 
should look to, besides the creation of new affordable housing, the improvement in the material of the 
existing housing stock (which is extremely poor). Thus, designing housing schemes to deal upfront 
with the problems of inadequacy of housing space and congestion in big metros; and bad housing 
quality in smaller metros is an urgent challenge for policymakers. Housing quality is critically bad 
(almost slum-like) in the metropolitan cities of Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh; and 
government/HUDCO should intervene there on an urgent basis.  

Government/HUDCO should also fund the creation of affordable rental housing in the Class IA 
megacities. Low income households in the megacities, where housing is an acute problem, cannot 
afford to buy homes and cannot get home loans due to lack of credit history. Smaller, monthly rent 
payments might suit their variable income profile. For the government, subsidy outlays for rental 
housing, such as on rental allowance is lower than subsidizing house ownership. Also, the housing 
asset remains with the government so it can be used by multiple households over time. The majority 
of low income persons in metropolitan areas end up renting accommodation in the informal sector 
under a variety of arrangements. The creation of affordable rental housing could go a long way in 
creating slum-free megacities.

Eliminating housing shortage in urban India and especially in the metropolitan cities of India is an 
enormous task. For this, the government and HUDCO have to seek full involvement and cooperation of 
private sector. Some recommendations to meet this challenge through alternate and complementary 
strategies, as outlined by the Technical Group on Urban Housing Shortage (2012), and which 
are completely in tune with the requirements as regards to the housing shortage seen in the 53 
metropolitan cities of India are:

a) Housing should be made a part of infrastructure sector or declared to be an industry, so that it 
  is possible to incentivize the construction activities to deliver an appropriate mix of dwelling 
  units to meet the needs of the people in housing poverty;
b) Bringing in the vacant houses into the housing market through taxation and incentive 
  policies;
c) Households that have the problem of congestion must be enabled to create extra space or 
  build extra rooms through support from public agencies like HUDCO; and
d) Shifting the households living in dilapidated houses to new units.

To this might be added the critically important lending of interest-free loans to the EWS and LIG 
classes for investing in their own houses. 

The most critical of these four strategies outlined by the Technical Committee is how to bring the 
vacant houses in the housing market; or in other words, how to better align demand and supply in 
the housing market. This is because there are evidences of huge distortions in the housing market 
in the metropolitan cities of India, in that what is being demanded, is not getting produced; and 
vice versa. This was corroborated in the study tours of Jaipur and Bhopal, what with large number 
of MIG and HIG builder flats, especially in the outskirts of these cities, lying vacant for more than a 
year; seen correspondingly with the fact that there is a huge housing shortage for the EWS and LIG 
categories. 3.85 million houses in metropolitan India are either vacant, or occupied but locked. This 
is a significant 15.31 per cent of the total residential housing stock in metropolitan India, but is lying 
physically unutilized. If these houses could be brought into the housing market through the designing 
of suitable tax and incentive structures, a large part of the housing problem seen across the 53 
metropolitan cities in India could actually be solved.   

As regards basic infrastructure and service delivery in the metropolitan cities of India, government/
HUDCO should look to fund projects that aim at bridging the huge gap that exists between access 
and quality in the metros. While 79 per cent households in metros have some source of drinking 
water within premises, only 60 per cent have treated tap water facility within premises. While 90 
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per cent households across the 53 metros have some sort of latrine facility within premises, only 
50 per cent have flush latrine with piped sewer. For metropolitan regions, infrastructure provision 
should also be aimed at inter-connectedness and equitable distribution between the core and the 
periphery. The figures of Class IB cities even in the terms of access to infrastructure are abysmally 
low and government/HUDCO should invest in improving their access (as well the quality). The basic 
infrastructure and service delivery status in the smaller metros of Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Jharkhand, 
Chhattisgarh and West Bengal are critically low, and it would be prudent for government/HUDCO to 
address the basic infrastructure needs in these metropolitan cities.

iii. Implication for JNNURM Phase II: How do policymakers deal with the huge governance 
challenge of integration and coordination within metro-regions?

A huge number of 729 census towns (or 18.7 per cent of the total number of census towns) are 
within the 53 metropolitan cities of India. Census towns are conglomerations that grow in rural or 
peri-urban areas, with densification of populations; but are bereft of any urban governance structure 
or the requisite urban infrastructure. They are unique in that they are ‘urban’ in definition, but ‘rural’ 
by governance. These areas continue to be classified as ‘rural’ officially, but are governed by gram 
panchayats with limited expertise in managing governance and infrastructure service delivery for 
larger population centres. This administrative deficit is likely to have adverse long-term consequences, 
especially for the census towns that are within the metropolitan urban agglomerations, since they are 
experiencing a rapid pace of expansion. While it is inevitable that census towns would be added to the 
metropolitan (and urban) frame in larger numbers in the coming decades because of the cause-and-
effect relationship between the structural transformations of the Indian economy and the increasing 
share of the non-primary sector both in the share of GDP and employment, and the definition of the 
‘census towns’; they clearly present a formidable challenge. It can be estimated that the average 
population of such settlements is only 16,000-17,000. This throws up huge governance challenge 
before the central and state governments to intervene in controlling the growing urban-municipal 
hiatus, and integrate the census towns within metropolitan planning. 

Special strategies for them, while appreciating their unique needs, are urgently needed. The census 
towns within the metropolitan regions must be integrated within the whole metropolitan governance 
architecture, so as to effectively and efficiently harness the positive externalities of the urbanization 
process in generating economic growth and in putting across public service delivery systems at lower 
unit costs. It calls for broadening the base of the concept of metropolitan planning units, and clubbing 
as many of them as possible in a corridor or zonal approach. Also, the state governments must 
ensure that these towns are quickly brought within the urban fold, by exercising their discretionary 
powers, so that they can have their own elected urban local bodies accountable to the citizens. The 
Regional Planning Committee model that India already had set out to establish in the form of the 
Metropolitan Planning Committees (MPCs); need to be set up, strengthened and made effective. The 
MPCs must be operationalized and made the focal point for all activities related to regional planning. 
Interjurisdictional coordination under the fold of the MPC would also allow economies of scale to be 
exploited in service provision. 

iv. Implication for JNNURM Phase II: How do policymakers deal with metropolitan growth 
without a pronounced core?

JNNURM has chosen as the units of planning and project implementation the urban agglomerations 
(UAs), and not just the core cities within municipal boundaries. 13 new metropolitan cities would 
be candidates for JNNURM Phase II; if the existing criterion of million-plus urban agglomerations 
is applied (5 were already being covered under the criteria of state capitals)20. Out of these 13, the 
five in Kerala have core city populations (as a percentage of the total city population) in the range of 
less than 10 to 31 per cent. Two of them (Malappuram and Kannur) do not even have a Class I city 
as the core. This would mean that large parts of the metros do not have an urban local body. This is 
of concern because it would be difficult to build up chains of accountability in the case of JNNURM 
funds flow for want of elected urban local bodies that could be held as representative of the city. The 
state government has to step in, and announce the creation and demarcation of urban local bodies 
in such places, at least covering 50 per cent of the urban agglomeration population. 

v. How do policymakers handle sprawls in the peripheries of metros? 

There are evidences of huge sprawls around the metropolitan cities, especially being seen around 
the smaller metros of population size between 1 and 5 million. Built-up density, estimated as 
population over of built-up area, is decreasing for most metropolitan cities and is more prominent 
beyond the administrative boundary. This essentially points out that with higher change in built-up 
over population; low-density sprawl is taking place in all these cities. Sprawls are not only expensive 
because they increase the costs of urbanization and in the provision of services and infrastructure, 
but there is also the imminent danger of them turning into slums/conglomeration of slum-like housing, 
because of the complete lack of regulation in most of them. The policymakers face a huge challenge 
to determine what kind  of planning and developmental controls should be in place for sprawls. This 
might mean that the compactness and densification of metropolitan cities have to be carried out 
through increase in Floor Area Ratios (FARs), so that land prices in cities become relatively affordable, 
and it is possible for India to harness and exploit the vast unsaturated scope of agglomeration and 
urbanization economies inherent in the processes of metropolization. But, care should be taken to 
ensure that proportionate basic infrastructure, and health and educational amenities are provided in 
places where FARs go up.

vi. Predominantly services led growth in metropolitan India: What would this mean for skills and 
training requirements of people in metros; and how to revitalize the manufacturing sector?

Metropolitan growth has been services led at the cost of manufacturing. Manufacturing sector jobs 
have gone down in absolute numbers in 18 of the 27 core metros between 2004-05 and 2009-10. The 
effects of this services led growth have huge implications on the skills and training requirements of 
the people living in the metropolitan cities.

The GoI, which is reportedly thinking of proposing a scheme called National Urban Livelihoods 
Mission (NULM), with a specific focus on the primary issues pertaining to urban poverty such as skill 

20 The programme was designed to cover all the million-plus or metro cities, all state capitals, and some other chosen cities of 
religious, historic or touristic importance. 
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upgradation, entrepreneurship development and credit availability; must go ahead with it on an urgent 
basis. This would be vital for the metropolitan (and, urban economy) which are now predominantly 
services led, and thus would need workers with specialized skills. Unskilled labour could have been 
absorbed in the manufacturing sector, but metropolitan India has been the witness to the continuous 
flight of the manufacturing sector away from its limits. The National Skill Development Mission, which 
was launched, must also be strengthened and made more effective. Only then could India transform 
the urban challenge into urban opportunities to achieve the objective of inclusive growth. This is vital 
for India (urban India and metropolitan India), because almost 42 per cent of the population in 2026 
would be in the age group 15-39. If only India can improve the productivity levels by investing in 
training and skills development, it can come close to achieving the preferred trajectory of growth with 
equity, by reaping the benefits of the demographic dividend. A process of education that ends with the 
acquisition of cognitive and vocational skills that are readily marketable to segments of the industrial 
or service sectors has to be initiated, which would act as a big push to the overall accumulation of 
human capital. Such schemes would also go a long away in addressing the burgeoning levels of 
inequality in metropolitan (and urban) India. The components of these missions/schemes looking at 
skills upgradation, entrepreneurship development and credit availability for metropolitan (and urban) 
India, must vitally have an inbuilt bias towards value addition of the women, because the informal 
sector job-cutting witnessed in the recent years in metropolitan (and urban) India, have been seen to 
affect the female work participation rates very significantly. 

The metropolitan cities with very low values in terms of the economic performance index (in Tables 
51 and 52), as depicted in the lower row of the matrix (in both the cells), must be provided with a 
livelihood mission to gear them up to get enough skills and training so that people in them are able 
to secure jobs in the services sector, which has assumed a predominant position in the metropolitan 
employment domain, so that India can embark on an inclusive growth path. The predominantly 
services led growth seen in metropolitan India would also have huge policy implications on the 
patterns of land use and mobility, which needs to be examined further.  

The Delhi Mumbai Industrial Corridor (DMIC), Special Economic Zones (SEZs), Information Technology 
Parks (ITPs), Export Promotion Industrial Parks (EPIPs) and industrial clusters around the metropolitan 
cities of India, were started with much fanfare, but the interest in them has since then dwindled quite a 
bit. The approach of development through clusterization and corridor-formation can result in effective 
harnessing of the agglomeration economies, and should be pursued with a greater focus. The efforts 
in these directions must be re-vitalized and energized. But, the relationship of these new clusters with 
the local bodies, urban or rural, in relation to the tax and user charge collections, and service delivery 
systems, has to be made very clear from the outset, so that future disputes (which would otherwise 
be very obvious) could be prevented. 

Manufacturing sector is critical for sustaining India’s growth path because the services sector would 
scarcely provide jobs to people without or with little education, and without skills, which India still 
has in abundance. The manufacturing sector would also be vital to India for reaping the expected 
demographic dividend. The National Manufacturing Policy has to effectively exploit the economies 
of scale inherent in the processes of agglomeration and metropolization. The policy makers have to 
intervene and prevent the continuous flight of the manufacturing sector from metropolitan cities into 
rural hinterlands, and let the manufacturing sector benefit from aligning with urban agglomeration 

economies and growth processes, by incentivizing their presence within the peripheries of metropolitan 
cities, which could be made open to a more mixed land-use. This is critical because only the successful 
exploitation of the agglomeration economies inherent in the processes of metropolization can help 
India achieve and sustain a high growth trajectory. Otherwise, the growth processes are bound to get 
derailed, as has happened recently in India. 

vii. How to deal with the huge housing and infrastructure deficit?

Housing (both numbers and quality) and service delivery in metros is abysmally low, and much 
below than those needed for sustaining the “engines of growth”. In comparison with the services 
level benchmarks defined by the Ministry of Urban Development (MoUD), there are huge gaps in the 
desired and achieved services levels in the metros. 

In India, neither municipal nor State governments have the capacity to invest in urban renewal or 
investment in infrastructure. Therefore, municipal-centre linkages become necessary, as was tried 
out under the JNNURM scheme. But, the corpus funds for JNNURM Phase II have to be made much 
more significant to leave the necessary impact. Own revenue of ULBs accounts for a little over half of 
their total revenue and total revenue itself is only 0.9 per cent of the gross domestic product (GDP), 
much lower than the revenues of urban local governments in South Africa (6.0 per cent) and Brazil 
(7.4 per cent). According to a RBI (2007) study, the average level of infrastructure under-spending for 
the 30 biggest municipal corporations worked out to be 76.0 per cent, which is a visible pointer to the 
acute levels of under-spending on urban infrastructural services by the metropolitan cities. The level 
of under-spending in some cases is as high as 94.4 per cent, as in Patna. In fact, all the 6 million-plus 
Municipal Corporations in Uttar Pradesh had alarming under-spending levels higher than 90 per cent. 
The direct result of this is that there are serious question marks on the reliability, adequacy and quality 
of metropolitan infrastructure in India. The biggest constraint on rapid growth in the years ahead 
would be the inadequacy of urban (and metropolitan) infrastructure and its poor quality compared 
with global scenario. Also, the policymakers have to strive for equity and inclusiveness in metropolitan 
infrastructure so as to ensure that the citywide infrastructure systems get linked with service networks 
in slums and low income settlements. 

In order that the metropolitan cities are able to spend on quality infrastructure and services delivery, and 
until metropolitan regions get their deserved space in the fiscal architecture of the Indian constitution; 
the most logical and urgent step would be to, as recommended by HPEC (2011) that to insert a Local 
Bodies Finance List along the lines of the Union and State Lists. Also, sharing of a pre-specified 
percentage of revenues from all taxes on goods and services (including motor vehicle tax and stamp 
duty) which are levied by States to enable ULBs to meet their functional responsibilities assigned 
to them by the 74th Amendment has to be constitutionally ensured. The intergovernmental transfer 
package should not be ad-hoc and should be formula-based, drawn up on the basis of a thorough 
assessment of the needs. Moreover, metropolitan areas should also be as self-sufficient as possible. 
This could be to a large extent ensured by giving these regions the independence to structure their 
tariffs in such a way so that the user charges could meet O&M cost, debt servicing and depreciation 
towards the cost of the project; and to monetize the land values of the prime land in the hands of the 
local bodies and development authorities, which are otherwise in sub-optimal usage. 
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At the end of the three-year study, the objective of the consolidated Report (while Phase I had 
focussed solely on the metropolitan cities; Phase II would focus on the non-metropolitan cities or 
those with population between 1 lakh to 10 lakh; and Phase III would focus on the towns or those 
having population below 1 lakh) is to come up with a stratified policy across size classes of the urban 
settlements, while also addressing the inequities within the size class. It would also strive to link the 
policy recommendations thus obtained with the current urban policies and programmes of India.
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Table A1: Metropolitan cities, their population and growth rates

Rank 
in 

2011

UA / City State  Population 
(in million)

Annual 
exponential 
growth rate 
2001-2011 
(per cent)

Long run 
trend growth 

rate 1901-2011 
(per cent)

Long run 
trend growth 

rate 1961-2011 
(per cent)

1 Greater Mumbai Maharashtra 18.41 1.18 2.81 2.81

2 Delhi Delhi 16.31 2.37 3.94 3.87

3 Kolkata West Bengal 14.11 0.66 2.48 1.71

4 Chennai Tamil Nadu 8.70 2.82 2.44 3.00

5 Bangalore Karnataka 8.50 3.99 3.59 3.90

6 Hyderabad Andhra Pradesh 7.75 3.00 2.59 3.65

7 Ahmadabad Gujarat 6.35 3.39 3.21 3.32

8 Pune Maharashtra 5.05 2.95 3.12 3.71

9 Surat Gujarat 4.59 4.89 3.24 5.34

10 Jaipur Rajasthan 3.07 2.80 2.69 4.03

11 Kanpur Uttar Pradesh 2.92 0.73 2.42 2.20

12 Lucknow Uttar Pradesh 2.90 2.56 2.21 2.97

13 Nagpur Maharashtra 2.50 1.60 2.70 2.71

14 Ghaziabad Uttar Pradesh 2.36 8.90 4.86 7.02

15 Indore Madhya Pradesh 2.17 3.57 2.82 3.41

16 Coimbatore Tamil Nadu 2.15 3.87 3.37 3.14

17 Kochi Kerala 2.12 4.46 3.05 3.69

18 Patna Bihar 2.05 1.87 2.21 3.10

19 Kozhikode Kerala 2.03 8.36 2.97 3.91

20 Bhopal Madhya Pradesh 1.88 2.56 2.91 4.27

21 Thrissur Kerala 1.85 17.26 4.34 6.47

22 Vadodara Gujarat 1.82 1.98 2.60 3.54

23 Agra Uttar Pradesh 1.75 2.71 2.03 2.47

24 Greater Visakhapatnam Andhra Pradesh 1.73 2.51 3.40 4.21

25 Malappuram Kerala 1.70 22.99 n.a. 9.86

26 Thiruvananthapuram Kerala 1.69 6.40 3.07 3.47

27 Kannur Kerala 1.64 11.93 3.08 4.54

28 Ludhiana Punjab 1.61 1.43 3.18 3.78

29 Nashik Maharashtra 1.56 3.05 3.78 3.96

30 Vijayawada Andhra Pradesh 1.49 3.61 3.49 3.52

31 Madurai Tamil Nadu 1.46 1.95 2.39 2.18

32 Varanasi Uttar Pradesh 1.44 1.76 1.68 2.09

33 Meerut Uttar Pradesh 1.42 2.04 2.21 3.15

34 Faridabad Haryana 1.40 2.85 4.51 6.34

35 Rajkot Gujarat 1.39 3.27 3.32 3.94

36 Jamshedpur Jharkhand 1.34 1.91 n.a. 2.81

37 Srinagar Jammu & Kashmir 1.27 2.53 2.13 2.91

38 Jabalpur Madhya Pradesh 1.27 1.44 2.40 2.48

Appendix Tables
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Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 1961-2011.

Table A2: Population of metropolitan cities/UAs (in million), and the growth rates: 
Core- periphery analysis during 2001 and 2011

2011 2001 Annual Exponential Growth 
Rates 2001-2011 (per cent)

UA / City Total Core Core  to 
Total 

(percent)

Total Core Core  to 
Total 

(percent)

Total Core Periphery

Greater Mumbai 18.4 12.5 67.8 16.4 12.0 73.2 1.18 0.41 3.02

Delhi 16.3 11.0 67.5 12.9 9.9 76.7 2.37 1.08 5.71

Kolkata 14.1 4.5 31.8 13.2 4.6 34.6 0.66 -0.19 1.09

Chennai 8.7 4.7 53.8 6.6 4.3 66.2 2.82 0.75 5.94

Bangalore 8.5 8.4 99.1 5.7 4.3 75.4 3.99 6.72 -29.48

Hyderabad 7.7 6.8 87.9 5.7 3.7 63.7 3.00 6.21 -7.97

Ahmadabad 6.4 5.6 87.7 4.5 3.5 77.8 3.39 4.59 -2.51

Pune 5.0 3.1 61.7 3.8 2.5 67.5 2.95 2.05 4.59

Surat 4.6 4.5 97.3 2.8 2.4 86.6 4.89 6.06 -11.19

Jaipur 3.1 3.1 100.0 2.3 2.3 100.0 2.80 2.80 0.00

Kanpur 2.9 2.8 94.8 2.7 2.6 94.0 0.73 0.81 -0.71

Lucknow 2.9 2.8 97.0 2.2 2.2 100.0 2.56 2.26 0.00

Nagpur 2.5 2.4 96.3 2.1 2.1 96.4 1.60 1.59 1.76

Ghaziabad 2.4 1.6 69.4 1.0 1.0 100.0 8.90 5.25 0.00

Indore 2.2 2.0 90.5 1.5 1.5 97.2 3.57 2.85 15.95

Coimbatore 2.2 1.1 49.3 1.5 0.9 63.7 3.87 1.31 7.21

Kochi 2.1 0.6 28.4 1.4 0.6 43.9 4.46 0.10 6.90

Patna 2.0 1.7 82.2 1.7 1.4 80.5 1.87 2.08 0.92

Kozhikode 2.0 0.4 21.3 0.9 0.4 49.6 8.36 -0.10 12.82

Bhopal 1.9 1.8 95.3 1.5 1.4 98.6 2.56 2.23 14.27

Thrissur 1.9 0.3 17.0 0.3 0.3 96.2 17.26 -0.06 48.06

Vadodara 1.8 1.7 91.7 1.5 1.3 87.6 1.98 2.44 -2.05

Agra 1.7 1.6 90.2 1.3 1.3 95.8 2.71 2.11 11.18

Greater 
Visakhapatnam

1.7 1.7 100.0 1.3 1.0 73.0 2.51 5.66 0.00

Malappuram 1.7 n.a. n.a. 0.2 0.1 34.3 22.99 n.a. n.a.

Thiruvananthapuram 1.7 0.8 44.6 0.9 0.7 83.7 6.40 0.10 18.66

Kannur 1.6 n.a. n.a. 0.5 0.1 12.8 11.93 n.a. n.a.

Ludhiana 1.6 1.6 100.0 1.4 1.4 100.0 1.43 1.43 0.00

Nashik 1.6 1.5 95.1 1.2 1.1 93.5 3.05 3.22 0.09

Vijayawada 1.5 1.0 70.3 1.0 0.9 81.9 3.61 2.08 8.56

Madurai 1.5 1.0 69.5 1.2 0.9 77.2 1.95 0.91 4.85

Varanasi 1.4 1.2 83.7 1.2 1.1 90.7 1.76 0.96 7.33

Meerut 1.4 1.3 91.9 1.2 1.1 92.0 2.04 2.03 2.21

Faridabad 1.4 1.4 100.0 1.1 1.1 100.0 2.85 2.85 0.00

Rajkot 1.4 1.3 92.5 1.0 1.0 96.5 3.27 2.85 10.73

Jamshedpur 1.3 0.6 47.1 1.1 0.6 51.9 1.91 0.94 2.86

Srinagar 1.3 1.2 93.7 1.0 0.9 90.9 2.53 2.83 -1.09

Jabalpur 1.3 1.1 83.2 1.1 0.9 84.9 1.44 1.23 2.53

Asansol 1.2 0.6 45.4 1.1 0.5 44.5 1.52 1.72 1.37

39 Asansol West Bengal 1.24 1.52 3.36 2.93

40 Vasai Virar City Maharashtra 1.22 14.26 4.31 6.96

41 Allahabad Uttar Pradesh 1.22 1.55 1.78 2.08

42 Dhanbad Jharkhand 1.20 1.15 n.a. 3.35

43 Aurangabad Maharashtra 1.19 2.87 3.16 5.00

44 Amritsar Punjab 1.18 1.65 1.81 2.22

45 Jodhpur Rajasthan 1.14 2.79 2.42 3.24

46 Ranchi Jharkhand 1.13 2.66 3.43 4.17

47 Raipur Chhattisgarh 1.12 4.72 3.23 4.17

48 Kollam Kerala 1.11 10.72 3.87 4.40

49 Gwalior Madhya Pradesh 1.10 2.42 1.88 2.60

50 Durg-Bhilainagar Chhattisgarh 1.06 1.37 n.a. 4.16

51 Chandigarh Chandigarh 1.03 2.38 n.a. 4.67

52 Tiruchirappalli Tamil Nadu 1.02 1.65 1.89 2.21

53 Kota Rajasthan 1.00 3.54 3.08 4.24

Rank 
in 

2011

UA / City State  Population 
(in million)

Annual 
exponential 
growth rate 
2001-2011 
(per cent)

Long run 
trend growth 

rate 1901-2011 
(per cent)

Long run 
trend growth 

rate 1961-2011 
(per cent)
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Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2001 and 2011.

Table A3: Share of regular wage/salaried employment in total employment in metropolitan cities: 
2004-05 and 2009-10 (per cent)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI.

Vasai Virar City 1.2 1.2 100.0 0.3 0.1 40.5 14.26 23.29 0.00

Allahabad 1.2 1.1 91.8 1.0 1.0 93.6 1.55 1.36 3.99

Dhanbad 1.2 1.2 97.2 1.1 0.2 18.7 1.15 17.63 -32.45

Aurangabad 1.2 1.2 98.5 0.9 0.9 97.9 2.87 2.94 -0.61

Amritsar 1.2 1.1 95.7 1.0 1.0 96.3 1.65 1.58 3.18

Jodhpur 1.1 1.0 90.9 0.9 0.9 98.9 2.79 1.95 23.64

Ranchi 1.1 1.1 95.3 0.9 0.8 98.1 2.66 2.37 11.79

Raipur 1.1 1.0 90.0 0.7 0.6 86.5 4.72 5.11 1.75

Kollam 1.1 0.3 31.4 0.4 0.4 95.1 10.72 -0.35 37.15

Gwalior 1.1 1.1 95.6 0.9 0.8 95.5 2.42 2.42 2.30

Durg-Bhilainagar 1.1 0.9 84.1 0.9 0.8 85.0 1.37 1.26 2.00

Chandigarh 1.0 1.0 93.7 0.8 0.8 100.0 2.38 1.73 0.00

Tiruchirappalli 1.0 0.8 82.9 0.9 0.8 86.8 1.65 1.19 4.25

Kota 1.0 1.0 100.0 0.7 0.7 98.7 3.54 3.66 0.00

2011 2001 Annual Exponential Growth 
Rates 2001-2011 (per cent)

UA / City Total Core Core  to 
Total 

(percent)

Total Core Core  to 
Total 

(percent)

Total Core Periphery

2004-05 2009-10

City Male Female Total Male Female Total

Agra 35.4 6.8 31.3 47.4 50.0 47.5

Ahmadabad 51.7 29.7 47.5 37.8 30.9 36.6

Bangalore 46.1 65.1 49.3 47.0 52.2 48.1

Bhopal 41.1 73.8 45.5 57.9 81.5 64.6

Chennai 53.9 76.0 57.6 48.0 63.7 50.1

Delhi 59.0 80.3 61.4 51.4 79.5 54.4

Faridabad 74.3 37.6 70.4 68.7 72.0 69.0

Howrah 45.2 52.6 46.4 42.5 62.3 45.8

Hyderabad 42.7 54.4 45.1 55.9 62.6 57.3

Indore 39.0 32.8 37.4 50.6 40.6 49.0

Jaipur 48.8 16.4 39.0 44.6 57.7 46.4

Kalyan-Dombivili 66.3 42.2 61.8 62.8 73.9 64.8

Kanpur 43.0 51.1 43.7 37.7 31.2 37.0

Kolkata 42.5 42.6 42.5 39.8 56.7 42.8

Lucknow 53.1 79.8 56.1 36.1 50.1 37.6

Ludhiana 60.5 50.7 59.5 58.8 47.2 57.8

Meerut 48.9 66.7 49.9 36.1 35.6 36.0

Mumbai 50.4 65.8 53.7 67.5 71.5 68.4

Nagpur 41.7 36.7 40.4 50.5 36.5 47.3

Nashik 40.2 26.6 37.4 53.6 68.3 56.7

Patna 40.2 73.6 41.0 35.2 64.8 37.4

Pimpri Chinchwad 57.0 49.2 55.7 67.8 37.3 64.4

Pune 58.7 60.8 59.2 61.1 53.4 59.6

Surat 67.6 36.9 63.9 53.4 39.5 51.3

Thane 60.5 58.5 60.1 72.5 65.2 70.6

Vadodara 53.3 56.0 53.9 38.4 51.1 41.5

Varanasi 20.9 0.0 14.8 10.6 2.9 8.3

Total 51.0 51.8 51.1 51.2 56.8 52.2

Note: For Malappuram and Kannur, the population of the core city are not available. They have no Class I city within their UAs.
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Table A4: Unemployment rates in metropolitan cities: 2004-05 and 2009-10
(per cent)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI.

2004-05 2009-10

City Male Female Person Male Female Person

Agra 1.2 0.0 1.0 5.5 0 5.4

Ahmadabad 2.6 2.8 2.7 1.3 1.2 1.3

Bangalore 1.2 13.6 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.4

Bhopal 5.5 0.0 4.8 0.1 1.1 0.4

Chennai 3.0 2.1 2.8 3.9 18.9 6.2

Delhi 5.0 6.1 5.2 3.1 2.3 3

Faridabad 1.5 0.0 1.4 3 11.8 3.9

Howrah 4.9 5.3 4.9 1.4 0 1.1

Hyderabad 3.5 5.8 3.9 5 11 6.3

Indore 1.7 0.0 1.3 0.8 11.7 2.6

Jaipur 2.6 1.1 2.2 2.5 6.4 3

Kalyan-Dombivili 5.0 3.1 4.6 1.9 2.5 2

Kanpur 5.2 4.2 5.1 8.4 0 7.5

Kolkata 5.5 10.0 6.3 3.1 8.6 4.2

Lucknow 2.0 0.0 1.7 1.6 2.9 1.7

Ludhiana 1.8 0.0 1.6 6.2 13.5 6.9

Meerut 2.9 0.0 2.8 3.9 0 3.2

Mumbai 3.0 6.9 3.9 4.2 6.7 4.7

Nagpur 3.8 1.8 3.3 1.1 4.7 1.9

Nashik 2.1 5.2 2.8 2.5 0 2

Patna 11.3 20.4 11.5 13.3 24.4 14.2

Pimpri Chinchwad 4.7 6.9 5.1 2.8 18.3 4.8

Pune 6.3 1.3 5.1 5.3 0 4.3

Surat 0.2 1.2 0.3 0.5 3.9 1.1

Thane 2.4 0.5 2.0 1.5 0 1.1

Vadodara 5.7 8.5 6.3 3.2 3.3 3.2

Varanasi 2.0 2.9 2.2 1.9 0 1.3

Total 3.5 4.9 3.8 3.5 5.7 3.9

Table A5: Structural transformation in terms of employment in metropolitan, rural and urban India:  
2004-05 and 2009-10 (Detailed)

(per cent of total employment)

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Employment-Unemployment Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI

Metropolitan India Urban India Rural India India

2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10 2004-05 2009-10

Agriculture 1.8 1.4 8.6 7.4 72.6 68.1 56.6 51.4

Mining 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6

Manufacturing 28.5 26.7 24.5 22.8 8.0 7.1 12.2 11.5

Electricity 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3

Construction 7.2 6.5 8.0 10.2 4.9 9.4 5.7 9.6

Trade 20.9 22.1 21.5 21.3 5.5 5.6 9.5 10.0

Hotels 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.0 0.7 0.8 1.3 1.4

Transport 9.1 9.5 8.7 8.7 2.5 2.9 4.0 4.5

Finance 2.9 3.7 2.1 2.6 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.9

Real estate 6.2 7.1 3.3 4.1 0.3 0.3 1.0 1.4

Administration 5.2 5.5 5.3 5.4 0.8 1.0 2.0 2.2

Education 4.1 3.9 5.1 5.4 1.6 1.7 2.5 2.7

Health 2.3 2.4 1.9 2.0 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.8

Community 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.6 1.3 1.3 1.8 1.9

Household 4.3 3.7 2.9 2.1 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.8
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Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Table A6: Asset holding among households in metropolitan cities: 2011
(per cent of households)

Computer/Laptop Telephone/Mobile 
Phone

UA / City Radio/
Transistor

Television With 
Internet

Without 
Internet

Landline 
only

Mobile 
only

Both Bi-
cycle

Scooter/ 
Motor-
cycle/
Moped

Car/ 
Jeep/
Van

House-
holds 

with TV, 
Com-
puter/

Laptop, 
Tele-

phone/
mobile 
phone 

and 
Scoot-
er/ Car

Greater Mumbai 36.1 85.1 19.7 12.4 9.0 63.0 22.5 10.9 15.6 12.8 15.8 

Delhi 36.4 89.3 22.4 12.6 5.8 63.8 22.1 26.8 41.6 25.8 28.4 

Kolkata 47.5 84.6 14.2 12.0 6.1 65.5 17.5 26.2 12.2   8.9 10.0 

Chennai 36.0 95.4 19.6 12.5 10.3 62.3 19.3 37.0 46.6 13.2 23.9 

Bangalore 44.0 87.4 20.0 16.0 9.4 66.9 16.6 22.5 46.2 18.9 25.9 

Hyderabad 29.2 84.4 16.5 14.6 8.8 69.5 13.4 24.5 48.6 13.7 22.5 

Ahmadabad 38.0 83.5 10.3 11.4 5.8 62.5 15.7 48.7 52.5 13.7 18.6 

Pune 50.4 88.0 22.0 16.6 9.7 64.4 19.0 32.8 59.0 21.5 32.3 

Surat 33.3 66.1   5.1 8.1 3.2 71.4   7.8 30.8 44.1   8.6 10.3 

Jaipur 41.1 84.2 12.4 13.8 5.7 66.1 18.1 42.8 59.6 19.7 22.4 

Kanpur 27.8 78.3   6.4  9.2 5.3 69.1   5.8 58.3 41.0   9.3 10.8 

Lucknow 37.3 81.0 12.6 13.6 7.1 69.2 10.2 58.4 53.2 16.1 20.8 

Nagpur 36.8 87.0 10.0 11.3 10.1 62.7 11.7 64.5 57.5 11.7 18.2 

Ghaziabad 28.5 85.6 20.4 17.8 11.1 68.4 13.3 42.1 47.0 27.1 29.3 

Indore 38.4 85.1 11.2 12.6 7.0 63.0 13.9 54.8 51.8 13.6 19.7 

Coimbatore 33.2 91.3 11.7 11.6 6.5 69.4 14.2 38.5 54.1 13.4 18.6 

Kochi 42.1 93.6 20.9 14.9 6.9 54.1 34.8 39.1 45.6 23.9 27.5 

Patna 30.7 82.7 11.1 14.9 6.3 73.9   7.1 49.5 38.2 12.6 17.9 

Kozhikode 39.8 86.0 12.7 14.7 7.2 54.3 34.2 22.1 37.4 16.3 18.1 

Bhopal 29.1 77.3 10.2 12.6 6.0 61.2 11.0 34.6 48.2 14.4 18.0 

Thrissur 41.0 91.2 18.0 14.0 9.7 43.7 39.2 33.5 43.5 24.8 24.2 

Vadodara 46.8 84.6 12.6 12.6 6.6 62.2 17.6 52.2 62.3 15.3 22.3 

Agra 19.7 88.7   9.3 11.7 8.9 67.1   8.0 59.8 51.9 13.4 15.8 

Greater Visakhapatnam 24.2 83.5   8.9 11.4 5.6 66.9 10.0 24.9 38.2   8.6 14.2 

Malappuram 22.8 66.7   5.7 15.5 8.2 61.0 26.6 11.1 18.4 10.8   9.1 

Thiruvananthapuram 41.4 88.8 21.0 14.6 10.5 47.3   32.7 21.4 42.2 24.4 26.9 

Kannur 54.4 91.9 17.0 16.5 8.2 43.3 45.4 22.9 28.5 20.1 20.5 

Ludhiana 19.4 84.8 11.8 10.6 6.8 65.3 14.0 55.0 50.0 18.7 18.9 

Nashik 31.1 83.2 10.2 15.8 6.9 68.1 13.4 42.6 50.6 13.6 20.8 

Vijayawada 18.1 78.8   7.0   9.6 5.7 65.0   9.7 33.3 28.0   5.3   9.5 

Computer/Laptop Telephone/Mobile 
Phone

UA / City Radio/
Transistor

Television With 
Internet

Without 
Internet

Landline 
only

Mobile 
only

Both Bi-
cycle

Scooter/ 
Motor-
cycle/
Moped

Car/ 
Jeep/
Van

House-
holds 

with TV, 
Com-
puter/

Laptop, 
Tele-

phone/
mobile 
phone 

and 
Scoot-
er/ Car

Madurai 36.1 91.4   7.0   9.7 6.1 72.8   9.2 45.8 36.8   5.6 10.9 

Varanasi 37.9 80.8   7.5 10.0 6.8 70.1   6.2 64.6 42.3   7.8 11.5 

Meerut 20.4 78.2   8.1 11.2 6.8 67.8   9.1 56.6 44.5 12.4 14.4 

Faridabad 20.7 82.1 14.6 12.1 6.3 67.9 14.0 49.2 43.7 20.0 21.4 

Rajkot 45.6 86.8   5.8   9.5 4.8 73.2 11.4 54.8 67.4 11.7 13.5 

Jamshedpur 28.8 80.1 11.2 15.8 6.6 64.5 13.4 53.4 55.4 15.1 21.8 

Srinagar 77.6 91.6   9.8 10.4 7.5 72.3 14.6 26.7 24.0 20.6 13.1 

Jabalpur 25.3 80.8   8.2 12.5 6.5 57.4 11.5 61.2 48.6   9.7 16.2 

Asansol 13.5 76.3   5.0 10.2 4.0 66.6   7.4 60.7 30.2   5.0   8.5 

Vasai Virar City 33.8 79.5   8.8 13.4 8.6 68.6 13.2 18.5 19.2   5.0   8.7 

Allahabad 50.2 86.2   9.9 11.9 9.0 71.2   7.7 70.3 61.4 13.0 17.0 

Dhanbad   9.5 71.8   3.8   9.1 3.6 69.9   3.2 46.1 32.1   5.7   7.5 

Aurangabad 19.5 78.2   8.3 11.9 7.8 67.8 10.9 29.8 47.6   9.6 15.6 

Amritsar 14.4 90.9 10.2   9.6 6.6 63.8 12.8 49.7 50.9 15.6 16.5 

Jodhpur 44.4 81.3   9.5 10.9 7.5 61.4 17.2 50.0 59.7 12.9 17.1 

Ranchi 30.3 77.8   9.9 16.5 6.1 70.7   8.5 50.4 44.8 14.0 19.3 

Raipur 23.6 76.7   8.2 11.8 5.1 57.1   9.2 60.9 44.2 11.1 16.1 

Kollam 14.2 87.8   9.2 10.6 8.5 56.6 23.8 33.2 28.7 13.6 12.4 

Gwalior 19.3 85.3   7.8 11.6 6.4 62.3 11.6 57.4 48.1   9.2 14.7 

Durg-Bhilainagar 20.1 77.4   7.3 11.9 4.9 58.1 10.6 73.9 48.0 11.4 16.2 

Chandigarh 29.2 83.6 20.3 15.0 6.3 61.6 21.6 57.1 48.1 27.6 30.7 

Tiruchirappalli 42.1 89.2   9.0 11.1 6.6 68.4 13.5 47.7 42.3   7.2 14.1 

Kota 18.8 76.7   5.9   8.9 3.7 67.0 10.9 49.2 49.4 10.0 11.9 

Average for the 53 
metros

 32.6  83.6 11.6 12.5  7.0 64.3 15.4 43.2 44.0 14.0 17.7 
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Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

Table A7: Asset holdings index (PCA approach) values, arranged in descending 
order across metropolitan cities: 2011 

UA / City Asset Holdings Index

Rajkot -0.199

Bhopal -0.221

Agra -0.231

Kollam -0.259

Tiruchirappalli -0.273

Ranchi -0.374

Patna -0.380

Jabalpur -0.490

Gwalior -0.592

Greater Visakhapatnam -0.656

Madurai -0.672

Raipur -0.688

Durg-Bhilainagar -0.779

Aurangabad -0.873

Meerut -0.890

Varanasi -0.909

Vasai Virar City -0.974

Kanpur -1.159

Kota -1.212

Malappuram -1.245

Vijayawada -1.395

Surat -1.661

Asansol -1.793

Dhanbad -2.129

UA / City Asset Holdings Index

Thrissur 1.966

Thiruvananthapuram 1.949

Kannur 1.947

Kochi 1.940

Pune 1.733

Delhi 1.494

Ghaziabad 1.282

Chandigarh 1.223

Bangalore 1.198

Chennai 0.995

Srinagar 0.979

Kozhikode 0.768

Jaipur 0.683

Vadodara 0.598

Greater Mumbai 0.315

Coimbatore 0.264

Hyderabad 0.258

Indore 0.190

Allahabad 0.148

Lucknow 0.076

Jodhpur 0.072

Ahmadabad 0.069

Faridabad 0.055

Nagpur 0.050

Jamshedpur 0.027

Nashik -0.015

Ludhiana -0.018

Amritsar -0.047

Kolkata -0.146

Table A8: Poverty ratio (Tendulkar methodology) and numbers of poor (in lakh) in metropolitan cities: 
2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI.

2004-05 2009-10

City Poverty ratio 
(%)

Number of poor 
( in lakh)

Poverty ratio 
(%)

Number of poor 
( in lakh)

Agra 29.2 3.9 16.7 1.6

Ahmadabad 19 5.3 6.7 2.9

Bangalore 2.5 1.0 2.2 1.0

Bhopal 22.4 2.5 13.7 1.4

Chennai 7.5 3.0 5.5 2.3

Delhi 12.4 11.9 12 9.4

Faridabad 17.6 1.8 30.4 3.9

Howrah 17.1 1.2 3.7 0.2

Hyderabad 15.3 5.1 11.2 4.0

Indore 18.8 2.8  14.6 2.3

Jaipur 34.2 8.6 9.9 2.4

Kalyan-Dombivili 4.6 0.5 7.2 0.8

Kanpur 15.1 3.4 23.8 4.5

Kolkata 8.3 3.5 10.4 3.6

Lucknow 8.4 1.8 19.2 5.2

Ludhiana 14.3 2.0 20.3 2.5

Meerut 13.1 0.9 5.5 0.6

Mumbai 6.3 6.6 4.4 4.5

Nagpur 26 5.8 24.6 5.7

Nashik 23.9 1.9 23.5 1.7

Patna 14.4 2.0 12.2 2.5

Pimpri Chinchwad 5.5 0.5 27.1 2.7

Pune 19.4 4.9 4.4 1.2

Surat 12.4 3.2 11.4 4.2

Thane 3.8 0.4 1.3 0.1

Vadodara 5.7 0.8 8.5 1.3

Varanasi 19.4 1.7 34.7 3.7
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Table A9: Gini Coefficients in metropolitan India: 2004-05 and 2009-10

Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI

City 2004-05 2009-10

Agra 0.518 0.298

Ahmadabad 0.335 0.292

Bangalore 0.335 0.380

Bhopal 0.310 0.463

Chennai 0.368 0.354

Delhi 0.340 0.364

Faridabad 0.272 0.333

Howrah 0.288 0.248

Hyderabad 0.428 0.360

Indore 0.358 0.266

Jaipur 0.329 0.395

Kalyan-Dombivili 0.274 0.269

Kanpur 0.376 0.326

Kolkata 0.369 0.440

Lucknow 0.365 0.425

Ludhiana 0.333 0.309

Meerut 0.291 0.612

Mumbai 0.347 0.393

Nagpur 0.371 0.352

Nashik 0.274 0.336

Patna 0.271 0.331

Pimpri Chinchwad 0.267 0.307

Pune 0.365 0.369

Surat 0.233 0.255

Thane 0.303 0.346

Vadodara 0.337 0.296

Varanasi 0.315 0.272

Table A10: Economic performance index (PCA approach) values, arranged in  
descending order across metropolitan cities: 2011 

UA/City Economic performance 
index

Faridabad 2.248

Greater Visakhapatnam 2.202

Kochi 2.185

Kannur 1.665

Kollam 1.268

Ludhiana 1.176

Tiruchirapalli 1.103

Thrissur 0.991

Bhopal 0.975

Chandigarh 0.924

Thiruvananthapuram 0.915

Coimbatore 0.800

Kozhikode 0.754

Amritsar 0.626

Kota 0.589

Madurai 0.477

Durg-Bhilai Nagar 0.392

Delhi 0.383

Ahmadabad 0.299

Vadodara 0.299

Rajkot 0.299

Indore 0.261

Dhanbad 0.219

Nagpur 0.203

Gwalior 0.175

Jamshedpur 0.155

Aurangabad 0.128

Raipur 0.038

Chennai -0.091

Jabalpur -0.137

Nashik -0.169

Hyderabad -0.381

Srinagar -0.418

Surat -0.475

Patna -0.560

Pune -0.612

Ranchi -0.719

Malappuram -0.791

Vijayawada -0.801

Vasai Virar city -0.883

Lucknow -0.888

Meerut -0.920

Greater Mumbai -0.936

Kolkata -1.019

Jodhpur -1.051

Kanpur -1.059

Asansol -1.182

Ghaziabad -1.249

Agra -1.267

Jaipur -1.372

Bangalore -1.449

Varanasi -1.479

Allahabad -1.842

UA/City Economic performance 
index
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Source: Calculations based on the unit level data of the Consumption Expenditure Rounds of 2004-05 and 2009-10, National Sample Survey Organisation, GoI

Table A11: Housing quality, distribution of houses by number of rooms,  
and owned houses in metropolitan cities: 2011 (per cent of households)

UA / City Good Livable Dilapi-
dated

No ex-
clusive 
room

One 
room

Two 
rooms

Three 
rooms

Four 
rooms

Five 
rooms

Six 
rooms 

and 
above

Owned 
(per 

cent of 
total 

house-
holds)

Greater Mumbai 71.7 26.9 1.4 7.7 57.3 20.8 9.9 2.9  0.7 0.7 73.8

Delhi 69.3 28.0 2.8 1.2 30.1 28.8 21.5 11.4  3.1 3.9 68.9

Kolkata 66.4 30.9 2.7 4.3 42.5 28.3 15.1 5.7  1.6 2.5 56.0

Chennai 81.7 17.4 0.9 2.4 38.6 30.7 19.2 6.2  1.8 1.2 47.2

Bangalore 79.1 19.8 1.1 6.4 32.1 31.9 19.4 6.7  2.0 1.5 37.0

Hyderabad 81.5 17.6 0.8 2.4 29.9 28.4 22.5 11.0  3.2 2.5 48.0

Ahmadabad 75.9 23.6 0.5 2.7 35.2 30.8 19.3 7.3  2.6 2.0 77.4

Pune 76.0 22.7 1.3 5.0 35.3 26.9 20.5 8.2  2.2 1.8 66.7

Surat 80.0 19.5 0.5 3.9 48.4 28.2 12.4 4.4  1.6 1.2 54.6

Jaipur 72.5 26.4 1.1 1.6 26.6 25.9 18.9 14.2  5.6 7.2 77.9

Kanpur 57.3 38.0 4.7 1.9 30.0 35.1 16.2 10.3 3.0 3.6 66.0

Lucknow 66.1 29.9 4.0 2.3 22.4 28.6 20.4 14.9  5.4 6.0 76.5

Nagpur 75.1 22.4 2.6 2.0 23.9 29.8 23.7 12.3  4.4 4.0 74.7

Ghaziabad 71.7 27.0 1.2 2.9 27.0 29.9 22.6 11.0  3.2 3.4 72.0

Indore 75.1 22.4 2.5 1.1 25.9 30.6 20.7 11.7  4.3 5.7 69.0

Coimbatore 75.5 23.9 0.7 2.3 30.8 31.0 19.8 9.4  3.7 2.9 43.9

Kochi 76.8 20.6 2.6 0.8   6.5 19.9 33.5 22.3  9.3 7.6 75.5

Patna 68.6 26.9 4.5 1.6 21.1 31.1 22.1 12.4  4.2 7.5 66.8

Kozhikode 81.2 16.7 2.1 1.0   5.9 28.6 33.0 18.6  7.3 5.7 85.1

Bhopal 67.1 30.4 2.6 1.3 32.1 30.4 18.3 11.2  3.4 3.3 68.2

Thrissur 74.3 23.5 2.2 1.0   6.5 20.5 30.1 21.5 10.6 9.8 82.7

Vadodara 80.6 18.7 0.6 1.9 32.8 31.2 18.4 8.1  4.0 3.6 81.2

Agra 62.3 36.0 1.7 1.7 22.8 31.9 22.0 13.1  4.2 4.4 86.4

Greater Visakhapatnam 82.6 16.4 0.9 1.7 32.1 34.2 23.5 6.7  1.2 0.7 50.7

Malappuram 76.2 21.3 2.5 0.8   4.8 23.8 31.2 22.4  9.1 7.9 91.5

Thiruvananthapuram 74.2 21.8 4.0 1.1   8.1 23.1 30.6 19.6  9.3 8.1 75.5

Kannur 78.5 19.4 2.1 0.7   3.5 15.4 31.5 24.5 11.4 13.1 92.4

Ludhiana 53.4 42.1 4.5 1.7 33.3 27.3 19.1 10.3  4.2 4.1 69.1

Nashik 79.6 19.0 1.4 5.0 39.7 29.1 16.7 5.6  2.1 1.9 65.8

Vijayawada 79.9 18.8 1.3 2.2 41.4 30.5 17.7 6.0  1.2 0.9 43.5

Madurai 84.0 15.4 0.6 3.7 45.0 29.7 14.7 4.5  1.4 1.1 37.0

Varanasi 62.4 34.5 3.1 2.0 22.2 26.6 17.0 14.6  6.2  11.4 85.2

Meerut 64.6 33.6 1.9 1.4 31.0 30.3 18.9 10.9  3.8 3.7 82.8

Faridabad 58.5 39.1 2.4 2.0 31.7 30.1 19.2 10.7  3.1 3.2 75.0

Rajkot 80.2 19.1 0.7 1.4 28.4 37.3 20.2 9.5  2.1 1.2 77.4

Jamshedpur 73.2 24.6 2.2 6.0 25.2 36.8 17.2 9.1  2.9 2.9 52.4

Srinagar 74.2 23.7 2.2 3.7   9.7 18.1 21.8 16.0  8.0 22.6 96.2

Jabalpur 69.3 28.1 2.6 1.3 19.5 32.3 20.6 14.4  5.0 6.8 75.1

Asansol 61.9 33.0 5.1 2.0 33.0 34.2 17.4 8.1  2.4 2.8 75.8

Vasai Virar City 78.5 20.8 0.7 4.2 45.6 34.1 11.5 3.0  0.8 0.8 73.2

Allahabad 69.4 28.0 2.6 2.0 15.1 29.3 20.1 16.6  6.4 10.5 83.2

Dhanbad 49.9 46.5 3.6 2.4 23.7 42.4 17.1 8.8  2.5 3.0 56.9

Aurangabad 77.1 21.7 1.2 5.3 34.4 27.8 17.2 9.1  3.0 3.2 64.2

Amritsar 53.3 41.6 5.1 1.2 26.7 30.9 20.6 12.2  4.6 3.9 83.8

Jodhpur 73.7 24.6 1.7 1.4 22.1 30.4 21.5 13.9  5.5 5.2 79.6

Ranchi 65.0 30.7 4.3 1.6 17.5 35.9 22.6 13.4  4.1 4.9 63.7

Raipur 70.4 26.8 2.7 1.5 30.5 30.1 19.0 10.1  3.8 4.8 66.8

Kollam 69.6 25.0 5.4 1.3 10.2 26.1 29.9 18.6  7.7 6.2 79.0

Gwalior 71.9 26.2 1.9 1.0 22.6 29.8 20.0 14.3  5.2 7.1 77.1

Durg-Bhilainagar 71.7 26.4 1.9 1.7 24.3 36.2 20.2 10.2  3.6 3.7 60.6

Chandigarh 69.9 26.5 3.5 1.4 36.6 26.3 19.7 9.0  3.3 3.6 49.9

Tiruchirappalli 79.2 19.8 1.0 7.1 41.2 29.3 15.0 4.9  1.5 1.0 45.7

Kota 71.7 26.4 1.9 1.7 35.4 28.4 16.0 10.2  3.7 4.5 69.3

Average for the 
53 metros

71.9 25.9 2.3 4.3 32.5 26.3 19.5 10.4 3.9 3.1 68.9 

UA / City Good Livable Dilapi-
dated

No ex-
clusive 
room

One 
room

Two 
rooms

Three 
rooms

Four 
rooms

Five 
rooms

Six 
rooms 

and 
above

Owned 
(per 

cent of 
total 

house-
holds)
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Table A12: Material used for housing, quality of housing and housing 
quality index in metropolitan cities: 2011 (per cent of households)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.

UA / City Condition of 
Houses 
‘Good’

Houses using 
permanent
material for 

roof

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

walls

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

floor

Households 
having more 

than one 
room

Housing Quality 
Index

Greater Mumbai 71.7 91.6 94.1 97.0 35.1 1.484

Delhi 69.3 93.3 95.9 97.8 68.7 1.006

Kolkata 66.4 70.3 93.1 96.0 53.2 0.507

Chennai 81.7 89.4 94.7 95.6 59.0 1.224

Bangalore 79.1 95.4 90.3 97.9 61.6 1.119

Hyderabad 81.5 95.6 90.2 93.7 67.6 0.764

Ahmadabad 75.9 96.6 95.5 98.3 62.0 1.381

Pune 76.0 95.6 93.4 95.9 59.7 1.106

Surat 80.0 97.3 94.8 98.4 47.7 1.730

Jaipur 72.5 97.7 93.7 96.9 71.8 0.919

Kanpur 57.3 54.7 84.5 86.9 68.1 -1.465

Lucknow 66.1 37.6 89.9 89.0 75.2 -1.173

Nagpur 75.1 78.4 82.1 90.3 74.1 -0.559

Ghaziabad 71.7 85.5 92.3 94.2 70.1 0.433

Indore 75.1 96.1 88.9 90.8 73.0 0.207

Coimbatore 75.5 65.5 87.7 92.2 66.9 -0.171

Kochi 76.8 74.1 94.5 96.5 92.7 0.268

Patna 68.6 83.2 89.6 87.5 77.3 -0.477

Kozhikode 81.2 67.8 91.1 94.9 93.1 -0.046

Bhopal 67.1 91.5 84.9 88.0 66.6 -0.422

Thrissur 74.3 70.4 83.8 95.9 92.5 -0.539

Vadodara 80.6 97.3 95.1 96.7 65.3 1.322

Agra 62.3 92.5 94.1 95.3 75.5 0.385

Greater Visakhapatnam 82.6 90.6 91.3 94.2 66.2 0.835

Malappuram 76.2 58.2 84.5 90.9 94.5 -1.062

Thiruvananthapuram 74.2 79.6 84.1 92.9 90.8 -0.555

Kannur 78.5 60.7 82.3 90.4 95.8 -1.146

Ludhiana 53.4 84.9 95.9 95.4 65.0 0.309

Nashik 79.6 86.9 83.7 91.6 55.3 0.243

Vijayawada 79.9 90.0 89.6 93.3 56.5 0.758

Madurai 84.0 81.0 92.7 95.3 51.4 1.138

Varanasi 62.4 81.1 88.8 89.3 75.8 -0.573

Meerut 64.6 47.0 92.7 88.8 67.6 -0.763

Faridabad 58.5 90.0 88.9 92.2 66.3 -0.134

Rajkot 80.2 90.6 95.3 98.1 70.2 1.221

Jamshedpur 73.2 81.4 86.6 89.3 68.8 -0.272

Srinagar 74.2 96.5 88.5 88.2 86.6 -0.272

Jabalpur 69.3 69.4 75.9 77.2 79.2 -2.302

Asansol 61.9 71.8 83.1 86.5 65.0 -1.097

Vasai Virar City 78.5 89.6 92.8 95.6 50.2 1.185

Allahabad 69.4 30.0 87.0 93.1 82.9 -1.222

Dhanbad 49.9 70.5 75.7 79.1 73.9 -2.596

Aurangabad 77.1 92.6 87.2 92.1 60.3 0.426

Amritsar 53.3 79.0 96.4 90.2 72.1 -0.279

Jodhpur 73.7 95.2 86.2 96.0 76.5 0.314

Ranchi 65.0 83.0 80.8 82.6 80.9 -1.527

Raipur 70.4 70.4 78.4 86.0 67.9 -1.253

Kollam 69.6 71.8 82.6 95.5 88.5 -0.673

Gwalior 71.9 95.2 89.4 91.9 76.4 0.152

Durg-Bhilainagar 71.7 73.1 80.3 84.7 74.0 -1.264

Chandigarh 69.9 94.2 95.5 94.2 62.0 0.870

Tiruchirappalli 79.2 72.8 87.7 93.6 51.7 0.436

Kota 71.7 93.7 81.6 94.6 62.9 0.103

Average for the 53 
metros

71.9 86.2 91.0 94.4 63.3  

UA / City Condition of 
Houses 
‘Good’

Houses using 
permanent
material for 

roof

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

walls

Houses using 
permanent 
material for 

floor

Households 
having more 

than one 
room

Housing Quality 
Index
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Table A13: Usage of houses in metropolitan cities: 2011
(per cent of households)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011

UA / City Total 
number

of vacant 
census 
houses

Total 
number 

of 
occupied 
census 
houses

Occupied Census Houses used as

Resi-
dence

Resi-
dence
-cum-
other 
use

Shop/
 Office

School/
 College 

etc.

Hotel/
Lodge/
Guest 
house 

etc.

Hos-
pital/ 

Dispen-
sary 
etc.

Fac-
tory/

Work-
shop/
Work-
shed 
etc.

Place
of

wor-
ship

Other
non-
resi-

dential 
use

No. of 
oc-

cupied 
locked 
census 
houses

Greater Mumbai 11.5 88.5 62.0 1.4 9.0 0.3 0.4 0.4 2.5 0.3 10.9 1.3

Delhi 9.7 90.3 69.1 2.9 9.7 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.2 0.2 4.7 0.9

Kolkata 6.6 93.4 71.8 1.7 11.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.1 0.3 4.6 0.4

Chennai 3.3 96.7 82.7 1.2 6.5 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.2 4.0 0.8

Bangalore 10.4 89.6 72.5 0.6 8.2 0.2 0.5 0.2 1.5 0.3 4.7 0.7

Hyderabad 5.2 94.8 80.6 1.5 5.5 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.8 0.2 4.8 0.6

Ahmadabad 12.2 87.8 68.1 0.9 11.3 0.2 0.2 0.4 2.7 0.4 3.5 0.2

Pune 17.9 82.1 63.8 0.8 8.6 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.4 5.3 1.1

Surat 14.6 85.4 67.0 1.1 9.6 0.2 0.1 0.3 3.6 0.2 3.0 0.3

Jaipur 13.8 86.2 64.6 2.2 12.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 1.3 0.6 3.6 1.1

Kanpur 8.1 91.9 72.2 4.6 7.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.4 4.9 1.0

Lucknow 9.9 90.1 72.4 4.0 5.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.4 5.7 0.9

Nagpur 8.7 91.3 74.6 2.5 7.8 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.5 3.5 0.7

Ghaziabad 12.6 87.4 67.6 2.4 6.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.1 8.9 0.8

Indore 7.5 92.5 75.3 3.3 7.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.1 0.4 3.4 0.7

Coimbatore 6.5 93.5 76.6 1.5 8.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 2.3 0.2 3.4 0.4

Kochi 13.8 86.2 61.8 0.7 13.1 0.4 1.3 0.4 1.6 0.4 5.2 1.3

Patna 7.5 92.5 70.1 3.0 10.3 0.5 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.4 5.5 1.0

Kozhikode 12.3 87.7 61.1 0.3 15.8 0.7 0.8 0.4 2.3 0.5 4.7 1.0

Bhopal 13.5 86.5 66.5 1.2 10.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.4 5.1 1.2

Thrissur 11.7 88.3 66.4 0.8 10.9 0.5 0.5 0.4 2.4 0.4 4.9 1.0

Vadodara 17.5 82.5 66.3 0.9 8.9 0.2 0.2 0.4 1.4 0.4 3.1 0.8

Agra 5.7 94.3 72.9 3.3 8.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.4 6.4 1.3

Greater 
Visakhapatnam

8.0 92.0 82.0 0.9 4.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.2 3.0 0.5

Malappuram 14.0 86.0 64.3 0.2 11.2 0.9 0.9 0.3 1.6 1.0 4.8 0.9

Thiruvanan-
thapuram

10.2 89.8 70.5 0.7 8.9 0.5 1.0 0.3 1.1 0.5 5.2 1.3

Kannur 13.7 86.3 60.5 0.2 11.0 0.8 0.5 0.3 1.8 0.9 9.5 0.9

Ludhiana 8.5 91.5 65.5 3.9 12.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 4.0 0.3 4.4 0.8

Nashik 15.1 84.9 66.0 1.2 8.4 0.2 0.3 0.5 1.4 0.5 5.4 1.0

Vijayawada 3.9 96.1 81.0 0.9 6.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 1.5 0.2 5.1 0.4

Madurai 5.1 94.9 79.5 1.0 8.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 1.1 0.2 3.5 0.8

Varanasi 6.6 93.4 65.1 10.7 8.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.9 0.6 5.9 1.2

Meerut 8.2 91.8 68.9 4.5 9.4 0.3 0.1 0.2 1.3 0.3 5.7 1.1

Faridabad 7.8 92.2 72.5 3.5 6.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 2.3 0.2 6.5 0.8

Rajkot 13.4 86.6 1.4 1.4 13.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 4.1 0.3 2.7 0.3

Jamshedpur 9.5 90.5 1.2 1.2 8.9 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 6.4 1.4

Srinagar 7.0 93.0 0.9 0.9 16.6 0.5 0.5 0.1 1.4 0.9 10.8 2.0

Jabalpur 7.2 92.8 3.3 3.3 7.9 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.4 3.9 0.9

Asansol 6.1 93.9 2.3 2.3 8.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.6 5.2 0.4

Vasai Virar City 23.2 76.8 1.1 1.1 6.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.0 0.2 7.5 0.9

Allahabad 7.1 92.9 4.8 4.8 5.6 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.5 6.8 0.8

Dhanbad 9.6 90.4 1.8 1.8 9.2 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.7 7.2 0.4

Aurangabad 9.5 90.5 1.7 1.7 8.0 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.4 3.9 0.7

Amritsar 7.5 92.5 2.8 2.8 14.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.4 0.3 4.4 1.1

Jodhpur 9.4 90.6 2.5 2.5 9.7 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.5 3.8 0.9

Ranchi 8.1 91.9 2.5 2.5 8.6 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.3 5.2 0.6

Raipur 11.2 88.8 2.7 2.7 7.7 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.6 3.7 0.8

Kollam 7.7 92.3 0.6 0.6 10.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 2.1 0.6 4.1 0.6

Gwalior 5.9 94.1 4.2 4.2 5.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.9 3.0 0.8

Durg-Bhilainagar 7.6 92.4 2.9 2.9 5.8 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.5 5.6 0.5

Chandigarh 6.9 93.1 1.4 1.4 8.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.1 4.4 0.5

Tiruchirappalli 4.4 95.6 1.0 1.0 7.6 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.3 3.1 0.4

Kota 10.2 89.8 1.5 1.5 10.0 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.6 3.7 0.6

Average for the 
53 metros

9.7 90.3 2.1 2.1 9.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.4 0.4 5.1 0.8

UA / City Total 
number

of vacant 
census 
houses

Total 
number 

of 
occupied 
census 
houses

Occupied Census Houses used as

Resi-
dence

Resi-
dence
-cum-
other 
use

Shop/
 Office

School/
 College 

etc.

Hotel/
Lodge/
Guest 
house 

etc.

Hos-
pital/ 

Dispen-
sary 
etc.

Fac-
tory/

Work-
shop/
Work-
shed 
etc.

Place
of

wor-
ship

Other
non-
resi-

dential 
use

No. of 
oc-

cupied 
locked 
census 
houses
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Table A14: Residential housing stock, number of vacant, or occupied but locked 
houses in metropolitan cities: 2011

Asansol 1.06 0.44 0.77           0.08           0.00           0.09    8.28 

Vasai Virar City 2.81 1.11 0.76           1.10           0.04           1.14 40.40 

Allahabad 1.54 0.60 0.76           0.14           0.02           0.16 10.24 

Dhanbad 2.17 0.87 0.74           0.29           0.01           0.30 13.92 

Aurangabad 2.26 0.91 0.74           0.28           0.02           0.30 13.48 

Amritsar 2.37 0.95 0.74           0.25           0.04           0.29 12.09 

Jodhpur 1.75 0.72 0.71           0.22           0.02           0.25 13.97 

Ranchi 1.99 0.79 0.70           0.21           0.02           0.23 11.52 

Raipur 2.05 0.79 0.70           0.31           0.02           0.33 16.08 

Kollam 0.88 0.36 0.69           0.09           0.01           0.10 11.36 

Gwalior 1.89 0.75 0.69           0.14           0.02           0.15    8.18 

Durg-Bhilainagar 1.87 0.75 0.66           0.18           0.01           0.19 10.26 

Chandigarh 2.15 0.83 0.64           0.19           0.01           0.20    9.38 

Tiruchirappalli 2.14 0.83 0.64           0.11           0.01           0.12    5.81 

Kota 1.95 0.79 0.62           0.27           0.02           0.29 14.81 

Total for all metros 251.67 100.00 100.00         35.67           2.86         38.53 15.31 

            Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.

UA / City Residential 
housing 
stock (in 

lakhs)

Residential 
housing stock 

(per cent of 
total for 53 

metros)

Population 
(per cent of 
total for 53 

metros)

Number 
of vacant 
houses

Number of 
occupied 

but locked 
houses

Total number of 
vacant, or 

occupied but 
locked houses

Percentage of 
vacant, or occu-
pied but locked 
houses out of 
the total resi-
dential stock

Greater Mumbai 26.57 10.57 11.46           4.80           0.54           5.34 20.09 

Delhi 22.35 8.90 10.15           3.00           0.29           3.29 14.72 

Kolkata 9.61 3.81 8.78           0.86           0.05           0.91    9.48 

Chennai 11.04 4.37 5.41           0.44           0.10           0.54    4.88 

Bangalore 21.04 8.34 5.29           2.98           0.20           3.17 15.09 

Hyderabad 16.40 6.52 4.82           1.04           0.13           1.17    7.12 

Ahmadabad 11.74 4.65 3.95           2.07           0.04           2.11 18.01 

Pune 7.32 2.90 3.14           2.02           0.13           2.15 29.41 

Surat 9.56 3.81 2.85           2.05           0.04           2.09 21.83 

Jaipur 5.72 2.26 1.91           1.18           0.10           1.28 22.29 

Kanpur 4.84 1.91 1.82           0.51           0.06           0.57 11.80 

Lucknow 5.09 2.03 1.81           0.66           0.06           0.72 14.13 

Nagpur 5.05 2.03 1.55           0.57           0.04           0.61 12.11 

Ghaziabad 3.22 1.27 1.47           0.58           0.04           0.62 19.15 

Indore 3.85 1.51 1.35           0.37           0.04           0.40 10.52 

Coimbatore 2.81 1.11 1.34           0.23           0.01           0.25    8.78 

Kochi 1.50 0.60 1.32           0.33           0.03           0.36 24.17 

Patna 2.80 1.11 1.27           0.29           0.04           0.33 11.64 

Kozhikode 1.17 0.48 1.26           0.23           0.02           0.25 21.71 

Bhopal 3.70 1.47 1.17           0.74           0.07           0.80 21.73 

Thrissur 0.76 0.32 1.15           0.13           0.01           0.14 18.90 

Vadodara 3.96 1.59 1.13           1.03           0.04           1.07 27.11 

Agra 2.39 0.95 1.09           0.18           0.04           0.22    9.31 

Greater Visakhapatnam 4.63 1.83 1.08           0.45           0.03           0.47 10.25 

Malappuram 3.37 1.35 1.06           0.73           0.05           0.77 23.01 

Thiruvananthapuram 1.90 0.75 1.05           0.27           0.04           0.31 16.10 

Kannur 3.44 1.35 1.02           0.77           0.05           0.82 23.94 

Ludhiana 3.47 1.39 1.00           0.42           0.04           0.46 13.34 

Nashik 3.18 1.27 0.97           0.72           0.05           0.76 23.96 

Vijayawada 2.89 1.15 0.93           0.14           0.01           0.15    5.14 

Madurai 2.66 1.07 0.91           0.17           0.03           0.19    7.30 

Varanasi 1.79 0.72 0.89           0.16           0.03           0.18 10.27 

Meerut 2.27 0.91 0.89           0.25           0.03           0.29 12.67 

Faridabad 2.86 1.15 0.87           0.29           0.03           0.32 11.23 

Rajkot 2.85 1.15 0.87           0.59           0.01           0.60 21.04 

Jamshedpur 1.36 0.56 0.83           0.18           0.03           0.20 15.05 

Srinagar 1.55 0.60 0.79           0.18           0.05           0.23 14.96 

Jabalpur 2.08 0.83 0.79           0.19           0.02           0.21 10.29 

UA / City Residential 
housing 
stock (in 

lakhs)

Residential 
housing stock 

(per cent of 
total for 53 

metros)

Population 
(per cent of 
total for 53 

metros)

Number 
of vacant 
houses

Number of 
occupied 

but locked 
houses

Total number of 
vacant, or 

occupied but 
locked houses

Percentage of 
vacant, or occu-
pied but locked 
houses out of 
the total resi-
dential stock
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(per cent of households)
Table A15: Basic amenities and infrastructure in metropolitan cities: 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

UA / City Source of 
drinking water 

within 
premises

Source of 
drinking water 
tap water from 
treated source 

within premises

Electricity as
the main source 

of lighting

Households 
having latrine 
facility within 
the premises

Households having 
flush latrine facility 
with piped sewer 

within the 
premises

Greater Mumbai 79.02 77.70 97.19 57.62 46.09

Delhi 78.78 67.14 99.14 89.85 60.45

Kolkata 72.40 67.45 96.21 94.93 43.36

Chennai 76.30 64.15 99.08 95.59 92.72

Bangalore 80.91 64.76 98.28 96.83 79.28

Hyderabad 90.39 87.61 98.46 97.92 82.12

Ahmadabad 91.37 73.20 98.56 93.19 85.54

Pune 91.10 90.37 98.31 79.18 70.68

Surat 86.81 69.88 98.88 94.53 85.32

Jaipur 82.40 73.21 97.82 93.82 70.83

Kanpur 68.26 35.22 89.97 86.13 62.55

Lucknow 82.33 64.54 92.62 90.16 54.40

Nagpur 84.58 76.88 97.90 94.57 82.28

Ghaziabad 85.81 56.01 96.64 97.03 65.44

Indore 60.85 44.87 98.48 92.84 65.70

Coimbatore 74.96 73.62 98.32 87.81 32.41

Kochi 82.38 78.71 99.08 98.54 21.89

Patna 87.74 44.20 95.65 92.32 21.64

Kozhikode 85.62 30.25 97.77 98.81 19.03

Bhopal 56.70 44.56 97.12 84.39 40.27

Thrissur 91.87 26.31 99.00 99.37 16.94

Vadodara 86.50 81.68 98.07 93.79 85.47

Agra 77.43 49.26 95.79 88.34 40.67

Greater Visakhapatnam 64.84 46.15 96.86 86.11 49.12

Malappuram 84.78 30.05 96.77 99.09 13.55

Thiruvananthapuram 87.22 66.77 98.22 97.27 37.54

Kannur 89.21 30.40 99.20 96.76 20.27

Ludhiana 95.07 76.94 98.89 97.65 82.57

Nashik 86.76 84.80 96.80 79.68 41.97

Vijayawada 84.90 74.26 98.00 95.51 49.12

Madurai 68.21 62.37 98.83 91.91 82.25

Varanasi 86.88 66.55 94.21 94.79 78.09

Meerut 91.60 58.93 93.71 95.33 35.83

Faridabad 73.35 47.11 95.39 89.15 49.87

Rajkot 87.80 81.22 98.54 91.61 62.25

Jamshedpur 79.90 63.76 94.24 85.67 50.68

Srinagar 93.85 78.72 98.77 98.06 37.89

Jabalpur 57.03 39.82 95.84 84.13 9.63

Asansol 35.31 30.78 87.97 79.26 8.47

Vasai Virar City 70.08 56.63 97.34 80.09 31.85

Allahabad 88.62 81.84 95.04 93.00 61.11

Dhanbad 43.50 23.15 94.07 61.52 7.52

Aurangabad 85.10 76.65 97.93 93.39 81.32

Amritsar 93.87 67.47 98.64 94.72 79.13

Jodhpur 89.60 88.69 96.37 93.52 80.23

Ranchi 74.66 30.16 91.37 82.87 13.35

Raipur 56.55 34.64 97.01 74.02 6.20

Kollam 88.87 28.43 98.32 97.30 14.44

Gwalior 75.51 55.86 97.41 91.51 76.29

Durg-Bhilainagar 52.27 36.59 95.88 71.16 27.76

Chandigarh 85.85 84.11 98.36 87.28 85.75

Tiruchirappalli 65.36 56.60 97.41 81.27 45.06

Kota 85.19 74.31 97.25 81.99 20.95

Average for the 53 
metros

78.80 59.91 96.85 89.49 50.29

UA / City Source of 
drinking water 

within 
premises

Source of 
drinking water 
tap water from 
treated source 

within premises

Electricity as
the main source 

of lighting

Households 
having latrine 
facility within 
the premises

Households having 
flush latrine facility 
with piped sewer 

within the 
premises
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Table A15: Basic amenities and infrastructure in metropolitan cities: 2011(contd.)
(per cent of households)

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

UA / City Households having 
bathroom within the 

premises

Households having waste 
water outlet connected to 

closed drainage

Households 
using gas as a 
source of fuel

Households availing 
banking services

Greater Mumbai 87.87 81.70 78.10 86.48

Delhi 87.32 60.31 90.28 77.79

Kolkata 81.78 81.31 64.67 83.76

Chennai 95.56 95.99 82.26 71.12

Bangalore 97.24 83.72 78.22 68.70

Hyderabad 97.20 92.12 71.11 61.47

Ahmadabad 91.17 91.15 75.94 70.97

Pune 91.60 96.12 86.39 86.36

Surat 85.08 91.41 70.98 53.51

Jaipur 91.51 68.12 83.70 73.31

Kanpur 76.32 58.83 76.67 73.80

Lucknow 82.35 48.24 81.88 78.82

Nagpur 93.92 90.44 81.35 74.28

Ghaziabad 91.26 57.17 85.76 79.92

Indore 92.56 73.22 85.01 67.78

Coimbatore 91.74 59.68 82.32 69.52

Kochi 97.45 71.12 91.70 82.74

Patna 79.38 66.99 80.50 79.61

Kozhikode 96.00 51.20 53.94 76.83

Bhopal 83.19 58.52 69.34 67.92

Thrissur 97.72 41.10 74.40 80.23

Vadodara 92.91 88.50 80.77 81.73

Agra 81.20 34.47 78.61 70.12

Greater Visakhapatnam 87.68 47.80 80.61 64.01

Malappuram 92.25 34.15 31.20 64.30

Thiruvananthapuram 88.98 46.63 74.04 74.87

Kannur 98.12 68.04 65.88 86.16

Ludhiana 91.00 78.87 81.29 64.81

Nashik 90.45 90.28 81.31 77.72

Vijayawada 93.53 58.40 80.46 56.89

Madurai 90.50 88.50 65.75 60.73

Varanasi 83.04 85.86 76.35 71.89

Meerut 87.08 30.45 70.49 65.26

Faridabad 83.95 44.90 83.29 71.59

Rajkot 91.21 76.54 70.64 69.85

Jamshedpur 80.09 57.09 66.94 81.47

Srinagar 96.82 47.13 82.64 83.80

Jabalpur 76.40 37.23 69.19 65.01

Asansol 64.96 15.81 39.83 67.47

Vasai Virar City 91.31 74.15 83.19 79.03

Allahabad 87.39 53.91 81.85 82.27

Dhanbad 47.93 17.79 28.42 74.35

Aurangabad 93.27 84.68 67.66 67.47

Amritsar 88.58 74.58 79.21 62.11

Jodhpur 92.46 77.24 82.45 69.94

Ranchi 71.66 32.68 67.46 79.47

Raipur 71.26 16.80 62.61 57.35

Kollam 83.50 28.40 68.25 70.68

Gwalior 83.61 60.64 74.55 71.50

Durg-Bhilainagar 69.75 34.54 51.64 66.83

Chandigarh 86.35 87.20 72.35 81.38

Tiruchirappalli 81.69 55.11 71.45 68.75

Kota 80.30 42.11 70.97 66.57

Average for the 53 
metros

86.55 62.06 73.32 72.46

UA / City Households having 
bathroom within the 

premises

Households having waste 
water outlet connected to 

closed drainage

Households 
using gas as a 
source of fuel

Households availing 
banking services
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Table A16: Basic infrastructure index (PCA approach) values, arranged in 
descending order across metropolitan cities: 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.

UA / City Basic Infrastructure 
Index

Hyderabad 1.431

Chennai 1.401

Vadodara 1.349

Chandigarh 1.336

Pune 1.292

Ahmadabad 1.283

Nagpur 1.267

Surat 1.218

Jodhpur 1.158

Aurangabad 1.154

Ludhiana 1.081

Madurai 1.048

Bangalore 0.975

Varanasi 0.950

Amritsar 0.827

Rajkot 0.720

Jaipur 0.654

Nashik 0.599

Greater Mumbai 0.446

Gwalior 0.399

Allahabad 0.339

Indore 0.304

Delhi 0.250

Kolkata 0.242

Ghaziabad 0.177

Vijayawada 0.121

Jamshedpur -0.050

Lucknow -0.101

Kochi -0.115

Kanpur -0.160

Vasai Virar City -0.173

Coimbatore -0.183

Srinagar -0.195

Tiruchirappalli -0.264

Thiruvananthapuram -0.384

Greater Visakhapatnam -0.404

Bhopal -0.438

Faridabad -0.438

Patna -0.670

Kota -0.707

Agra -0.757

Kannur -0.768

Meerut -0.769

Kozhikode -1.063

Durg-Bhilainagar -1.192

Thrissur -1.299

Jabalpur -1.420

Malappuram -1.448

Ranchi -1.557

Kollam -1.576

Raipur -1.884

Asansol -1.930

Dhanbad -2.077

UA / City Basic Infrastructure 
Index

Table A17: Proportion of slum households in metropolitan cities 
(in descending order of percentages): 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011. 

(per cent of the total number of households)

UA / City Percentage Slum 
Population

Greater Visakhapatnam 44.14

Jabalpur 43.26

Greater Mumbai 41.33

Vijayawada 40.66

Meerut 40.02

Raipur 39.01

Asansol 37.27

Durg-Bhilainagar 36.00

Nagpur 34.29

Hyderabad 31.93

Kota 31.81

Agra 29.77

Kolkata 29.62

Gwalior 29.59

Indore 28.56

Srinagar 28.55

Chennai 28.54

Amritsar 27.92

Bhopal 27.36

Tiruchirappalli 26.84

Madurai 26.78

Thrissur 25.52

Varanasi 25.02

Jodhpur 24.61

Pune 20.75

Ghaziabad 19.84

Aurangabad 17.51

Faridabad 15.97

Kanpur 15.70

Ludhiana 14.60

Delhi 14.59

Rajkot 13.72

Nashik 12.60

Coimbatore 12.35

Lucknow 12.26

Jaipur 10.47

Surat 10.30

Chandigarh 10.27

Bangalore 8.47

Kozhikode 7.59

Allahabad 7.56

Ranchi 7.36

Jamshedpur 6.04

Kollam 5.32

Patna 4.80

Vadodara 4.73

Ahmadabad 4.33

Vasai Virar City 2.95

Dhanbad 1.90

Kochi 1.22

Thiruvananthapuram 0.71

Malappuram  n.a. 

Kannur  n.a. 

Average across 53 metros 21.17

UA / City Percentage Slum 
Population
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Table A18: Social indicators of sex ratio and child sex ratio; literacy and effective literacy rates 
(male, female, person) in metropolitan cities: 2011

Asansol 919 920 80.00 86.31 73.13 13.18 71.47 77.11 65.32 11.78

Vasai Virar City 880 915 91.15 94.86 86.90 7.96 80.89 84.39 76.92 7.46

Allahabad 856 873 86.06 89.84 81.63 8.21 78.13 81.65 74.03 7.62

Dhanbad 887 906 80.64 87.88 72.46 15.42 70.45 76.89 63.20 13.69

Aurangabad 918 859 89.16 94.10 83.84 10.26 77.61 81.52 73.36 8.17

Amritsar 879 824 84.64 87.46 81.44 6.02 76.39 78.68 73.77 4.91

Jodhpur 898 896 81.01 88.01 73.22 14.79 70.99 77.11 64.18 12.93

Ranchi 921 899 88.42 92.87 83.60 9.27 78.34 82.16 74.18 7.98

Raipur 941 932 86.45 92.12 80.42 11.70 75.45 80.35 70.24 10.10

Kollam 1095 955 93.28 95.38 91.38 4.00 84.76 86.05 83.58 2.47

Gwalior 872 824 85.10 90.79 78.61 12.18 75.80 80.62 70.28 10.34

Durg-Bhilainagar 950 930 87.02 93.12 80.62 12.50 77.46 82.78 71.86 10.92

Chandigarh 821 867 86.56 90.65 81.55 9.10 76.97 80.85 72.24 8.61

Tiruchirappalli 1015 968 91.20 94.70 87.76 6.94 83.24 86.24 80.28 5.96

Kota 890 876 83.65 90.56 75.90 14.66 73.78 79.80 67.02 12.78

Average for metros 930 898 87.11 91.02 82.83 8.19 77.78 81.11 74.12 6.99

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.

UA / City Sex 
Ratio

Child 
Sex 

Ratio 
(0-6 

Years)

Effective Literacy Rate
(7+ Pop

Male-
Female 
Gap in 

Effective 
Literacy 

Rate 
(7+ Pop)

Literacy Rate Male-
Female 
Gap in 

Literacy 
Rate

Persons Males Females Persons Males Females

Greater Mumbai 861 900 90.78 93.85 87.19 6.66 82.18 85.14 78.74 6.40

Delhi 867 868 86.43 91.05 81.11 9.94 76.30 80.39 71.59 8.80

Kolkata 928 946 88.33 90.93 85.53 5.40 81.68 84.14 79.02 5.13

Chennai 981 962 90.35 93.57 87.08 6.49 81.86 84.69 78.98 5.71

Bangalore 914 939 89.56 92.61 86.21 6.40 80.38 83.25 77.25 6.00

Hyderabad 945 943 82.92 86.14 79.51 6.63 74.03 76.89 70.99 5.90

Ahmadabad 897 850 89.53 94.03 84.54 9.49 80.01 83.78 75.81 7.97

Pune 899 883 91.42 95.00 87.44 7.56 81.26 84.36 77.82 6.54

Surat 754 814 88.97 92.69 83.99 8.70 78.38 82.01 73.56 8.46

Jaipur 898 854 84.34 90.61 77.41 13.20 73.95 79.18 68.12 11.05

Kanpur 842 856 83.98 85.73 81.89 3.84 76.32 77.96 74.36 3.60

Lucknow 910 901 84.72 87.86 81.26 6.60 76.27 79.06 73.20 5.86

Nagpur 958 920 93.17 96.20 90.02 6.18 83.89 86.43 81.24 5.19

Ghaziabad 877 848 93.81 91.05 96.95 -5.90 81.53 78.95 84.48 -5.53

Indore 919 887 86.73 91.42 81.65 9.77 76.56 80.52 72.25 8.27

Coimbatore 996 964 89.23 93.17 85.30 7.87 81.21 84.65 77.75 6.90

Kochi 1031 955 96.38 97.74 95.06 2.68 87.75 88.65 86.87 1.78

Patna 881 869 84.05 87.46 80.18 7.28 74.23 77.18 70.89 6.30

Kozhikode 1102 963 95.49 97.65 93.57 4.08 85.68 86.90 84.57 2.34

Bhopal 911 915 85.29 89.25 80.93 8.32 75.44 78.97 71.57 7.40

Thrissur 1117 944 96.19 97.57 94.98 2.59 87.35 87.80 86.94 0.85

Vadodara 920 856 92.07 95.43 88.44 6.99 83.31 86.04 80.34 5.70

Agra 853 780 64.61 69.21 59.28 9.93 56.84 60.54 52.49 8.05

Greater Visakhapatnam 977 959 82.66 88.02 77.18 10.84 75.07 79.86 70.16 9.70

Malappuram 1099 957 94.57 96.75 92.63 4.12 81.74 82.67 80.89 1.78

Thiruvananthapuram 1070 971 93.24 94.87 91.73 3.14 85.38 86.47 84.36 2.11

Kannur 1168 965 96.23 98.12 94.64 3.48 86.10 86.73 85.56 1.17

Ludhiana 845 871 85.38 88.35 81.85 6.50 76.23 79.01 72.93 6.08

Nashik 895 855 90.97 95.02 86.47 8.55 80.61 83.97 76.86 7.11

Vijayawada 986 957 81.60 85.56 77.59 7.97 74.30 77.79 70.76 7.03

Madurai 995 954 91.06 94.91 87.21 7.70 82.78 86.10 79.46 6.64

Varanasi 886 877 80.31 84.67 75.39 9.28 71.49 75.34 67.16 8.18

Meerut 888 847 78.29 83.74 72.19 11.55 68.58 73.13 63.46 9.67

Faridabad 872 845 84.88 90.44 78.53 11.91 74.19 78.89 68.81 10.08

Rajkot 902 829 88.35 92.32 83.99 8.33 79.11 82.29 75.60 6.69

Jamshedpur 919 895 85.94 91.33 80.09 11.24 76.05 80.69 71.00 9.69

Srinagar 880 868 71.45 78.24 63.74 14.50 62.63 68.52 55.93 12.59

Jabalpur 912 903 89.13 93.07 84.81 8.26 80.08 83.58 76.24 7.34

UA / City Sex 
Ratio

Child 
Sex 

Ratio 
(0-6 

Years)

Effective Literacy Rate
(7+ Pop

Male-
Female 
Gap in 

Effective 
Literacy 

Rate 
(7+ Pop)

Literacy Rate Male-
Female 
Gap in 

Literacy 
Rate

Persons Males Females Persons Males Females
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Table A19: Social index values (PCA approach) arranged in descending order 
across metropolitan cities: 2011

Source: Calculations based on Census of India data, 2011.

UA / City Social Index

Kannur 1.903

Thrissur 1.844

Kochi 1.731

Kozhikode 1.685

Thiruvananthapuram 1.597

Kollam 1.519

Tiruchirappalli 1.202

Malappuram 1.146

Madurai 1.039

Nagpur 0.933

Chennai 0.911

Coimbatore 0.884

Kolkata 0.678

Vadodara 0.499

Bangalore 0.453

Greater Mumbai 0.383

Vasai Virar City 0.337

Pune 0.298

Jabalpur 0.269

Durg-Bhilainagar 0.171

Nashik 0.093

Ghaziabad 0.072

Ranchi 0.058

Greater Visakhapatnam 0.050

Ahmadabad 0.006

Vijayawada -0.051

Raipur -0.107

Rajkot -0.188

Aurangabad -0.205

Indore -0.221

Lucknow -0.239

Jamshedpur -0.245

Allahabad -0.251

Hyderabad -0.260

Bhopal -0.275

Delhi -0.470

Chandigarh -0.515

Ludhiana -0.538

Kanpur -0.606

Amritsar -0.627

Kota -0.675

Gwalior -0.693

Patna -0.704

Asansol -0.714

Jaipur -0.731

Surat -0.736

Faridabad -0.814

Jodhpur -0.925

Dhanbad -0.980

Varanasi -0.997

Meerut -1.479

Srinagar -2.159

Agra -3.354

UA / City Social Index

Annexure A

People met at Jaipur during the study tour

Expert Name Agency Mobile no./Phone no.
Mr. B.N. Moolchandani Ex-Director of Rajasthan Housing Board (RHB) 09828109402

Mr. Jaideep Dhullar Superintending Engineer, PHED 09414042624

Mr. Sudhir Bhatnagar DGM (Projects), HUDCO Regional Office 09829568689

Mr. N. Chandrasekhar DGM (Infra.), HUDCO Regional Office

Mr. R.S. Gunawat Chief, HUDCO Regional Office 0141-2740158

Mr. R.K.Bhatt Chief Engineer, Rajasthan Housing Board 09828109 445

Mr. Sanjay Gupta Head, Yashi Consultancy, Sun Tower, Tonk Rd. 09462511561

Mr. Hemant Sharma Superintending Engineer, RUIFDCO 09782524088

Ms. Hiteshi Jain Company Secretary, RUIFDCO

Mr. D.K. Meena Superintending Engineer, Jaipur Municipal Corporation 09667443932

Mr. Omkarmal Rajotiya Director, RUIDP 09413386191

Mr. K.K. Bhatnagar Chairperson, State Urbanisation Commission

Mr. P.K. Pandey Member, State Urbanisation Commission 09887934234

Mr. Subhash Sharma Chief Town Planner, T&CP, Jaipur Development Authority 

(JDA)

09414073322

Mr. P.R.Beniwala Chief Town Planner, T&CP, Jodhpur Development Authority 

(JDA)

09414128297

Mr. J.S. Nagpal General Manager, RAVIL 09982609480
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Annexure B

People met at Bhopal during the study tour

Notes

Expert Name Agency Mobile no./Phone no.

Dr. H.S. Gill Executive Director (P) , HUDCO Regional Office, Bhopal 09981998921

Mr. Surendra Singhai General Manager (Project), HUDCO Regional Office 09425302398

Mr. Madhukar  
Ugemuge

Senior Manager (Project), HUDCO Regional Office 09893203918

Dr. Richard Slater Team Leader, Madhya Pradesh Urban Infrastructure 

Investment Programme (MPUIIP)

09993369811

Prof. H.M. Mishra Director, National Institute of Governance and Urban 

Management; and OSD (Training), Directorate of Urban 

Administration and Development

0755-2555002,

0942507926

Mr. S.K.Mehar Additional Housing Commissioner, Madhya Pradesh Housing 

and Infrastructure Development Board

0755-2551046,

09755266330

Mr. Ajay Gopal Deputy Housing Commissioner, Madhya Pradesh Housing and 

Infrastructure Development Board

09425007263

Mr. Jolly Jain Coordinator (Research & Training),  

Bhopal Municipal Corporation

09425302339

Ms. P.K. Jain Executive Engineer, Bhopal Municipal Corporation 09424499918

Mr. M.K. Srivastava Chief Engineer, Urban Administration & Development Dept., 

Govt. of Madhya Pradesh

09424492396

Mr. Anand Singh Executive Engineer, Urban Administration & Development 

Dept., Govt. of Madhya Pradesh

0755-2554080,

09425027801

Mr. Dharmendra Kathal Executive Engineer, Bhopal Development Authority 09425012092

Mr. Vinod Modi Deputy Chief Executive Officer, Bhopal Development Authority 08989109695
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