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Mission stétement

In order to nurture excellence in local governance and improve
the quality of life of the citizens, CMAG will strive to build
professional management capacity with in urban local bodies and
will strengthen and promote them as centers of opportunity,
leadership and governance.

City Managers’ Association (Gujarat)

The City Managers’ Association was forrally registered on

2 September 1997 under the Societies Act 1860 and the Bombay Public
Trust Act, 1950. It has been set up with the intention of providing support
to the city governments in facing the complex problems of growth by
building up the house capacity and expertise to tackle them. It also seeks
to give recognition to the role of urban managers and need for their
specialized training. As a forum, it seeks to articulate city governments’
concerns to the higher levels of government.

The broad objectives are:

1 Information Exchange and dissemination on urban issues, best city
management practices, technologies, cross country management
experiences through pubiications (newsletters, manuals, books),
workshops, seminars and audio-visual media.

2 Training Skill Upgradation for professional development through
workshops, seminars, short training programs and overseas training

3 Advocacy, by raising the sensitivity of state and central governments
to urban issues
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Introduction
1.1 . Background

Our cities are growing at a tremendous rate. Urban local bodies are taking a
number of policy measures to control and divert this development into a suitable
and better living environment. But the information crisis and lack of systematic
appraisal of urban problems is hampering their capacity. Moreover, there is little
appreciation of what their own remedial programs and policies are achieving. The
decision makers generaily rely on disaggregated raw data that are of littie value in
taking decisions. Even though statistics may be based on data that have been
verified, classified and adjusted, their relationship to policy outcomes may still be
difficuit to understand and apply.

Existing tools for urban policy are largely inadequate in providing an overall picture
of the city and how it works. In order to devise effective policies, the decision
makers need to rely on a set of measures that point to specific urban phenomena
such as service levels, access to services (service coverage), efficiency in service
provision, and financial performance with respect to revenue sources, efficiency in
resource mobilization and utilization, etc. How we anticipate, recognize, measure
and interpret urban problems’ and how we respond. to them in policy will determine

- the overall sustainability of human development.

There was a felt need of some standards to provide an overall picture of the city
and how it works. Such measures could be in the form of Urban Indicators, which
are variables or functions of several variables that measure particular real world
phenomena. Indicators assist in analyzing trends and impacts of policies. Indicators

reflect the trend of development and also provide quantitative and qualitative
information.

Few selected Indicators from among the total list of indicators, termed as ‘
performance indicators, have been employed for performance measurement of a
municipal body. Performance can be measured over a period of time (which is
essentially self assessment) or it can be a comparative performance
measurement among the municipal bodies. The indicators can be measured against
absolute (comparison with standards) or it can be a relative measurement
(comparing within the ULBs).

Hoping performance measurement across urban local bodies will help to set
benchmarks among them in the sectors of service level, coverage and efficiency.

*
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Concept of Benchmarking

Benchmarking, as a tool has been consistently used by the private sector to assess
peiformance and how the crganisation has performed against its goals. Most
common application of this tool in the private sector is budgeting and resource
aliocation decisions. Public sector, on the other hand, does not have any
commercial arrangement between the provider and the consumer of the services,
and concept of benchmarking in urban local governments is relatively new.
Benchmarking techniques enable performance measures and also the lacunae in
the existing system. It is a well-established practice in the international arena and
so the experience, as well as success stories are available in international scenario.
In India, however, much work hasn‘t been done and the techniques are being
explored, The techniques need to be adapted to the Indian context; system of
ratings and weightages need to be developed for local conditions.

- —

1.2 Context of the UIPM Program
Urbanisation

In the past decades, major developments as well as growth, has been primarily
concentrated in the urban areas. The urban growth rate is about 1.5 times the
average growth rate for the country. Population of Gujarat increased from 20.6
miilion in 1961 {when the state was formed) to 41.3 million in 1991. It accounts for
4,93% of the country’s population. The state, which is the seventh largest in the
country, has emerged as one of the most industrial and consequentiy urbanized
states over the past three decades.

Over 34% of the population lives in urban areas. Urbamsatlon levels from 1961 to
1991 are shown in the following tabie.

Urbanisation Levels and Growth Trends

Gujarat India
Year Urban Pop. % of Urban Urban Pop. % of Urban
(in Millions) | Population (in Millions) Population
1961 5.31 25.74 78.9 18.0
1971 - 1.49 28.06 109.1 1691
- 1981 10.60 31,10 159.5 23.70
1991 14.24 34.47 217.2 25.71

Source: Census of India and study estimates.
Gujarat has 143 Municipalities and 6 Municipal Corporations

The increasing trend of urbanization has resulted in a sudden rise in the humber of
slums, as well as increased stress on the city infrastructure and resource base. The
development needs to be complemented with provision of adequate, reliable and
better basic infrastructure services for the existing as well as the incremental
population. With urban areas becoming attractive centers of investment, the

City Managers' Association Gujarat 4
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demand for better services has increased manifold. And the first step towards
solving the problems is ‘self assessment’. The cities first need to understand their
present situation; quantify the lags in the system; identify the benchmarks and
plan to achieve them. In this context, a powerful too! for seif-assessment can be
Urban Indicators. A few indicators can be used for performance measurement. It
would have twofold benefits ~ 1) Performance indicators can help to set the

- benchmarks and 2) The cities can examine themselves in comparison to the peer

cities.

Urban Management has traditionally been more need based with short term
objectives. The policy makers have come to rely on disaggregated raw data that is
of little value, and usually leaves a host of problems unexposed and untouched.
There has been no serious attempt at coliecting the required data, much less
processing and analyzing it. In order to devise effective policies and improve urban
management, loca! governments need to build on a set of urban measures that
point to specific sector of delivery and quality issues.

The Changing Scenario

Over the last decade, several major developments have enhanced the role and
functions of local governments in urban development. The 74" Constitutional
Amendment Act has both given a constitutional status to urban municipalities and
enhanced their functions. At the same time the municipalities also have an
increased access to institutional finance. Civic services such as water supply,
sewerage and sanitation, solid waste management, roads, storm water drains,
streetlights and slum development, etc., are obligatory services of the local body.
With increasing emphams on local leve! financial viability and the gradual entry of
the private sector in providing local services, the issues of efficiency in service
provision becomes crucial - more so with regards to costs of provision of services
and efficiency in terms of utilization of manpower.

It is in this context of increasing independence, responsibilities as well as powers
to the urban local bodies, and in a world where “information is power”, that CMAG
has started this program of Urban Indicators and Performance Measurement,
The project aims at providing urban local bodies, decision makers/implementation
agencies with an analytical tool, which would enable effective planning and
decision-making. The study seeks to analyze the situation of the urban local body
'with regards to financial situation and service delivery. The indicators have been
developed to determine service levels, service coverage and its costs and
efficiency. Rating of various services and a comparison of municipalities are done,
based on indicator framework. The long-term objective of the study is to develop a
management information system to collect and document the data in the required
format, which would enable continuous monitoring of performance over timein a

- municipal body as well as comparison with other urban local bodies. The study

would also heighten sensitivity and awareness of stakeholders towards urban

-~ management issues and create a healthy competition to improve performance.

The program is supported by Internationa} City/County Management Association
(ICMA), Washington DC under the USAID Contract.

City Managers’® Association Gujarat 5
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1.3 Approach

. CMAG has formed a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprising experts form
ICMA, USAID, FIRE (D), Academic Institutions, State Government bodies and Class
I Municipal Officials. The first meeting was held on 27" April 2000, where the
objectives and approach to the program was decided upon and aiso specific
indicators were finalized from a comprehensive list of indicators (compiled from
various national and international sources) circulated to the members.

Core infrastructure services and municipal finance were identified as thrust areas
for the first phase of the program. Few heaith indicators were also listed. Six
corporations and class I municipalities were selected for the first phase. A
structured questionnaire (formed with the help of TAC committee) was mailed to all
. the sixteen urban local bodies. However, rigorous follow up had to be done with
municipalities and municipal corporations to collect the required information. In
many of the cases, personal visits were made for data collection. In cases where
there were many data-gaps, municipalities were approached again for the details.

Process
Jan-March 2000 Literature review of similar exercises conducted in
the country and abroad
April 2000 First Technical Advisory Committee TAC) meeting,
May-June 2000 Discussion and finalisation of questionnaire
July 2000 Dispatch of Engiish and Gujarati Questionnaire

' to respective ULBs
July-December 2000 Rigorous follow up on data collection, data entry,
data analysis including orientation visits to smaller

cities
Jan 2001 First Cut Analysis of the ten pilot cities
March 2001 Presentation of the first cut to the experts at the

National conference on Urban Indicators
organized by Tata Energy Research Institute
{TERI) New Delhi '
April-June 2001 Discussion with TAC members,

: Verification of the data, Finalisation of
indicators,Assignment of weightages, Preparation
of a software, “City Manageware” to graphically
represent the ratings among ULBs and
Preparation of @ presentation. '

30" June 2001 Presentation of the UIPM program and the
analysis to the Urban local bodies of Gujarat and
the State Govt. and NGOs in the workshop
organized by CMAG .

The process still continue.

The folldwing urban local bodies were selected for the first phase of study.

City Managers’ Association Gujarat 6
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. Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
. Bhavnagar Municipal Corporation
. Jamnagar Municipal Corporation

. Surat Municipal Corporation
. Vadodara Municipal Corporation

1
2
3
4. Rajkot Municipal Corporation
5
6

" Municipalities

1. Anand Municipality

2. Bharuch Municipaiity

3. Gandhidham Municipality
4, Navsari Municipality

Timely response from the followlng municipalities was not received
5. Nadiad Municipality —

6. Surendranagar Municipality

7. Veraval Patan Municipality

8. Patan Siddhpur Municipality

- 9. Junagadh Municipality

10.qubandar Municipality

The questionnaires were sent to all the above-mentioned municipal bodies,
however, from among the nine municipalities, only four municipalities, namely
Anand, Bharuch, Gandhidham and Navsari, gave the data in the scheduled time

- frame. Data was received from ali the six municipal corporations. Thus, in this

phase of the program, data compilation and analysis has been carried out for ten -
cities of the state.

In the present phase of the program, performance has been measured based on
few indicators, It is a comparative performance among the cities.

Benchmarking will be attempted after a time series data is
collected.

1.4 Objectives

UIPM program aims to address issues in urban governance, specifically in core
infrastructure and municipal finance for achieving better understanding and control
over it. Specific objectives of the program are;

* Research and development of urban indicators and identification of performance
indicators.

» To provide the urban Jocal bodies with an analytical too! for self assessment
which would also make them more transparent and accountable

» To identify the critical areas and assess the severity of the problems
» To aid civic bodies to prioritize actions

_»_Provide a tool for decision making to various stakeholders in urban development
City Managers’ Association Gujarat 7
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Benefits to the municipal body’s management

The program will enable performance evaluation over time as well as
comparative performance - comparison within urban local bodies or comparison
with benchmarks/ set targets.

Provide decision makers and impiementation agencies with a set of comparable
data for effective planning and decision-making.

UIPM can act as tool for identification and adoption of Best Practices.

UIPM would help the municipalities to justify its demands for fund allocation in
critical areas.

A self-assessment tool for city management wh|ch would help identify gaps in
the system and prioritise action plans.

Performance assessment will be useful for 2 number of different stakeholders in
urban development. Such an exercise would be beneficial to municipalities as well
as state level monitoring and regulatory agencies. In addition, other actors such as
finance institutions, investors, credit rating agencies would aiso benefit from
reliable comparative information on the performance of municipalities. Over time,
such a system would help to develop sector norms or benchmarks, which at
present, simply do not exist for urban development agencies and services.

City Managers’® Association Gujarat 8
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1.5 Analytical Framework

Identification of areas for development
of Indicators

I I :

Infrastructure _ Finance ' Health

Development of specific
indicators in each sector

v

Sector-wise analysis of
Indicators (comparing the
vaiues across all the cities)

¥

Identification of performance
measurement indicators

v

Assign weightages at each level

+

Rating of Municipat Corporations
and Municipalities in areas of
Infrastructure and Finance

+

Identification of critical issues
for the selected pilot cities

1.6 Approach to Comparative Performance Measurement

| An attemnpt is made to generate a format for performance measurement based on

selected indicators. A hierarchy of weightages at each ievel has been assigned after
discussing with the experts. Few performance indicators have been identified in
Finance as well as Infrastructure.

Scoring '

It is a comparative performance and hence scoring across all the municipal bodies
has been done based on the average vaiue of the indicator. Al the indicators have
been assigned scores on a seven-point scaie, better the service better the score.

City Managers’ Association Gujarat 9
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The average value is assigned the score of 4; on 10% deviation on higher and
lower side, score of 3 or 5 is assigned respectively; on 20% deviation on either
side, score of 2 or 6 is assigned; for values more or less than 1.3 times the
average values, score of 7 or 1 is assigned,

Rating

Weighted scores were calculated muitiplying the scores with the wezghtages
-Weightages were assigned at each level after consultation with the experts. Among
municipal corporations, water supply for the three Saurashtra cities — Rajkot,
Jamnagar, Bhavnagar has been analysed and rated separately. A consotidated
rating for infrastructure has been calcuiated in two ways, one with the water suppiy
scores and the other without it. Weightages in case where water supply hasn't been
considered, have been distributed proportionately over the other four services.

Infrastructure Indicators

1.7 Scope and Limitations

S.No. Main Indicator Specific Weightage
—_ Indicators

1. Water Supply 10 24%

2. Sewerage and 8 24%
Sanitation ‘

3. Solid Waste 7 24%
Management

4. Roads and Storm | 4 17%
Water Drains :

5. Streetlights 3 11%
Total 32 100%

Financial Indicators

S.No. Main Indicator Specific Indicator | Weightage

1. Resource 9 55% ‘
Mobilisation _

2. Expenditure 4 35%
Management

1 3. Debt 2 10%

Management
Total 15 100%

» Of the total nine class A municipalities proposed in this phase of the study, only
four municipalities provided the required data. Rest of class A municipalities
could not be included. Therefore, ten (six corporations and four municipalities)
out of fifteen cities are considered in this pilot project. Few indicators couid not
be generated due to lack of data from the municipal bodies while a few
indicators found relevant to the study were added to the list which was finalized
in the first TAC committee meeting.

» In case of few indicators, the values for some municipal bodies seem
~ unrealistic; this could be due to error in reporting the data.

City Managers’ Assaciation Gujarat
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m . "~ » In Finance, values of two consecutive years have been anaiysed, which might
. not give a comprehensive picture of the financial situation of the ULB. Objective
- has been on developing the methodology and approach and research. '

- » The performance measurement is not against any benchmarks or standards, it
is a comparative measurement among tbe municipal bodies.

e » Performance measurement has been done based on Finance and Infrastructure
indicators. '

al ¥ Comparison has been done separately among Corporations and Municipalities.

- » The final rating is not an end in itself, the aim of the program is to help the local
il bodies to improve their governance through analysing the indicators and
identifying critical issues.

—~

o City Managers’ Association Gujarat 11
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Chapter 2 |
Development of Indicators

2.1 General Demography

Indicators, giving an overall demographic profile of the city have been developed.
Indicators have been developed on population statistics, slum population and
municipal staff.

The idea was to present an overall picture of the city and the trend of population
growth. The indicators are detailed in the following table.

Tahle 2.1 General Indicators

List of Indicators Formula Unit ' Remarks
Population growth rate ({{Pop 2001 /Pop % Indicates the decadal
(compound) during 1991- 1991)70.1)-1) growth rate of Population
2001 *100
Population growth rate | (((Pop 1991 /Pop % Indicates the decadal
(compound) during 1981- 1981)*0.1)-1) growth rate of Population
1991 *100 ‘

Population density Population in Pop./Sq

(2001) 2001/Area Km.

Population Density Population in Pop/Sq
. (1991) 1991 /Area Km

Municipal Staff per (Municipal No of | This indicator would help

10000 Pop Staff/Total persons | to compare the size of

. Population in'01) | - municipal staff across
*10000 cities

! % of Slum Popuiation to Slum % This has a direct bearing
i Total Population population/Total on environmentat
' population of city infrastructure provision in
’ *100 the city

2.2 Infrastructure

Five core physical infrastructure services have been considered. They are as
follows:

» Water Supply

» Sewerage and Sanitation '
» Solid Waste Management

» Roads and Storm Water Drains

» Streetlight

For each of these services, indicators have been developed to assess,
Service level

Service coverage and
Service costs & efficiency

City Managers’ Association Gujarat 12
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The approach was to further detail out various components among these three
major heads and develop specific indicators. A detailed summarized account of
these indicators with their formulas and general remark has been presented in the
table 2.2.

Service level and service coverage eSsentialIy correspond to service delivery while
service costs and efficiency cover the operating cost, the cost recovery and the
staff efficiency.

The cost per unit of service has been calculated taking in the operating cost, It
includes the O&M costs as well as the establishment cost. In case of roads
infrastructure, because it is a part of ‘Building department’, a separate figure for
establishment exp on roads was not available and hence, the operating cost for
roads include only the O&M costs. - :

2.3 Finance
Financial indicators have been developed with the objective to assess the financial

heaith of the urban local body. Three sectors of municipal finance have been
considered. They are as follows:

» Resource Mobilisation
» Expenditure Management
*» Debt Management

2.3.1 Resource Mobilisation

Resource mobilisation essentially reflects the income status of the city. Actual
figures for two financial years, '98-'99 and ‘99-'00 have been analysed. It will .
certainly not give a holistic picture of the financial situation of the urban local body
but at this stage it is important to get the insights and the correct approach to
analyse the financial health of the ULB.

Per capita income figures have been considered for analysis as Per capita revenue
shows how revenue is changing relative to the changes in relation to population. As
population increases, it might be expected that the need for services would -
increase proportionately and, therefore, the level of per capita revenue should
remain at least constant in real terms. If per capita revenue were decreasing, it

“would be expected that the City would be unable to maintain existing service levels

unless it is able to find new revenue sources or ways to save money.

' Efﬁciericy in the collection and administration of revenues provides local govts with

an overview of the diversity and relative importance of revenue sources, indicates
tollection trend (growth/decline) of individual source.’

Percentage of Octrol in total tax income and in total revenue income also needs to
be caiculated. This is important as it indicates the risk that the local govt is
exposed-to. Higher the percentage of Octroi in total rev income, higher is the risk.

City Managers® Association Gujarat 13
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‘Table 2.2: Infrastructure Indicators

“Attributes Component " [adicator T T T T ™ Formula | Unit I Remark
Water Supply '
Service Level Water Supply per Capita per Total supply to the city per Ltrs. per capita | Figures of water supply per day have been
Day day / Total population of per day (Ipcd) averaged over normal supply months and
the city scarcity months.
. The indicator shows the availability of water,
rvi Avg. hrs of Supply per Day Hrs of supply on supply Hrs. The indicator helps to assess timely water
M}. . day/number of day(s} supply to the citizens. It also indicates the
Delivery between two supply days requirement of storage at city level as well as
the household level.
Avg. no, of Supply Days in a Days -do- :
Week ‘
Treatment Plant Capacity as %of (Capacity of treatment % Surface water is passed through the
Surface Water Supply plant/ Water supplied from ) treatment plant while ground water is
surface water ’ chiorinated before supply, and therefore
Treatment Plant Capacity resources)* 100 Surface water supply instead of total water
supply has been considered for this
indicator, It implies present as well as future
needs for treatment of water,
Storage Capacity Adequacy (Total Storage capacity % It is subjective to the system of water
_ {ML)/Total water supplied distribution but on the whole indicates the
Stor (MLD)*100 :]:?a.ge capacity against water supplied to
C it city.
City Managers® Association Gujarat 14
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Attributes Component Indicator Formula Unit Remark
Service Service coverage in Ratio of Slum Population to Slum pop not covered by Ratio Indicates the service coverage in slums. Very |
Coverage Stums Public Stand Posts Piped network/Total public high value of the ratio implies the possibility
stand posts of unauthorized use of water, illegal
connections, dependence on private ground
water resources, dependence on neighbours’
connections, etc. It is just an indication and
the value should not be taken as absolute
statistical figure,
Population coverage % of Households Covered by No. of water connections Y This ‘indicator has been enlisted as an
Water Connections ITotal no, of Households) ’ indication of population coverage of water
' *100 ) supply service, Again, this is an indication.
‘ | It might deviate from the true picture, which
) ) hints at loose ends in the system.
Physical coverage % of Water Supply Pipe Length (Length of water supply % This value gives an indication of physical
to Total Road Length pipelines /Total Road coverage of the service. This indicator has
: Length) *100 been formed based on the observation that
most of the. water supply pipelines are laid
along the roads. The values might deviate
from the true situation if the value for length
of pipes is very high. This might be due to
addition of length of transmission pipelines
or if the lines are laid on both sides of the
road. Thus it needs to be verified with the
) ) ground realities.
Service Costs and Cost per 1000 lit of Water (Total operating cost per. Rs./1000 Lirs, Operation & Maintenance cost along with
Efficiency Supplied year / Total water supplied- the establishment cost has been included in
MLD *365) * 1000 the operating cost. Indicates the cost of
infrastructure provision. ;
Establishment Cost per Capita (Establishment Exp. / Total Rs. The indicator shows the expenditure borne
. s . Population by ULB on itself for its water supply. It is an
Financial Management important indicator for oomparifoi among .
cities.
Cost Recovery (Total revenue generated % The percentage of cost recovery shows the
from water supply /Total present status as well as the lag between the
operating cost of water operating cost and the revenue generated.
supply) ¥ 100 e ]

City Managers® Association Gujarat
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“Attributes | Component _ indicator Formuia Unit _ " Remark 1
Unaceounted for water {Amount of water fost thro” % Indicates the % of unaccounted for water
System Efficien . lecakage. unauth use, (water losses)
Y ’ <Y cte./Total water supplied)
, *100 .
Staft per MLD supplicd Total Staff employed in Person(s)/ MLD | Implies staff efficiency and suggests if the
water supply/Total water municipal body is understaffed or
StaiY Efficiency supplied (MLD) overstaffed (comparatively). Figures are
. skewed for Saurashtra cities because of low
supply
Sewerage and Sanitation ’
Service Level Treatment % of Wastewater Treated (Amount of waste water % . An important indicator which has a direct
treated/ Amount of 1 Environmentat impacts on — Physical
wastewater generated) * ; resources (Land and Water) as well as on
' 100 public health,
Service defivery in slums | No. of Persons per Publi Stum Pop. dependent on % It will reflects on the level and coverage of
Convenience : public toitets/ Total Public service for slums; also reflects the level of
Toilets Seats hygiene. .
Lvl of hygiene % of Pay and Use Toilets to No of pay and use toilets/ Nos. Assuming that Pay and Use toilets are
Total Public Toilets Total no of public toilets maintained much more efficiently, the % of
: : *100 pay and use toilets to total public toilets
: shows a positive frend towards better
. hygiene level in the city.
Service % of Pop Covered by Pop covered by UGD+ Ind. % It reflects the status of infrastructure at city
Coverage Underground Drainage and Ind. | ST/ Total Population *100 fevel and identifies the lag for setting the
. Septic Tanks firture targets.
Population coverage % HH covered by Sewerage No of Sewerage % This indicator also gives the population
Connection Connéctions * 100/ Number coverage but exclusively of UGD. It implies
_of Households percentage of population having refatively
' safer sanitation.
Service Cost and Cost per Sewerage Connection Total operating cost per Rs./connection | Operation & Maintenance cost along with
Efficiency year * 1000/Total number the establishment cost has been included in
of séwerage connections the operating cost. Cost per sewerage
Financial Management — connection can be one of the guidelines for
deciding on the user charges.
Cost Recovery Total revenue generated % Indicates present status of recovery and the
from sewerage /Total lag.
operating costs * 100
City Managers’® Association Gujarat 16
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[Attributes | Component indicator Formula Unit Remark
Stafl"per 1000 Sewerage - {Total Staif for Person(s) Reflects on staff efficiency, suggests if the
Connections . sewerage/ Total number of municipal body is overstaffed or
Staft efficiency sewerage connecttons) * understaffed (comparatively).
1000
Solid Waste Management :
Service Level and % Waste Collection Amount of Solid Waste %% Generation of solid waste has been
Coverage collected/ Amount of Solid calculated @400 gm per capita per day. %
waste generated *100 Waste collection indicates the level of
cleantiness and hygiene in the city.
Waste collection % Vehicle capacity to Waste Total Vehicle capacity % It will imply time and energy costs on
Generated (Tonnies) Total Solid waste transportation of waste.
generated *100 \
Average Spacing of Waste Total length of roads/ Kms/bins The average spacing between storage bins
Collection Bins Number of Storage bins reflects the easy accessibility of the service
to the citizens. -
: % Capacity of Waste Coliection |  Capacity of bins / Total % Capacity of bins is directly linked with the
Capacity of bins Bins ' waste generated* 100 general level of cleanliness in the city.
Average Road Length-covered Total road fength/No of mis A useful indicator to compare across cities
Coverage per Sweeper sweepers ' and with the standard norms accepted in the
. cities.
Service Cost and Cost per Tonne of Waste Operating cost/amount of Rs. In lacs Operation & Maintenance cost along with
Efficiency Collected waste collected (MT) the establishment cost has been included in
Financial Management the operating cost.
. Cost Recovery Total Revenue generated % Shows the present status and identifies the
from SW /Total Operating lag,
cost of SW* 100
Manpower per Tonne Total Manpower employed Person(s) Shows stafT efficiency
Staff Efficiency for SWM/Total solid waste :
: collected in tons
Roads and Storm_ Water Drains .
Service Level " | % Roads surfaced Length of Surface % Shows the level of road infrastructure at city
Surfaced roads Roads/Total Road length level.
*100
%Road length having storm Length of Roads having % -do-
Storm water drains water drains storm water drains/Tota!
) Road Length
City Managers' Association Gufarat 17
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Attributes Component indicator Formula Unit Remark
Service Road density Length of roads/Area of city It can be a useful indicator for comparison
Coverage among cities and can be employed for
Physicat Coverage physical planning.
95 of City Area Covered by Value as provided by ULB % Shows the infrastructure status at city level
Storm Water Draing and identifies the lag_
Service Cost and Cost per Km of Road Length Opetating Costs/Length of Rs./Km Only O&M cost is taken as the operating
Efficiency Pucca Roads cost, Separate figure for establishment cost
Financial Management . could not be obtained for some cities. It will
: ' reflect upon the cost of labour, construction
or technology used which might be .the
: i deviation factor from average.
. Staff per 10 km of Road Length No. of Staff *10 /Road Nos This indicates the staff efficiency.
Staff efficiency, per g Length in Kms
Street light ' ' ‘
Service Level and Number of Street Lights per Km | No. of Street Lights/Total Number Tt is quasi indicator for the average distance
Coverage Streetlight Coverage of Road Length Road Length in Kms between streetlights, Shows & general level
' : : of service in the city.
Service Cost and Cost Cost per Street Light Total Operating Cost/ Total Rs.
Efficiency no of streetlights '
. Staff per 1000 Street Lights Total No, of Stafi/ Total Person(s Shows staff efficien
Staff efficiency i o No. of Streetlights *1000 © i
City Managers® Association Gujarat 18
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Property Tax Is an important revenue to consider individually because it comprises
a potential own revenue source.

2.3.2 Expenditure Management

The first issue to consider is the ratio of revenue expenditure to its revenue income
(operating ratio) to determine whether the City is living within its resources.

Personnel costs (establishment costs) are a major portion of the City's operating
budget. An increase in the employees to poputation ratio may indicate that the city
is more {abor intensive or that the productivity is declining.

Sectoral analysis compares the per capita expendlture as well as % exp in various
sectors to total revenue expenditure. :

. After discussions with the muniEipaI authorities, indicators on expenditure on

capital works and expenses on non obligatory functions rendered by the ULB were
added.

2.3.3 Debt Management

Share of toan repayment in revenue income as well as revenue expenditure has
been calculated. Debt Service Ratio of 12% is considered as healthy while value
above it should be seen as a caution, As the % of debt service increases, the
flexibility to make spending decisions decreases. Values below 12% indicate that
still the local body has the scope for borrowing more loans.

City Managers’ Association Gujarat 19
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Table 2.3: Finance Indicators

Attributes | Component | Indicator Formula Unit | Remark
Finance :
Resource Per Capita Revenue Income Total revenue income/Total Rs. Compares the income generation of the
Mobilisation . population : municipal bodies.
- Per Capita Income - ["per Capita Tax Income Total Tax Income/Total Population %
Per Capita Non Tax Income Total Non tax income/ Total Pop of Rs.
city
% of Own Resources in Total | income from own resources (Tax and Y% Own resources include Tax and Non
Revenue Income Non tax) / Total revenue income * Tax income. It shows the status of
100 urbant Iocal body to mobilize money
Sustainabili i from own resources
v % of Own Resources in Total | Income from own resources (Tax and % This indicator is directly related to the
Capital Income Non tax} / Total Capital income * 100 ! revenue surplus. More the surplus more |.
the amount of own contribution in
capital works.
% Growth in per Capita Tax PCTax income (*99-°00) —- Tax % Per capita growth has been taken rather
Income income (*98-"99)/Tax incomie (*98- than growth in absolute figures.
' *99) * 100
% Growth in per Capita Non | NonTax income (*99-'00) — NenTax % -do- .
Growth in Income | Tax Income income (*98-°99)/Tax income (98-
*99) * 100 .
% Growth of Own Resources Own Resources % in Revenue % It is important for a ULB that the
in Revenue Income Inocome(99-00)-(98-99/  (98-99) contribution of own resources in
*100 revenue income should increase.
%% of Octroi in Revenue Income from Octroi /Total Revenue % The indicator has been
Risk Income - Income* 100 -
% of Total Grants in Tota Revenue Grants+Capital %
fncome Grants* 100/Revenue+Capital Income
Per capita property tax Property tax Income / Total pop of Rs. For comparison among cities
Property Tax Income city
Collection Property tax collection Current property tax Collection (99- %
performance 00)/ Current property tax demand
. (’99-"00)* 100 _ :
Properties assessed per staff Total number of properties Nos Will reflect on staff productivity
Staff Efficiency : assessed/No of staff
‘ Property tax collection per Property tax collected/Total staff * 100 . In Lakhs | Will reflect staff efficiency
staff -
Tax Base Properties Assessed per Sg. No. of Properties Assessed(99- Nos
Km of City Area 00)*100/Total Area of City in Sq Km
City Managers’® Association Gujarat 20
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Attributes Component Indicator Formula Unit Remark
Past Efficiency % of Arrears in Total Arrear as on 1-4-1999/Current % Reflects on the past efficiency
Demand +Arrears Demand in 99-00
Expenditure Overall Expenditure | Per capita revenue Revenue expenditure/Total Population Rs. For comparison among citics
Management expenditure ' '
Per Capita Exp. on Water Total Exp. on Water Supply & % For comparison among cities
supply and Sanitation/Total Population .
Sanitation .
. Per Capita Exp. on Public Total Exp. on Public Health/Total % For comparison among cities
Health ) Population ’
Sectoral Expenditure Per Capita Exp. on Public Total Exp. on Public Safety/Total "% For comparison among cities
Safety Population )
Per Capita Exp. on Public Total Exp. on Public Works/Total % | For comparison among cities
works ___ Population
Per Capita Exp. on General Total Exp. on Gen.& Adm./Total % For comparison among cities
& Administration Population
Establishment % of Establishment Exp, to Exp on cstablishment/Tota! Revenue % . Shows on the expenditure over itseif
Expenditure Total . Revenue Exp. Exp * 100 :
Effici Operating ratio Revenue Expenditure/ Revenue % Shows financial efficiency
clency ' Income
Expenditure on Per Capita Exp. on Capital Total Capital exp./Population Rs. Indicates  the - expenditure  on
! Capital works Works ' developmental activities
i Expenditure on Non | % of Expenditure on Exp on Discretionary % Indicates the exp by municipal body on
Obligatory functions | Discretionary Services . Services/Revenug exp. * 100 the services for socictal development
i Debt Management Debt sesvice ratio (Income} Total Loan Repayment {principle No
! Debt Service Ratio +interest)/ Revenue Income
Debt service ratio Total Loan repayment (principle No Indicates the Debt component in total
: (Expenditure) +interest) / Revenue Exp. Expenditure,
: Outstanding Per Capita Outstanding Qutstanding liabilities /Population Rs. For comparison among cities
: Liabilities Liabilities

City Managers' Association Gujarat
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2.4 Health

A few indicators on health have been developed. Health indicators are
essentially impact indicators. They can be correlated with the environmental
infrastructure.

There is a wide scope of developing health indicators. The full range of health
indicators could not be materialized due to lack of data with the ULBs.

" However, indicators on mortality rates, water and air borne diseases and
immunization have been developed. The details have been summarized in

the table below.

-
e

Table 2.4 Health Indictors

Indicator | Formuia |  Unit
Health
Infant Mortality Rate Value provided by ULB No.
Maternal Mortality Rate Value provided by ULB No.
Number of Gastroenteritis No of cases of Person(s)
cases per 10000 pop Gastroenteritis/Total
Popuiation * 10000
Number of Cholera cases per No of cases of Person(s)
10000 pop ' Cholera/Total Population
* 10000
Number of Typhoid cases per No of cases of Person(s)
10000 pop ' Typhold/Total Population
* 10000
Number of Infective Hepatitis No of cases of Infective | Person(s)
cases per 10000 pop Hepatitis/Total -
Population * 10000
Number of Maiaria cases per No of cases of Person(s)
10000 nop Malaria/Total Population _
L * 10000
| % Full immunization Coverage Vaiue given %

City Managers’ Association Gujarat
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Chapter 3
Analysis — Municipal Corporations

3.1

General Indicators

. Orowth Rate [Compound)
i

Population Growth Rata In Municipal Corporations

A B

ar -1 Jamnagas E

Population growth rate 340 231 250 1.70 i
durdng 1981-1061 I
O Population grwth rate 222 525 379 544 439 3.59 i
diring 1991-2001 ' |

Population growth is highest in Surat though the decadat growth in ‘01-

‘91 has decreased compared to ‘91-'81,

It is notable that pop growth in Saurashtra cities in ‘01-"91 has shot up as

- compared to "91-"81.
% of slum pop is higher in A'bad and Surat. In other corporations it varies
between 20-25%. :

Aben

edabad |

Vadodara

) Stum Population in Municipal Corporation

L T LR E AR TR
A e R - LA A

v

wem T i
LR

“Bhowagar

PR oD

Jng

% of Slum Population
1o Total Popuiation

41

207

25

25
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3.2 Infrastructure Indicators
3.2.1 Water Supply
» Water availability is a critical issue in Rajkot, Bhavn'gr and Jamn’gr.

Therefore, these three cities are grouped separately for analysis and
rating.

Per Capita Water Supply

Supply per Caplta par Day (In Lt
g

204

E;Per Capita
~ Water Supply

Among Group 1 cities, Vad has higher per capita supply of water,
Group 1 cities have a reguiar daily supply of water while Group 2 cities
have it alternate days or once in three days in scarcity months.

Average Hrs of Supply per Day

1.5

Hra. of Supph

-
A

2
o

0

[ Average Hrs
of Supply/Day

* Vad has low treatment plant capacity as % of surface water supply.

* City Managers’ Association Gujarat 24
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K

Houscholds covered by Water Connections

% HH connected

HH covered by
Water Connections

+ % of HHs covered by water connections:is low in A'bad and Surat. For
the rest of the cities it is above 60%.

+  Pop. Coverage and physical coverage are not in tandem. The relation is
highly skewed in A'bad, Surat and Jamn’gr.

Stum Popuialon per Public Stand Post

$lum Population
2

' t | Jamnigr | Bhavrigr
S Sium Pop per 143 |- 290
Public Stand Post

Surat among Group 1 cities and Bhavn'gr among Group 2 cities have
higher no. of sium pop served per PSP '

- Higher no of persons per PSP implies possibility of illegal connections,
thefts, etc.

City Managers’ Association Gujarat - 25
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7.004

£.00

§.004

4.004

3.004

Cost (inRs.)

2,004

1.001

0.00 4

{53 Costper 1000 litres

of water supplied

N
N
N

R

A'bad

Cost per 1000 litres of Water Supplied
]
1
.\ i
N N 3 .
. Lt
Swat | Vad | . Rajkot | Jamn'gr | Bhawn'gr
1.83 2.59 537 2.89 584

~

Operating cost of water supply is quite high in Saurashtra cities as
compared to other three cities

In the Group 2 cities, Rajkot and Bhavn’gr have higher establishment
expenditure while Jamnagar is managing at lower cost.

Establishment Cost{in Rs.

O Establishment cost

per capita

Establishment Cost per Capita

City Managers’ Association Gujarat
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3.2.2 Sewerage And Sanitation

- Under grouhd drainage and individual septic tanks have been
considered as relatively safer sanitation options, hence are clubbed
together.

% Population covered by underground drainage and individua$ septic tanks

.% Pop Covered
3 % F 8

]

% Popcoveredby | 827 90 80 82 86 83
UG drainage and
Indv septic tanks

» It is notable that ali the cities have high % of pop covered by under
~ground drainage and individual septic tanks, ranging between 80% and
90%.

Househoids Covered by Sewerage Connections :

% households
&

% Households covered by
sewerage connecfions

- Looking at both the graphs (graph above and the graph on the next
page} it is seen that on one hand, Vad has highest HH coverage while
on the other hand, it has max no of slum pop per public convenience.
This indicates discrepancy in service delivery to the poor.

City Managers' Association Gujarat 27
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Surat and Vad have higher no of persons per public convenience. This
suggests poor hygienic conditions in slum pockets.

. Surat has highest % of pay and use toilets, which is manifold above
other cities. It shows a positive trend towards improved hygienic
conditions.

Percentage of Waste Water Treated

e

8
P09

e

-]

7
//}

.

N

>

% of Waste Water Treated
8 8 8 8 8

X 3
40 SRR
=-
04
A'bad Vad Rajkot Jamnigr Bhaw'gr
J % of waste 78.46 2477 73.42 0 0
water treated

. A'bad, Surat and Rajkot treat > 60% of its wastewater. Jamnagar and
Bhavnagar do not treat their wastewater. '

. Cities need to guard against environmental and heaith impacts of
untreated wastewater.

Cost per Sewerage Connection
oo, e
120000{ -
1000.00
-
£ 800 00
¥ eow
Q
40000 \\‘&
200.00 \\%

000] R N R e
| Abad Surat Vad Rajot | Jamngr | Bhawgr
DCostper | 120990 | 37224 | 29227 | 30845 381.06
| sewerage
i cornection

. Operating cost per sewerage connection in A'bad is extremely high in
spite of other indicator values being comparable with other cities.
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3.2.3 Solid Waste Management

Except for Bhavnagar, all other

cities collect >80% of waste

generated.
$Sofid Waste Collection
N ™
R
vl | :\\§ .

.

7
7

s
7
7

¢/
%

5

Waste Collection (%)
2
8

7
-

;////////-'/
7

.

. uat - Va jko Jamn'gr Bha'r

" {m% of waste collected |  83.75
every day )

98.00 93.58" 80.00 90.91 £6.81

Only Ahmédabad treats its solid waste, SOO Tonnes of solid waste is

composted daily.

Amount of Solld Waste Composted

§

7

T
-

"
-1
«
L

:/%

Y,
i

g

Ameunt of Weate Compeend (Tonnes}

-
H

Ly

Koy e e

Jlg

1th composted - o ) 0 0 0
in the plant {Tennes) :
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Surat manages the service efficiently.
98% of waste is collected
less spacing between bins
high capacity of bins (>100%)
Low staff per Tonne

Lower Cost
Average Spacing Between Storage Bins
3501 .
- :\' \\‘
3001 g;;\%
- 2 \
£ . o AR
= R
& R RN
3 1004 & 3
IR 3
o ‘\\%%: . .A
] Ja
B Average spacing
between bins{Km)
Capacity of Bins Against Total Waste Generated
zoo.w-| B
160.00 4
160.00- e " S _
140.00
an - N S Y -
% 10000 e R -
m'm- - . e .. [P e e TR [T
il B N N .
ww{ | i N - N - N —— —e
20.004-
0.004 s
_ ~| Abad Surat’ Vad Rakot | Jammgr | Bhawigr
= Capacity of bins 77.89 144.45 120.32 184.74 108.09 86.21
against tola!
waste genarated
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Cost Per Tonne of Waste Collected

s,

HETREE

Cost (In Rs.000]

g 8

e 8

N Cost perton
of waste colecled |

-
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=4

7
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- In Bhavnagar, % of waste collected and disposed is low even though
capacity of bins is high \
spacing between bins is less and
has adequate manpower
Less capacity of vehicles might be the reason for lower waste collection

% Vehicle Capacity to Waste Generated

» o
. sysseaypsgd

E% vehicle capacity
o waste gererated
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% of Road Length Surfaced

75

s

57

b
b

Swrat

97

a3

—

-

R EEEEEEK

N % ofyoads |-

surfaced

Rajkot and Vadodara - lower % of surfaced roads while A’'bad and Surat

have more than 90% of their roads surfaced.

3.2.4 Roads and Storm Water Drains

% ofﬁoad Langth having Sterm Water Drains

,_\

-
7

P
e

_.\\

\,,

25

"

Surat

24

24

having slom
waist draing

% road Wength

33
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Cost per km of road length

|

]

|

Cost{in Rs.)

100000+

. It is notable that O&M cost is exceptionally high in Surat while exp
very low in Jamn‘gr. .
A'bad and Surat both have >90% of roads surfaced. The O&M cost of
A’bad is much lower than Surat even though A’'bad has more staff
than Surat.

Staff Per 10 Km of Road Length

10:00

9004 \\\
6,004

6.00 BN U e e eemm et e i n mm wnaae dmean e o

4,00+

No of Biaft

200 . N

P N N o

0.00
A'bad Suwat .| Vad Rajkot Jamnigr | Bhaw'gr

O Staffper i0Km | 957 749 1.10 0.96 227 193
i ofroad length :

City Managers’ Association Gujarat 34



™

o

]

o~

Urban Indicators and Performance Measwrement Program / 2001

3.2.5 Streetlights

Stroet Light Coverage

2 8 3

-

B

Number of 8L pér KM road

-
o

<

SNo of SL
KM Road Length

A’bad and Bhavn’gr have higher no of street lights per Km of road
length (>60) while Rajkot has the lowest.

Cost por streot light

150

- R“"“_

_

i

7

Costin Re.
[}

10004

Surat Vad | Rajkot Jamnigr

%

i

s

N

7

S

NCost 1388
I Street Kght

2083 1793 1257 2175 1154

. A'bad is brightly lit up at with less staff and lower cost compared to

Vad and Surat.

Cost per streetlight is almost same'for Jamnagar and Surat but staff in
Jamn’gr is 1/8 of Surat,

City Managers' Association Gujarat
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Staff per 1000 Streot Lights

No. of Staff

O Staff
1000 Street
Lights
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3.3 Finance Indicators
3.3.1 Resource Mobilisation

Total Per Capita Rev. for all Corporations ("99-'00)
:
1Revenue '
grants ;
incom i
:
o Property tax - :
and other -
Taxes )
£ Octrol S ki == :
e |
A : <
S N\
200.0- \
B
0.0
Ahmedabad Surat - | Vadodara qul Jamnagar } Bhavnager
[oRevenue grens | 2825 175 974 586 765 1729
lzrNon tax income | 1178 2159 2577 87.1 1198 224
I Property tax 362.8 3165 484 2450 3164 1714
and othe: Taxes
Octrol 8823 §37.1 ar.o 5775 34486 3030

- Among six corporations, the three cities - A'bad, Surat, Vad (Group1l) stand out
as compared to Rajkot, Jamn’gr, Bhavn'gr (Group 2). Per capita income
generation is high in Group 1 cities _

Per capita tax income (Octrol, Property and Other taxes) is very high for A’bad
and Surat - \ _

. In A'bad, Grant Income is high which contributes to higher per capita

Vad -non tax income high, while for Bhavn'gr, it is extremely low
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Comparison of Tax ncome and Non- Tax income ) -
200-
ow Tax Incoma and - High Tex Income ard
igh Non Tex income High Non Tax income - ‘ i
=] ¢ |
Vadoces :
* -
4
S -
< 150 4 i
N - v . i
5 200 400 800 B0 1000 1200 © 00 1800
3 * * i
_ 0 - i [
" Low Tax income and ' i : High Tax ncome and .
Low Hon Tax Incomer * . ' Low Non Tex Income. :
Bhawnagar ;
- H
Tax incoms. H& . (™

Growth Rates of Per Capita Revenua Components for
Ahd, Surat & Vadodara 99-00 over $8-99

80.0% -1/ - hﬁ;

60.0%

DAhmedabad e
ESurat
40.0% -]
EVadodara .
20.0% -] g
0.0% A i
. Vadodara :
-20. N
o% Surat i
Ahmedabad ‘
fax s Reweriue
eome ~ rants Total
revenue -
income
s

- In A’bad and Vad, growth in revenue grant income is very high which

is contributing to higher revenue income while, in Surat, increase in

own sources (Tax and Non Tax) contributes to higher revenue income. L
- In A’bad, growth in property tax revenue is negligible
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i . Growth Rates of Per Capits Revenue Components for Raj, Jamnagar, Bhavnagar
- 9900 ovar9s-89

i DRajkot
& i Jarnnager :
W B
I
i
i
ﬁ Bhavnagar
Jamnegar
il ;
|

_ In Jamn’gr, Property tax income increased by 15% (second to Surat).
il : Similar increase observed in Rajkot.

o . Group 2 cities should try to increase their non tax income
Rajkot shows considerable dip in revenue grants while Bhavn’gr shows

il ~ sizeable growth in revenue grants.
H Current Collection Performance & Arears in Total Demand :
um.or ’ B ] =
80.0- n :
, N
=l 3
0.0 R DProperty Tax Collection Perl i
{Colection Vs Curment Demand) '
; 0% of anears in totel demarxt '
H 0.0
20.0-
"
% of arrears in lotal demand
ﬂ Property Tax CoBection Perf
{Collection Vs Current Demand)
- Jamnag .
Bhavnagar :
- j
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Surat and Vad show high performance in current property tax
collection and also have low arrear burden.

Ahmedabad and Bhavn‘gr have very high % of arrear demand and
also their current collection performance is low

Vad has highest per capita prop. tax collection

Comparison of Property Tax Collection and Assessment
e e 400
250 *
: Sust
Low PTA per Stall and ] 200 Figh PTA per Staf and
High PTC per Stall . High PTG per Stal

- 250 1
[
5
& ——  Jemnager 200 !
3 *
g '_ T ‘ T "’ﬁ r 4.!
%o 500 Vadodam w00 L. Ee 2000 250 o
g ; L 3 10.0 4 i
£ Rajot L !
g . |
R 504 Sheweger

: Low PTA pex Staff and ‘ High PTA per Stafl and :

: Low PTC per Siaft 0.0 4 Low PTC par Stalf H

L | ' i

! .04 |

' 00

Propecty Asseseet per Staff (hos} " 3 i

. Bhavn'gr and Surat have >2500 properties assessed per staff, higher
among the corporations while colfection per staff is lowest for
Bhavn’gr.

The situation calls for a closer look at the property tax formuta for
rating the properties in Bhavn'gr. '
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3.3.2 Expenditure Management

1809.00~

& Sqwornge

® Garnrel B Low) Charges|
& Adwn Exp
o Other Exp

000,
0 Wator Supoly m Pubite Hestth pn po{ -

3 Pubkc Salty [1Pubic Waks D0.00-1

Total Par Capita Expenditure
for all Corporations for FY 99-00

2554 120.55 TR 102,08 185.74 133.58

- - Revenue exp in the three Group 1 cities are comparable but the

surplus vary.

. Surat generates max revenue surplus while Bhavn'gr the value is
negative, (Operating Ratio (Rev £xp/Rev Inc} of Bhavn’gr for FY ‘99-
‘00 is >1) It's a cause of concern for Bhavn'gr

. It is noteworthy that administrative expenditure is low in Rajkot.

+  Establishment exp, is around 50% of the tota! rev exp in all the
corporations except Bhavn‘gr, where it is 35%.

Comolidawd Expenditurs snd Sutpies for
Stx Corporations a3 3 % or Rev Incoms

{oTotal reveenss Experttre | 447000

1108.71 TH0.%% 81432 B4 46 sy

{nSuphe 12640

30805 1285 HL B a2 -1M225
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Expenditure on Discelionary Services

o o

7

1000 -

7

RN
®  abi- ! \\\\ 3
X RO
[ S
! §§ \"“% ]
.t %\\ RGN — ._;
N RSy
: \% NN _E
200 &\Q\S‘ N I
¥ N : |
BN N AN !
Ahmedabad Suat Vadodam Rajot Jamnegar Bhavnagar
BB, ondiscrationary 1.29 401 144 596 381 0.00
sonices(%) \

. Exp on discretionary services (non obligatory services rendered by the
ULB) is max in Ahmedabad, which is primarily on heaith and education

- services.
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3.3.3 Debt Management

Jammgu
857

Ahmeclabad has highest outstandin

debt service ratio is high.

2
&
3
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¥
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£
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g liabilities per capita. And also its

Debt Service Rato

Bw
008

Jamnagar
o.08
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012
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.‘w T ._
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3.4 Health Indicators

Disadses

! 11 = No. of Malaria cases repotiad per

i 10000 pop

b —
10000+ 15 No. of infective Hepatitis cases

saporied pas 10006 pop

£ 000 T T 27No. of Typhold cases reporiad per
g 10000 pop
i TR N0, of Cholera cases raporied por
g o R\ 10000 pop
£ ' wigh BNo. of Gastro Entitis cases reporied
2 40007 ¢ NN = N per 10000 pop
: 5 N\ 4

| N 3 3 =

g @ § ) g

T g x £

E > 3 ﬁ

-

. 1t is notable that Jamn’gr has highest no of cases reported for
Gastroenteritis. '
Surat and Vad have higher no of cases reported for all the recorded
diseases.
Surat has highest no of malaria cases while Vad has highest no of
cases of Infective Hepatitis.
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Chapter 4
Analysis - Municipalities
4.1 General Indicators

Population Growth Rate in Municipaities

R
N
B Population growth i3k 24 109 - 545 168
duting 1501-1951
QI Poraation growth rate 24 12 _ 5.0 42
duing 18912001

Pop growth rate in Gandhidham Is very high compared to other cities.

Pop growth rate in Navsari in '99-00 is extremely high than its growth rate in
'58-"99,

Anand is growing at a steady rate over the two decades.

Gandhidham and Navsari, which show high pop growth also have higher % of
slum pop.

Shain Popatation in Municipsities

% Mumpop

£9% of Sk Popultion Y3 T ew Ty a7
1o Total Population ’
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4.2 Infrastructure

4.2.1 Water Supply -
[™]
Per Capita Water Supply
™
801 .
£ Ll — ‘
‘_e" 120+ . e b
§ 100 "ﬂ;._ |
2 = ™
Lol —
w1
- Anand Bhanxh Gandhidham’ Nawsari
[EPer Capita Water Supply 98 146 8 126 -
. Per capita supply of water in Gandhidham is lowest among the four ‘_d
municipalities.
. Average hours of supply per day is also lowest in Gandhidham -
. Bharuch and Navsari have more than 100 lit of per capita supply per : o
day :
. Treatment facility is good in all the cities (>=100%)
- -
Average Hrs of Supply per Day
"
™
™
i
-
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Households covered by Water Connections

100.0-

77

)

s
7

//,;,7 / ;, P
.

7
7

”
7//
.

Zor

N
X

7

\\\\&\\

5 HH covered by 719 822 > 824
Water Comections

. Bharuch and Navsari have better coverage of household service
‘connections. It can be noted here that % HHs coverage in
municipalities is better than in municipal corporations.

- In Gandhidham, ratio of slum pop per PSP is highest while Anand is
lowest. Hence Anand provides better services to poor.

Siurn Popuialon per Public Stand Post

3

LI B}

8

S Stum Pop per 53 T 227 - sT 161
Public Stand Post : U

City Managers’ Association Gujarat 47




Urban Indicators and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Annuntoﬂ_vthrl.octmmugh LeskageUnauth Use{%}

;
|
|
i

5 Amount of water lost 7 40 2 e
$aough leakage! .
nauth use(%)

Bharuch has highest % of unaccounted for water suggesting po'sslblllty
of more illegal connections, water theft, etc. :

Cost per 1000 Rres of Water Supplied

2004

0K

8 Cost per 1000 itres
of weler suppied

+ In Gandhidham, though the establishment cost is low, its total
operating cost is high. ‘
- Overall situation seems critical in Gandhidham.
With low Ipcd
Low coverage
Poor service to slums
High operating cost
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+ Anand is managing the service effectively
with high Ipcd - -
avg coverage in HH and stum pop coverage,
- good physical coverage and
lower operating cost
Navsari is delivering its service effectively albeit having higher
operating cost.
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4.2.2 Sewerage

% Population coversd by underground drainage and individual 'upﬁc tanks

Anand

Bharuch Ganghidham Navsan

£1% Pop covered by
UG drainage and
indv septic tanks

89

90 89.3

All the municipalities have good pop coverage in underground and
individual septic tanks, ranging between 85% to 90%
Bharuch does not have under ground drainage network. 90% of pop is
covered by ind. septic tanks.

~ Gandhidham has exceptionally good coverage of HH sewerage
connections, Navsari shows low household coverage.

|
§

Househckds Covered by Bewsrxge Connections

107

1004

80

40

20

o

Gandhidtam |

E% Housetiolds coversd by
sowersge connectons

112
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Percantage of Waste Water Treated
m.]
wl
. 5
% 40
] - e e - =
1 w0
E3
s . e e et e
* e
0
10-
[n
- Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsar
% of wasto 70 0 0 0
water treated

Only Anand treats its wastewatei'.
Rest of the citles need to guard against environmental and health
impacts of untreated wastewater. ‘

1 Costper Sewsrags Connection

Anand ‘Bharuch

SCostper 773
sewenge
connection

185 828

Gandhidham is managing the ser\.ii_c?é‘effectively - providing better coverage

at lower cost than others

Navsari is operating at
very high costs, has lesser coverage an
1000 connections

d has highest no of employees per
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4.2.3 Solid Waste management

Waste CoRection

100,00 " s

00
%000
m. .- . . 7 R ——. ——
8000
5000
4000

swl

0007

1]
om

Waste Colleotion {%)

|~ Anand Bharuch Gandiidham Navsari
0% of waste collected 9524 7500 66.04 8333
every day

/

» All municipalities except Gandhidham have more than 70% of waste
collection.

Average Spacing Between Storage Bins

a

Spacing (in Km)

© A0

= :\Q\ \%\\\§

000+

S Average spacing
betwesn bine(Kmy
* In Gandhidham, -
average spacing between dustbins is more
capacity of bins is less
manpower available per tonne is low.
Overall it needs to improve the service.
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Capacily of Bins Againat Total Waste Generated
20-”
1004
04
140
.
%1004
0.
ool
404" \\\\ 3 . \
’ \\ AR
= Cipecily of bins
apainet ot
' vensle generaded

. Navsari is managing the service effectively with
high collection

least spacing between bins

high capacity of bins

adequate staff .

relatively lower cost

% Vehicle Capachty to Waste Generated

=

C NN 2

00+
w0
ol
"
[ i
» & — -
ol
204
2l
wd
94

0% whicle capecity 1 L. 28 &
owase g o] c
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Manpower per Tonne of Waste Collected —
& gy
\\\ ;
- \
)hsl
N . =
B Manpower per 303 ' 678 299 585
Tone

Bharuch has highest operating cost per Tonne with other parameters |
being comparable to Navsari. ' b
m

CoatPerTonne of Waste Coliected ] _
e
. \j\§‘b aemis e = eemeevem e - E
g i
£
. é H
i
B Cost por fon ™|
of wasia collecied
Anand is managing the service smoothly with avg values of all the | el
indicators.

b
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4.2.4 Roads and Storm Water Drains

% of Road Length Surfaced

10004 I !

w0004 — i

80001 : 3
0004 — '-\\_\' \\ e .

50,00 \\\\\\\ N !

§
4000 3
20,00 R
ol L
10.004 ‘ i
0.00 LN i
% of roads 64.93 56.55 100.00 64.96 1
sutaced
]

It is noteworthy that Gandhidham has 100% of its roads surfaced.
Bharuch has the least % of roads surfaced.

% of Road Length having Storm Water Drains
10000
'| -
so.o- e
80.00-4" T 0 T
.00 e = _
oo
% soo04" | - - - . -
000~ S e
oo ] .
N
oo
Anant Bharuch Gardhicham Navsari
§ % roed length 1895 T 22 - 478 : 2562
heving storm
walei drairs
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Cost parkm pf road length

w0 | L. . S
18000 - _. N, -
18000 —_ _ . I §§§
$4000 —_ - ___
e B .
© o4 - \\\\
X
€000 R
R
e RN . R I S — .ﬁ-
e Anardd Bhacuth Gandtidham Neveari
19Cost per km 4845 18436 8424 19407
ol road length

In Bharuch, road infrastructure is critical with
Least % of roads surfaced
More staff per Km of road length and
Higher O&M costs

Gandhidham is managing the service at lower cost and staff.

Stafi Per 10 Km ofRoad Length
o
|
5,00+ .
4.00
i
E 300 \\\’Q\\\\\
£ \\\\
wd [N
1.00- N \’\\
. : i \\\\\\\1{
A\
0% Anand Bhanuch Gandhidham Naveari
£ Staff per 10 Km 272 514 002 AT2
of 1oad lengH
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4.2.5 Streetlights

Street LightCoverage

8
7
// .

7

.

.

.
.
__

%
7

Number of SL per KM road
3
7
7

&
/::7 - ': 7
_

i
i

-4
7 /u//
.

ENoof SL 99
KM Road Length |

e Anand and Névsari have better coverage of streetlight service
In Bharuch, operating cost per streetlight is extremely high compared
to other Nagarpalikas.

Cost per street Bght

00~

o

700+

600

Cont in s

sk

Arard - Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari

Cost 140 ©ge9 210 £51
| Strostight
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4.3

Finance Indicators

4.3.1 Resource Mobilisation

" Total Per Capita Revenue for ali Munii:ipalities (99-00)

1ooo.o-| e e e
80004
8000
70004

Per Capits Rev Inc (Rs)
o
i

£ Revenue grants 1314 7.8 50.8 54,4
£ Non tax income 3510 5.3 28 58.0

&1 Property tax 1478 833 792 1140
and other Taxes

10 Cotrat 2182 3255 2186 2501

Anand has highest per capita revenue income white Gandhidham has
the least
Per capita revenue income

It is noteworthy that Anand has a very high Non Tax Income, which is
its biggest source of income.

Anand and Bharuch have higher per capita grant income than
Gandhidham and Navsari.

Gandhidham has the iowest per capita revenue income and the growth
in income is mainly due to Grants '

Anand, Bharuch and Gandhidham have dipped in their Property Tax
Income from FY '98-99 to "99-'00.

In Bharuch, total income has gone down due to the drastic drop in
Non tax incomes. :
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Growth Rates of Per Capita Revenue Components for
- Municipalities

60.0% o Anand l
o Bhansch H
40.0% 1 Gandhidham i
o Navsari l

. Anand had kept its dependence on Octroi to 8 minimum - 27%

whereas all the other cities were highly dependent on Octroi income.

T_ H
|
Percentage of Octroi in Total Revenue Income {99-00) l
1000%
] |
00,0%
80.0% -
70.0%
g
= _Bo_ma_ _sss
3 50.0% e | \\\
g 40.0%- \ &
* \ N
30.0%- - Y4 X \
200%] \ -
100%4" 3
e
0.0%- Anand " Bhanicty - Gandhidham Navsari
gt 26.7% 58.2% 59.2% 524% |
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*  After abolition of Octroi in municipalities, Prop and other taxes and
Non tax income becomes very important
. Growth of prop and other tax and non tax is high and positive for
Anand and Navsari whereas it is negative for Bharuch and

Gandhidham.
Percentage Growth in Per Caplta Prop + Other + Non Tax
' (99-00 over 98-99)
10.0% - \\\§ e - e
‘ \\\\\ N—
soe] [N S
o' e -
5 -100% —
g.
o ~15.0%
Hd
i 20.0% -
25.0% -
0% Aram Bharuch Gandnidham Navsen
B Roptother 12.5% 26.9% 0% 4.5%
+tax Geowth
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K

Current Collection Performance & Armears in Total Demand

e

1000+ l

2.2

g0

80.0-4" 3 : & Propesty Tax Collection Port
{Coltection V8 Current Demand)
% of mrmears in totat demand

004

% of arrears in total demand

Property Tax Coltection Perf

Gandhidham {Coliection Vs Current Demand)

Navsari

. Navsari shows high current prop tax collectlon performance and has
~ also kept its arrears low.
+  Gandhidham has very hlgh arrear burden compared to other
municipalities.
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4.3.2 Expenditure Management

Consolidated Per Capita Expenditure and Surplus for
Municipafities as a % or Rev income

DO Tolad revenue Expendiure

Per Caplta Rev Income (Re)
g
L

200.00-1
Q00
~400.00 -
10 Total revenue Expendiure B17.3% 1102.04 798,31 840,85
B Surplus 01.41 27214 -189.81 20.75

. Anand is spending 3% of rev exp on water supply whereas Navsari is
spending 22% of its rev exp on water supply.

. Bharuch is spending 25% on Public works whereas other
municipalities are spending between 6% and 11% of their rev exp.

«  Only Anand is making a significant surplus. Bharuch and Gandhidham
are spending more than their rev inc.

Total Per Capita Expenditure for all Municipalities for FY 98-00

0t Exp
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il 4.4 Health Indicators
- Diseases
|
12000~ '
s :
100.00
; i 1 MNo. of Maksria cases reported per 10000
H pop
¥ wow i [53No. of infective Hopatifis cazes reporind
' g ! per 10000 pop
: < i D No. of Typhotd cases reporied par 10000
i i. 26005 : pop
; ! 1WNo. of Cholera cases reported per 10000
: £ w0 : | 23N, of Gastro Entritts cases rported per
sl .| 10000pop
2000
0,004

Bharuch has higher no of cases of Malaria and Gastro.
- : . There are no cases recorded for Malaria, Gastro, Cholera and Infective
: Hepatitis in Gandhidham.

f
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Chapter 5
Performance M_easurement

An attempt has been made to rate all the cities based on few selected indicators
from the long list of indicators developed for all the sectors of infrastructure and
finance. General and Health indicators have not been considered for performance
measurement. The cities are not.rated against any benchmarks or
standards/norms. It is a comparative measurement among the urban local bodies.

A totat of 15 finance indicators and 32 infrastructure indicators are selected for
comparative performance assessment. '

5.1 Performance indicators
List of performance indicators Is listed in the table below.

Infrastructure Indiéétors

“Sectors | | Indicators [Performance|Correlation
[infrastructure
- [Water Supply . |Water Suppiied per Capita
per day Yes positive
|Average Hours of Supply per
day Yes positive
i Number of Supply days ina
Service Level I
Treatment Plant Capacity as
% of Water Supply from
Surface Water Resources Yes positive
Storage Capacity Adequacy
Ratio of Sium Pop to Public
Stand Post Yes _negative
Service % HH covered by Water ‘
Coverage Supply Connection Yes positive
% Pipe Length to Total Road
Length -
Cost of Supply Yes negative
Establishment Cost per
. Capita Yes negative
Service Cost & =
Efﬁcilency Caost Recovery _Yes positive
lAmount of Unaccounted for
Water Yes negative
Staff per MLD supplied Yes _negative
Sewerage and % of Waste Water treated Yes positive
Sanitation Slum Population per Public :
Service Level |Convenience Yes negative
Ratio of Pay and Use Toilets -
to Total Public Toilets Yes positive
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Sectors Indicators Performance|Correlation
% of Pop covered by '
Service Underground Drainage and
Coverage Indv Septic Tanks Yes positive
% HH covered by Sewerage
Connection Yes positive
~ [{Cost per Sewerage _
. Connections _ Yes negative
2;:::::‘:30& & Cost Recovery Yes positive
' Staff per 1000 sewerage
connections Yes negative
Solid Waste = | 1% Waste Collection Yes positive
|Management '
Service Level & 9;’ vehicle to waste generated| __Yes positive
Coverage | pacing of Waste bins Yes negative
‘ % Capacity of bins Yes positive
Road Length covered per
sweeper
Total Cost per ton of waste
~ {Setvice Cost & |collected Yes negative
: Efficiency  |Manpower per Tonne Yes negative
Cost Recovery Yes positive
Roads & Storm % Roads Surfaced Yes positive
Water Drains  IService Level o, Road length having storm
water drains Yes positive
- [Service - - __|0Road Density
Coverage % city area covered by Storm .
: \Water Drains Yes positive
Service Cost & Cost per KM of road length
Efficiency Staff per 10 Km of Road '
Length Yes _negative
Street Lights  |garyice Level &
Coverage Street Light Coverage Yes positive
Service Cost & |Cost per Street Light Yes negative
Efficiency  IStaff per 1000 Streetlights Yes negative

The three Saurashtra cities - Rajkot, Jamnagar and Bhavnagar face a critical
situation in water supply due to unavailability of water sources. It was felt

- that values of water supply being skewed for these cities will not give the
true overall picture. And therefore, rating for water supply has been done
separately for the two group of cities ~ one comprising of Rajkot, Jamnagar

and Bhavnagar and the other comprising of Ahmedabad Surat and
Vadodara.
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Finance Indicators _ S :
Sectors [indicators - | Performance | Correlation

Finance

Per Capita Revenue income
Per Capita Tax Income Yes positive
Per Capita Nen Tax income Yes positive
% of Own Resource in Revenue
Income _ Yes ____ positive
% of Own Resource in Capital
Income

% Growth in Per Capita Tax ‘
lqcome Yes positive
% Growth in Per Capita Non Tax _
Income Yes positive

% Growth f Own Resources in
Revenue income

{Resource
Mobilisation % of Octroi in Revenue Income Yes negative

% of Total Grants in Total Income]

Per Capita Property Tax Income Yes positive
Property Tax Collection
Performance Yes posifive

Numbers of Properties Assessed
Per Staff

Property Tax Collection Per Staff

Properties Assessed per Sq Km
of City Area

% of Arrears in Total Demand Yes negative

Expenditure
Management Per Capita Revenue Expenditure
Per Capita Expediture on Water
Supply & Sanitation ‘

Per Capita Expediture on Public
Health

Per Capita Expediture onh Public
Safety

Per Capita Expediture on Public
Works

Per Capita Expediture on General
& Admin

% of Establishment Exp in Total
Rev Expenditure’ Yes negative
Operating Ratio Yes negative
Per Capita Expenditure on o

Capital Works Yes positive
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Sectors Indicators - Performance Correlation
% of Expenditureon
Discretionary Services Yes positive
Debt Service Ratio (Loan
repay./Rev Inc)

Debt : 0.12-5

Mmagemem Debt Service Ratio (Loan <0.12-6
repay./Rev Exp) Yes >0.12-3
Cutstanding Liabilities per Capita Yes negative

5.2 Rating Methodology

Specific indicators are rated on a 7-point scale. As this is a comparative
performance measurement, the indicator values across the cities have been
compared with the average value. The average value of the performance indicator
has been assigned the score of 4, The scoring depends on the deviation from the
average and the correlation.

The cities have been assigned the score of 3 or 5 if the deviation of the indicator
value is 10% from the average; score of 2 or 6 has been assigned if the deviation
is 20% from the average value; if the deviation is more than 30%, score of 1 or 7
is assigned accordingly. After the indicators were given scores, weighted score was
calculated muitiplying the score by the Weightage. Weigthages were assigned after
consulting the experts.

Weightages have been assigned at 4 levels:

Level 1: Overall Weightage to Infrastructure and Finance

Level 2: Weightage to each of five services of infrastructure and three sectors
of finance

Level 3: Weightage to service level, service coverage and efficiency

Level 4: Weightage to each specific performance indicator within the above sub
head

At Ievel 1, Infrastructure and finance were given equal weightages i.e., 50%

- Welghtage to each

At the second level, i.e., Level 2, weightage was assigned to each of four.services
of infrastructure. Water supply service has been excluded in case of municipai
corporations. But in case of municipalities, water supply is included. The
weightages have been summarized below:
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: Weightage Weightage
Sectors (Level 2) (Level 2)
. Muni. Corp. Municipality

iinfrastructure
Water Supply 24%
Sewerage and Sanitation 30% 24%
Solid Waste Management 30% 24%
Roads & Storm Water Drains 23% 17%
Street Lights 17% 11%
Finance
Resource Mobilisation 55% 55%
Expenditure Management —| 35% 25%
Debt Management 10% 10%

Incase of infrastructure, further the weightages were assigned to service level,

service coverage and efficiency.

Weightage
Sectors (Level 3)
Infrastructure :
' Service Level 40%
M ter Suppl Service Coverage 35%
er ou
a PPl Service Cost & 258,
Efficiency
Service Level 35%
Sewerage and Service Coverage 5%
Sanitation Service Cost & 0%
Efficiency
Service Level & o
Solid Waste Coverage 65%
Management Service Cost & 359
Efficiency °
Service Level 80%
l?voads & Storm Service Coverage 20%
ater Drains Service Cost &
h 20%
Efficiency
Service Level &
55%
. Co
Street Lights v?rage
Service Cost & 45%
Efficiency °
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Weightage assigned to each specific performance ihdicator is summarized below:

. Weightage
Sectors Indicators (Level 4)
Infrastructure
Water Supply Water Supplied per Capita per day 35%
: Service Lovel IAverage Hours of Supply per day 45%
Treatment Plant Czpacity as % of Water 20%
Supply from Surface Water Resources
Service Coveraae Ratio of Slum Pop to Public Stand Post 50%
"398 lo6 HH covered by Water Supply Connection 50%
Cost of Supply : 15%
. Establishment Cost per Capita 20%
2;{\’509 Cost&  |Cost Recovery 30%
iciency
_ Amount of Unaccounted for Water 10%
Staff per MLD supplied 25%
Sewerage and % of Waste Water treated 30%
Sanitation- -
Service Level Slum Population per Public Convenience 40%
Ratio of Pay and Use Toilets to Total Public 30%
Toilets °
% of Pop covered by Underground Drainage - 50%
- “land Indv. Septic Tanks °
Service Coverage
% HH povered by Sewerage Connection 50%
facility 9
Service Cost & .COSt ORf Sewerage facility ;g;:
Efficiency Cost Recovery
Employee Strength - 35%
Solid Waste % Waste Coliection 30%
Manage"ne“t Service Level & % vehilee to waste generated 15%
Coverage - Ispacing of Waste bins 20%
' ' % Capacity of bins 35%
. : ) 0
Service 8 Tolal Cost per ton of waste collected 40%
: o Manpower per ton 40%
Efficiency :
Cost Recovery 20%
Roads & Storm sarvice Lavel % Roads Surfaced 80%
. ervice Level
Water Drains - % Road length having storm water drains 40%
Service Coverage |% city area covered by Storm Water Drains 100%
Service Cost &
6 ci_ency Staff per 10 Km of road length 100%
Street Lights Service Level & : o
Coverage Street Ltght Coverage 100%
Service Cost &  [Cost per Street Light 50%
Efficiency Staff per 1000 Streetlights 50%
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Following the weightages as expatiated above, the weighted scores were calculated
and the cities were rated. A Software has been deveioped, which calculates and
represents the final rating at each level on a graphical front-end. It is cailed "City
Manageware”. At each level, scoring less than 3 (on a 7 point scale) has been
considered critical.

83 Rating of Municipal Corporation and Municipalities

Detailed scoring and rating sheets have been enclosed in the annexure. The final
rating is as given below:

Municipal Corporation

Infrastructure
Service level ~ {A'bad | Surat | Vad | Rajkot |Jamn'gr|Bhavn'g
Sewerage and Sanitation — " { 34 5.0 42 4.2 2.1 41
Solid Waste Management . 38 5.8 52 4.1 4.2 3.5
Roads and Storm Water Drains 4.3 5.4 4.5 26 33 6.3
|Street Lights 6.6 29 | 3. 35 2.9 6.1
:‘:{’:r"s‘f]':;‘y’;‘““’e Rating(without | 44 | 50 | 44 | 37 | a1 48
Finance
Service level , — labad| Surat | Vad | Rajkot |Jamn'gr|Bhavn'g
Resource Mobilisation 4.3 5.9 4.9 24 34 1.7
Expenditure Management 5.5 46 3.0 4.9 3.2 25
Debt Management 15 5 4 5 8 6.5
.{Fina! Finance Rating 4.4 53 4.1 35 36 24
Final Consolidated ratin
Service level A'bad | Surat | Vad ]Rajkot|Jamn'gr }Bhavn'g
Finance 44 5.3 41 35 as 24
Infrastructure (without water supply) 4.3 5.0 4.4 37 31 4.8
Final Consolidated Rating _ 435 | 516 | 4.26 | 3.61 3.37 3.59
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518

Rating of Municipal Corporations without water supply

Municipalities

Infrastructure :
IService level Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham | Navsari
Water Supply 4.0 5.1 2.8 4.8
1Sewerage and Sanitation 3.8 2.3 48 2.8
Solid Waste Management 5.1 4.3 35 4.9
Roads and Storm Water Drains 3.1 4.0 4.4 3.3
IStreet Lights 6.6 24 3.0 45
[Final Infrastructure Rating 4.35 3.74 374 4.08
Finance

Service level Anand Bharuc Gandhidham Navsari
Resource Mobilisation 57 3.2 3.2 40
Expenditure Managemnent 53 24 2.4 6.0
Debt Management ’ 4.0 7.0 7.0 4.0
IFinal Finance Rating 5.4 3.3 3.3 4.7
Final Consolidated Rating

Service level Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham | Navsari
Infrastructure 4.35 3.74 3.74 4.08
Finance 54 3.3 33 4.7
Final Consolidated Rating 4.85 3.52 3.51 4.37
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hapter 6
Problems Faced

Once the raw data was obtained from the corporations and municipalities, the data
was compiled in a similar format and it was then that the eccentricities in the data
became visible. It was realized that this was because of the dissimilar formats of
data keeping in each of the urban local bodles. Some of the problems faced during
the course of the program are listed in the following section.

One of the significant fallout of this program is realization of

an urgent need for uniform accounting codes and an

. information system for the services provided by the municipal
bodies. : :

1.1 Finance -
Income statements

» Property Tax Structure is not defined. Structure of property tax observed in
various corporations are: _

> Ahmedabad includes water tax/charges as well as conservancy tax/charges
in its property tax income. Even if it includes these taxes, it should give
separate figures for water and conservancy tax.

> Jamnagar includes conservancy tax and its educations tax income in the
Property Tax. Rajkot accounts all its direct tax income under property tax
income (even the toll tax). ‘

> All corporations except for Surat and Vadodara give a total of current and
arrear collection in the actual figures. Surat shows its arrears collection in
the Non tax income.

» Therelis no Standardized definition of Property Tax, hence property tax
- figures for all the cities are not comparable.

For this program, property tax was assumed as sum total of general,
water and conservancy tax.

»> When the ULBs were asked for the current and arrear demand of the
property tax, the figures given were in line with their understanding of the
property tax structure and not our assumptions. It was a task calculating
their current property tax coliection and demand.

» Water and Conservancy charges are also included In the tax income while they
are essentially Non Tax sources of income.
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>

Revenue collected under conservancy tax is used for sewerage as well as soiid
waste management and therefore it is difficult to decide the revenue income for
each of these services separately. .-
Project Income is a separate head in Bhavnagar and Rajkot. It has been added
in capital income for these cities. _

Income from Advances is added as a source of revenue income in Jamnagar. It
shouid be included in the extraordinary income.

Expenditure

4

Loan charges in case of Bhavnagar in accounted under extra ordinary exp.,
which alters the revenue exp figure.

In Rajkot, loan repayment is a part of revenue expenditure as well as project
expenditure. The amount of loan charges had to be added in rev exp and the
same amount deducted from capital expenditure.

The word conservancy is used for both drainage as well as solid waste
management. It needs to be clarified and standardized for all the municipal
bodies.

-~

'Heads under *General Administration’ vary across the cities.

Major heads under Public Heaith, Public Safety and Public Works must be
standardized. :

In case of municipalities, loan charges are considered as a part of extra ordinary
expenditure which must be included in revenue expenditure.

6.2 Infrastructure

Water Supply

4

Figure for unaccounted for water is based on perception, there is no actual
justification.

It is difficult to find the sium population, which is dependent on Public Stand
Posts.

For calculating the pop coverage, indicators like connections/properties
assessed and connections/households have been adopted for finding the pop
covered by piped supply. : '

For calculating the physical coverage, % of pipe length to total road length was
adopted where the figures were >200, this might be because pipelines are laid
on both the sides of the road or the transmission pipe length has been included
in the figure given for pipe length. '
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% of water supply pipe length over totat road length

20,004
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. _— e o e e R o R
100.00-1 R

%

Q00—
Abad - Surat Vad Rajkot Jamnigr Bhavrigr i
% ofwotersupply | 184.98 216.16 64.65 11384 26.24 217.38 1
pipe length over !
total road

Sewerage and Sanitation X
» Population coverage by under ground sewerage, individuat septic tanks and
" public toilets can be estimated, there is no way to justify the figures.

" » Total no of public toilet seats are listed in the zonal offices and are not updated
in the central office.

» Again, similar to water supply, to find the physical coverage, correct data of
distribution network iength is required.

Roads
» Roads are a part of building department. And thus it was difficult to verify
separate figures for the staff and the expenses (establishment + O&M) incurred.
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List of Participanis !n WOrkshog of Urban Indicalors and Performance Measuremen‘l on

Mr. K.D. Patel

~Sr. Clerk

Chandkheda Nagarpalika
Chandkheda.
Ph: 7500260 Fax; 7516059

Mr. C.R. Soni

Chief Officer
Viramgam Nagarpalika
Viramgam.,

" Ph: 3533227

Mr. S.G. Kanagali

AddL MoH ®
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporatlon
West Zone Office, Ahmedabad.

Mr. Nimish Patel

ABHIKRAM

15, Laxmi Nivas Society,

Near Paldi, Ahmedabad — 380 007.
Ph: 6588018 Fax: 6588028
Email: abhikram@wilnetonline.net

Mr. Jivan M. patel

Town Planner

Surat Municipal Corporation
Surat.

Ph: 7420544

Dy. Municipal Commissioner

Surat Municipal Corporation
Surat. .

Ph: 7423750

Mr. P.J. Avathia

Media Person (Chief Reporter)
News Weekly,

Bapunagar, Ahmedabad.

Ph: (0) 2778065  (R) 6303240

Mr. J.V. Mudholkar
Asst. Chief Projects HUDCO
Regional Office, Ashram Road,

Gruhnirman, Ahmedabad — 380 009,

Ph: 6585991 * Fax: 6580804

30" June 2001

M. Dinkarrao A. Shah
Accountant

Nadiad Nagarpalika
Nadiad — 387 001.

Ph; 51376

Mr. Kaushik Patel
Asst. Accountant
Nadiad Nagarpalika
Sardar Udyan,
Nadiad.

Ph: 51376

Mr. Allarakha Lerkhi
Internal Auditor
Nadiad Nagarpalika
Nadiad.

Ph: 51376

Mr. Ghanshyam Barot
CMAG Member

71, Asopalav Bungalow,
Thaltej, Ahmedabad

Mr. Kanaksinh Rohadiya

Asst. Manager

Planning & Finance Cell
Ahmedabad Mumcxpal Corporation
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 520

Mr. P.O. Desai '
Chairman (Waghbakri Group)

" 6 Floor, IMC House,

Opp: Parimal Garden,
Ahmedabad.
Ph: 6405050 Fax: 6407071

Mr. Ashish Pingle

Executive Asst. to CMD (Waghbekri Group)
6™ Floor, IMC House,

Opp: Parimal Garden, .

Ahmedabad.

Ph: 6405050 Fax: 6407071
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Mr. G.S. Gupta

Volunteer Heritage Cell of AMC
Anil Kunj Centre, Paldi, Ahmedabad.
Ph: 6575817 Fax: 6576700

Email: g-gupta3@indialine.com

Mr. Nagarajan Naidu

Asst. Manager

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Gol Limbda, Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 519

Mr. Raju X. Gupta

Navsari Nagarpalika .
Navsari. L=
Ph: 50253  Fax: 58029

Ms. Bhumika Kunbi
President

Navsari Nagarpalika
Navsari
Ph: 50253  Fax: 58029
Mr. Chunilal Patel
Accountant

Navsari Nagarpalika
Navsari. _
Ph: 50253  Fax: 58029

Mr. Manish Trivedi

Asst. Manager

Vigilance Department, 5" Fioor,
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 541

Ennail: manishtrivedi_2000@yahoo.com

Mr, Chetan Vaidya
Principal Urban Management Advisor
FIRE-D, New Delhi.

Mr. Deepak Trivedi

I/C Director UCD — I/C Dy. Octroi Suptd.

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Sardar Patel Bhavan, Danapith,
Ahmedabad.
Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 588

- Fax: 5350926

Mr. Ketan Mandani
Eng (Projects)

" Gujarat Urban Development Co. Ltd.

1* Floor, Abhishek Buiiding,
Opp: Hotel Haveli, Sector 11, Gandhinagar.
Ph: 32-41862, 65

Email: gudcol@icenet.net

Mr. Gopal Jain

Programmne Assistant

Centre for Environmental Education
Thaltej Tekra,
Ahmedabad.
Ph: 6858002
Email: ceein com

Mr. Yogesh Maitram

Dy. Assessor & Tax Collector
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporatio
Ahmedabad. :
Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 429

Mr. A.R. Bhatt

Dy. Municipal Commissioner
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad

Ph: 5350606

Dr. Vilasini Ramchandran
Municipal Cornmissioner

‘Vadodara Municipal Corporation

Vadodara.
Ph: 433344

Mr. Bharat Raval

Chief Executive Officer

Ahmedabad Urban Development Authority,
AUDA

Usmanpura, Ahmedabad.

Ph: 7545062

Ms. Bhavna Ramkhiani

Project Manager

UNNATI,

G-1, 200 Azad Society, Ambawadi,
Ahmedabad. '

Ph: 6746145, Email: unnati@ad1.vsnl.net.in
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Mr. K.D. Bhalodia

City Engineer

Rajkot Municipal Corporation
Rajkot.

Ph: 225203

Mr. V.M. Patel

Senior Clerk
Khedbrahma Nagarpalika
Khedbrahma.

Ph: 20021

Mr. Vijay Anadkat

Technical Asst. to MC

Rajkot Municipal Corunissioner
Rajkot. : —_
Ph: 0281-241947  Fax: 221258
Email: vijayanadkat@yahoo.com

Mr. Raman Barot

Chief Officer

Khedbrahma Nagarpalika
Khedbrahma.

Ph: 20029

Ms. Darsini Mahadevia

Asst. Professor

School of Planning

CEPT, Ahmedabad.

Ph: 6302470 Fax: 6302015

Mr. K.H. Patel
Chief Officer
Padra Nagarpalika
Padra. -

Ph: 22655

Ms. Usha Raghupati

Associate Professor

National Institute of Urban Affairs
Core 4B, THC, Lodhi Road,

" New Delhi — 110 003.

Ph: 4617517 Fax: 4617513
Email: niua@niua.ernet.in

Mr. Jiten Hindocha
Sr. Manager

Kampsax India Ltd., 62, The Chamber,

Gandhinagar-Sarkhej Highway,
Ahmedabad.,Ph: 6856366

Ms. Jayshree Jani
Ranjitnagar A6/69
Jamnagar.

Ph: 0288-568090

Mr. Keyur Shah

Urban Planner

Kampsax India Ltd.
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 6856366 Fax: 6843023

Shri Himmatsinh Patel

Mayor

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad.

" Mr. Anand Rudra

Asst. Program Officer
USAID, American Embassy,
New Delhi.

Ph: 4198579

Ms. Renu Sehgal

Program Management Asst.
USAID, American Embassy,
New Dethi.

Ph: 4198579 fax: 4198454

Mr. P.U. Asnani
Adviser
USAEP
Ahmedabad.

Mr. Amal Dhru

Chartered Accountant

Amal Dutt & Association

3, Mangal Das Road,

Paldi, Ahmedabad.

Ph: 6466171 Fax: 6467759
Mobile: 98250-15534
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Mr. B.R. Sheth

City Engineer

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ph: 5354393

Ms. Anjali Athawk
Officer Finance

Amal Dutt & Association
3, Mangal Das Road,
Paldi, Ahmedabad.

Ms. Preetha Sunil

Asst. Manager

_ Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
South Zone, Sardar Patel Bhavan, .
Ahmedabad — 380 001.

Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 691

Ms, Nivedita D’Lima

Consuitant

Envirormental Planning Collaborative
701, Paritosh, Usmanpura,
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 7550102

Mr. Manish Srivastava

Dy. Manager

Arvind Anticor Ltd.

Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5891941 Fax: 5830287
Email: arvindanticor@hotmail.com

Mr. Narendra Mishra

Consultant -

Urban Management Programme
UNDP/UNCHD,

D-22-23, Institutional Area, Pankha Road,
Janakpuri, New Delhi— 110 058,

Ph: 5522473/74 Fax: 5500117

Ms. Shefali Manipal
Reporter

The Indian Express -
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 6575808 Fax: 6575826

Mr. S.R. Shah
Officer-on-Special Duty
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation,

" Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5350562

Shri Khemchand Solanki

Dy. Mayor

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation,
Ahmedabad.

Shri P.A. Dikshit

Dy. Municipal Commissioner
Ahmedabad Mumicipal Corporation
West Zone, Ahmedabad.

Shri K. Kailashnathan, JAS

. Municipal Commissioner

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad. ‘

Mr. Suresh Sheth
Chief Officer
Navsari Nagarpalika
Navsari.

Ph; 50254

M. Vishal Shukla

Marketing Coordinator

Vipul Estate, Opp: Anupam Cinema,
Near Pragati High Court,

Khokhara, Abmedabad,

Ph: 2164793 Fax: 2176613

Email: vishal.Shukla@wbtea.com

Mr. Parag Desai -

Director

6% Floor ]MC House,
Ambawadi, Abmedabad.

Ph: 6405050 Fax: 6407071
Email: customers@waghbakritea.com

Mr. HM. Desai

AddL City Engineer

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5691811 Ext.: 457
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Mr. R.S. Patel

AddL City Engineer

Electrical Department

Ahmedabad Mumcxpad Corporation
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5350652

Mr. Sarbjit Singh Sahota
Architect-Urban Planner
108/9, Darshan Apartment,
Ahmedabad.

Mr. M.R. Acharya
Chief Officer

Ramp Nagarpalika

" Ph. 7524662 Fax: 7523407

Mr. Debashish Nayak

Advisor Heritage Cel

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad. .

Mr. Trikamlal Vankar
Chief Officer

Unjh Nagarpalika

Unjha.

Ph: 52587  Fax: 52587

Mr. Ashok Patel

Chief Sanitary Inspector
Unjha Nagarpalika

Unjha.

Ph: 53501 ©  Fax: 52887

Mr. J.D Parmar

Dy. Municipal Commissioner
Ahmedabad Municipal Commissioner
Abmedabad.

Ph: 5354304

‘Mr. Ramesh Doshi

Dy. City Engineer

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 5391811 Ext.: 577

t

Mtr. Ravikant D. Joshi

Chief Accountant

Vadodara Municipal Corporation
Vadodara.

Mr. Bhalchandra Medi

Director

Consumer Education & Research Centre
Abhmedabad.

Ph: 7489945

Mr. K R. Chavhan
Head Clerk
Idar Nagarpalika, Idar. Ph: 50046

Mr. Manilal Prajapati
Addl. Asst. Engineer
Idar Nagarpalika
Idar, _

- Ph: 50046

Ms. Shirley Ballaney

Environmental Planning Collaborative
Usmanpura, '

Ahmedabad.

Mr. G.C. Chauhan
Chief Officer

Idar Nagarpalika
Idar. .
Ph: 55410

Ms, Shilpa Poduwal ' _
Environmental Planning & Collaborative
Usmanpura,

Ahmedabad,

Mr. Kartik Vora

Consultant :

M15/89, Pragatinagar,

Naranpura, Ahmedabad.

Mr. D.B. Makwana
Dy. Municipal Commissioner
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation

' Ahmedabad.
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Mr. A.B. Bhatt
Chief Officer
Kadi Nagarpalika
Kadi.

Ph: 42414, 62471 Fax: 62471
Mr. Biren Raval

AddlL Engineer

Technical Asst. to MC

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporatxon
Ahmedabad.

Capt. Dilip Mahajan

Asst. to MC '
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporatxon
Alunedabad

Mr. JM. Mistry
Chief Officer
Vapi Nagarpalika
Vapi.

Ph: 0260-461601

Mr. HN. Thakkar

Town Planner

Ahmedabad Urban Development Authority
Usmanpura, Ahmedabad.

Ph: 7545051

Prof, .M. Shivanand Swamy
Director

School of Planning

CEPT, Ahmedabad.

Mr. Van Dijk

Prof. Director

Meine Pieter Erasmus University

P.B. No. 1738 H12-27 3000DR Rotterdam
The Netherlands. _
Ph: 31-104081186  Fax: 31-104089153

Mr. K.C. Lakhani

City Engineer

Bhavnagar Municipal Corporation
Bhavnagar.

Ph: 424804

Dr, D.V. Josrang

Medical Officer of Health
Bhavnagar Municipal Corporation
Bhavnagar.

Ph: 433169

Ms. Madhavi Desai

Partner

Archicrafts, 10-Ranjan Soclety,
Part I, Naranpura Road,
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 7493516

Email: mmdesai@icenet.net

Mr. Sunil Shah

System Adviser
System Dynamics Software Pvt. Ltd.
4, Saujanya Row House,
Ahmedabad.

Ph: 6449089 Fax: 6448087
Email: smilshah@adlmila-

M. P.G. Chaudhary -
Sub Overseer
Limbdi Nagarpalika
Limbdi.

Ph: 70462

Mr. Shankar Dalvadi
President

Limbdi Nagarpalika
Limbdi. -
Ph: 20066  Fax: 20631
Mr. BM. Chavda

Dy Director

Directorate of Municipalities

Gandhinagar.

M. B.R. Balachandran

Executive Director

Environmental Planning & Collaborative
Usmanpura,

Abmedabad.
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Mr. Narendra Parmar
Sanitary Inspector
Khedbrahma Nagarpalika
Khedbrahma.

Ph: 20021

Mr. B.M. Joshi

Chief Officer

Chandkheda Nagarpalika
Chadkheda.

Ph: 7500266 Fax: 7516059

Mr. Nilendu Shah

35, Sawsahar Nagar,

Sarkhej Road, Ahmedabad.
Ph: 6631421 Fax: 6638984
Email: nilendushah@jicenet.net

Manvita Baradi

Director- programs
CMAG

Dr. Yashesh Anatani
Executive Director
CMAG

Urvi Mankad
Project manager
CMAG
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Technical Advisory Committee Members for Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement

Ms. Deborah Kimble

Director, Municipal Programs
International City/County Management
Association (ICMA)

Pr. Manjula Subramanium, JAS
Principal Secretary,
Urban Development Department

Mr. K. Kailashnathan,
Municipal Commissioner,
AMC )

Mzr. P.U. Asnani
Vice President, CMAG -
Ahrtedabad,

Mr. P.A. Dikshit
Secretary, CMAG

Mr. Chetan Vaidya
Sz, Urban Management Advisor

FIRE (D) Project

Prof. H.M. Shivanand Swamy
Director

School of Planning

CEPT ‘

Prof. Anjana Vyas
Professor
School of Planning, CEPT

Mr. B.R.Balachandran,
Executive Director, EPC

Mr. Devendra Makwana
Dy Municipal Commissioner
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation

Mr. Raju Gupta
Chief Officer

- Navsari Municipality

Mr, M.C. Mehta
Additional City Engineer
Bhavnagar Municipal Corporation

Program —April 2000

Mr. P.P. Vyas
Dy Municipal Commissioner,
Rajkot Municipal Corporation

Mr. AAM. Mehta
Dy Municipal Commissioner
Surat Municipal Corporation

Mr. Ravikant Joshi
Chief Accountant
Vadodara Municipal Corporation

Prof. Raghunathan

Professor
Indian Institute of Management

Ms. Vatsala Vasudev
Director
Directorate of Municipalities

Mr. B.M. Chavda
Dy Director
Director ate of Municipalities

Ms. Bhargaviben Dave
Dy Director, GMFB

Mr. M.B. Parmar
Director

GMFB

Mr. M.K. Das

Dy MC
AMC

Prof. Utpal Sharma
School of Planning
CEPT

Mr. Sudarshan Iyengar,
GIDR,
Abhmedabad.

Manvita Baradi
Director- programs
CMAG ‘

Urvi Mankad
Project manager
CMAG
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Urban Indicators — Municipal Corporations ;
General Indicators
Ahmedabad $urat Vadodara Rajkot Bhavnagar | Jamnagar
Population growth rate during 1981-1991 3.40 EF.‘-.?f.i 345 2.31 2.90 1.70
Population growth rate during 1991-2001 222 5.25 3.79 5.44 4.39 - 3.89
Population density (1991) 15074 13483 9527 8107 12463 - 7651
Population density (2001) 18770 22266 13819 9060 10882 19157
unicipal staff per 10000 population rg 64 74 61 58 22
% of Slum Population fo Total Population 41 30.7 20.7 21 25 25
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infrastructure Indicators

Water Supply indicators

Indicators Units |Ahmedabad| Surat |Vadodara| Rajkot |Jamnagar |Bhavnagar
Service Level ‘
Per Capita Water Supply Lpcd 113 149 182 79 95 76
Average hrs of supply per day Hrs 2.5 3 0.67 0.25 0.5 0.496
No. of supply days in a week days 7.00 7.00 7.00 3.00 2.40 3.60
Treatment plant capacity (Operational) % 120 109, 38 313 200 152
Storage Capacity Adequacy % 135.969 84.96'q 47.269 1120.598| 70.464 61.015
Service Coverage ;
Ratio of slum pop to Public Stand Posts Number 133 154 100 143 143 290
Households covered by water supply connections % 38.36 37.07 6251 | 73.33 | 69.60 59.57
% of pipe length to total road length % 184.96 219.16 6465 |11364| 36.24 217.39
Service Costs and Efficiency ' '
Cost per 1000 litres of water supplied per day Rs. 3.29 1.83 2.59 5.37 289 6.84
Establishment cost per capita Rs. 31.0 18.0 48.1 36.2 16.7 33.5
ICost recovery % 57.32 83.35 5672 | 18.08 | 134.26 22.05
IAmount of unaccounted for water % 22 . 22 10 16 17 17
Staff per MI.D supplied Person(s) -3 2 - 3 5 9 7
City Managers’ Association Gujarat ‘ 85 .
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
- Sewerage and Sanitation
Indicators Units Ahmedabad | Surat |Vadodara| Rajkot | Jamnagar Bhavnagar
Service Level
% of waste water treated % 78.46 162.08 2477 | 7342 0.00 0.00
Slum population per public convenience Person(s) 43 168 361 g8 73 62
% of Pay and use toilets to total pubiic toilets % 3 100 1 3 3 23
Service Coverage
% Population covered by underground o ; 7 !
drainage and Individual septic tanks % 82.7 % 80, 82 _ 86 83
% of sewerage connections to
total no. of households % 36 66 7 37 0 56
Service Costs and Efficiency
Cost per sewerage connection Rs. - 1209.90 37224 | 29227 | 308.45 - 381.06
_ - -

% Cost recovery % 121.55 7.14 203.38 266 - 104.03
Staff pér 1000 Sewerage Connections Person(s) 6 2 3 3 - 6
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

W

Solid Waste Management

Ahmedabad

Indicators Units Surat |Vadodara| Rajkot jJamnagar|Bhavnagar

Service Level & Coverage

% of waste collection % 83.75 98.00 | 93.58 80.00 | 90.94 66.81
9 vehicle capacity to waste genérate’d % 83.75 56.50 76.87' | 45.00 3055 | 3017
Average spacing between storage bins Mts 1.62 0.82 1.33 3.38 2.73 0.95
Capacity of bins against total waste generated % 77.89 144.45 | 120.32 194.74 109.08 86.21
IRoad Length covered by each sweeper Mts 168 169 311 473 374 181
Service Costs and Efficiency .

|Cost per Tonne of waste collected Rs. In'000 467 367 294 397 310 358
IManpower per ton of waste collected 1 Person(s) 6 5 6 8 5 9

% Cost recovery % 0.33 52.28 0.00 23.59 10.58 15.34
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Roads and Storm Water Drains
Indicators Units |Ahmedabad| Surat Vvadodara | Rajkot | Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
Service Level o
% of roads surfaced Length of pucca roads/ ' ; :
Total road tength (kutcha + pucca) % 93 a7 64 57 75 88
% of road length having storm water drains
I(Road length having storm water drains/ % 24 24 20 5 1" 25
Total road length)*100
Service Coverage
[Road density
Total road length/City area Km/SqKm| 6.49 7.31 14.42 20.98 20.77 432
% City area covered by storm water drains % 35 86 45 0 30 65
Service Costs and Efficiency
Cost per km of road length Rs. . 25002 295249 24497 34370 2608 35490
Staff per 10 Km of road length Person(s)| 10 7 1 1 2 2
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Streetlight

Indicators Units Ahmedabad | Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar

Service Level & Coverage

No of street lights per |
fikm length of road Number 68 41 45 ! 25 35 61

Service Costs and Efficiency

Cost per street light . Rs. - 1388 2093 1791 1257 2175 | 1154
Staff per 1000 street lights Person(s) 2 9 7 1 1 4
City Managers’ Association Gujarat _ 89 .
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Finance Indicators
Resource Mobilisation | _

S Indicators Units |Ahmedabad| Surat | Vadodara Rajkot | Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
[Per Capita Revenue Income Rs. 1615 1587 1373 | 959 856 758
Per fcapita Tax Income Rs. 1215 1253 1018 804 661 563
Pe:r Capita Non Tax Income " Rs. 118 216 258 97 120 22
% fof Own resources in Revenue Income % 83 93 93 . 94 91 77
% of Own Resources in Capital Income | % a1 02 51 36 37 48
% Growth in Per Capita Tax Income % 9 14 6 3 -1 4
% Growth in Per Capita Non Tax income % 13 29 0 -2 3 -5
% Growth of Own Resources in Revenue income) % - -6 1 -3 2 1 -2
% of Octroi Income in Total Revenue Income % 55 59 49 60 40 52
% of Grants in Total Income % 19 6 7 4 11 23
Per Capita Property Tax Income Rs. 303 316 346 207 316 168
Property Tax Collection Performance % 40 74 82 58 69 44
No of Propediés Assessed Per Staff No. 1344 2684 674 600 800 2774
Property Tax Collection Per Staff Rs. 14 36 14 10 18 8
% of Arrears in Total Demand % 79 15 45 72 63 77
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Expenditure Management

Indicators Unit | Ahmedabad | Surat | Vadodara | Rajkot [ Jamnagar Bhavnagar
 Iper Capita Revenue Expenditure Rs. 1479 1189 1360 814 gza | 871

Sectoral Expenditure (%)

Total Water supply & Sewerage % 14.8% 13.1% 16.6% 21.9% | 13.4% 27.7%
lPuinc Health : % 22.7% 10.9% 12.6% 23.7% 23.0% 16.3%
[Public Safety % 3.0% 25% | 53% |, 68% 38% | 3.9%
Public Works % 5.9% 9.4% 7.2% + 7.6% 4.0% 4.2%
General & Adm. Expenditure _ % 14.1% 20.2% 18.8% 18.4% . 25.9% 20.7%
Loan charges % 14.7% 9.7% 1.7% 9.0% 7.7% 8.1%
{Other Expenditure % 248% | 343% | 27.8% | 125% | 223% | 200%
E’er Capita Expenditure

Water Supply & Sanitation : Rs. 219 156 226 179 110 241
Public Health ‘ ' Rs. 336 130 172 183 190 134

* |Public Safety Rs. 44 30 72 56 31 34

Public Works Rs. 87 111 98 62 33 37
General & Adm. Expenditure Rs. 208 240 255 150 214 180
% of Establishment Exp to Total Revenue Exp. % 45 55 50 46 53 35
Operating Ratio (Revenue Exp/Rev. Inc.) 0.92 0.75 0.99 0.85 0.96 115
Per capita Capital Expenditure Rs. 545 853 423 390 405 85
Exp. on discretionary services (%) % 11.29 4.01 1.44 5.98 3.81 0.00
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Debt Management
;i lndlcatoré - Unit Ahmedabad | Surat | Vadodara | Rajkot | Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
%
-qut Service Ratio (Income) No. 0.13° 0.07 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.09
Debt Service Ratio (Expenditure) No. 0.15 010 | 012 | 009 | 008 0.08
{iﬁ“sj 5 .
Outstanding Liabilities Per Capita Rs. 892 566 68? 622 567 496
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Health lndit:ators;

Indicators Units Ahmedabad Surat | Vadodara Rajkot | Jamnagar | Bhavnagar

Infant mortality rate - 25.67 22.26 19.53 50.36 52 64
Matemal mortality rate - 0.14 0.21 013 | 005 0.1 3.89
No. of Gastro Enterltis cases ‘ 1
reported per 10000 population No 17.88 10.25 8.17 21.62 39.23 18.61
No. of Cholera cases . .
reported per 10000 population No 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.00
No. of Typhoid cases
reported per 10000 population No 1.81 0.94 0.00 0.92 219 213
INo. of infective Hepatitis cases 7
reported per 10000 population No 12.76 50.01 88.04 11.10 0.00 17.15
No. of Malaria cases
reported per 10000 population No 6.37 3411 | 2126 2.89 2.51 0.36
% of full protection by immunisation % NA 97.01 100.22 62 70.55 | 100
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Urban Indicators - Municipalities

General Indicators

Indicators Anand Bharuch -Gandhidham Navsari

i |
Population growth rate during 1981-1991 2.4 169 5.45 168
Pdpulation growth rate during 1991-2001 : 24 1.2 _ 510 4.2
Population density (1991) - 5218 8915 3536 1484
Population density - 6626 7744 5747 22222
Miinicipal staff per 10000-population 40 41 28 62

i :

% of Slum Population to Total Poputation 8.57 6.15 155 13.17
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

1
i

Infrastructure Indicators

Water Supply

o Indicators Units | Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsarl
Service Level
Per Capita Water Supply lped 98 146 85 126
Average Hrs of Supply Per Day _ Hrs 25 5 0.5 4
No. of Supply Days in a Week Days 7 7 3 ' 7
Treatment Plant capacity as % of total supply - % 100 , 100 160 187.5
Storage Capacity Adequacy (%) % 49.96 70.00 41.29 50.00
Service Coverage ‘
Ratio of Slum population to public stand posts Number 53 227 571 161
I%_-of water connections in total households : ' % 71.8 82.2 73.3 824
% of water supply pipe length over total road length o % 804 8.9 107.8 175.2
Service Costs and Efficiency
Cost per 1000 litres of water supplied Rs. 0.59 1.39 1.99 2.1
Establishment cost per capita Rs. 17.34 8.86 10.79 23.64
9% Cost recovery in water supply % 31.58 40.74 67.28 25.47
Amount of Unaccounted for water : - % 7 40 2 8
Staff per MLD supplied Person(s) 3 1 4 4
City Managers’ Association Gujarat : 95
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Urban Indicator and Ferformance Measurement Program / 2001
Sewerage and Sanitation
indicators Units Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham Navsari

Service Level
% of waste water treated % 70 0 0 0
Sium popuiation per public convenience Person(s) 714 62 234 36
% of Pay and use toilets o
to total no of public toilets % 33.3 9.1 0.0 2.9
Service Coverage !

% Population covered by underground 0 ‘ '
drainage and Individual septic tanks % 89 90 89.3 85
% of sewerage connections o
to total number of households % 40 0 112 28
Service Costs and Efficiency
Cost per sewerage connection - Rs. 773 NA 165 826
% cost recovery % 24.42 NA 0.00 66.67
Employees per 1000 connections Person(s) 4 Na 3 9
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Solid Wasté Management

Indicators Units Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari

Service Level and Coverage
% of waste collectionr % 95.24 75.00 66.04 83.33
% vehicle capacity to waste generated % 31 26 8 15
Average spacing between dustbins Km 3.10 ?.65 16.70 1.24
Capacity of bins against total waste generated % 71 200 66 192
Road Length covered by each sweeper Km 1.33 0.98 4.00 - 0.59
Service Costs and Efficiency
Cost per Tonne of waste collected Rs. In'000 458 645 289 400
Manpower per ton Person(s) 3.03 6.78 2.99 5.65
Cost Recovery % 0.74 0.00 0.00 18.49
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

i '
Roads and Storm Water Drains

! - Indicators - | Units Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham| Navsari

Service Level | |

% of roads surfaced % €4.93 56.55 100.00 64.96
% of road.length having storm water drains % 18.95 98.22 4.79 25.62
Service Coverage A , .

Road density - Km/Sq Km 400 850 | 2823 8.67
% City area cov'eréd- byr:stbrm water drains % 425 72,5 20 80
Service Costs and Efficiency |

Cost per km of road length Rs. 4845 - 16436 8424 19407
|Staff per 10 Km of road length Person(s) 2.72 5.14 - 0.02 472
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‘ Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 200!

Streetlight

Indicators . Units Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsarl

Service Level and Coverage

No of street lights \ ' ' ' .
pe:_r%Km length of roads Number 99 412 L 19

s{éﬁvice Costs and Efficiency

Cost per street light | Rs. 140 | 899 210 551

Stéff per 10000 street lights Person(s) 8 4 T 10 R ¥
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Finance Indicators
Resource Mobilisation
Indicators Units Anand Bhgmch Gandhidham Navsari
Per Capita Revenue Income Rs. 818 558 374 477
Per Capita Tax income Rs. 336 409 301 364
Per Capita Non Tax Income Rs. 351 51 23 59
‘% of own resources in revenue income % 84 82 86 89
% of Own Sources in Capital Income % 17 29 0 0
% Growth in Per Capita Tax Incoms | % 1 0 2 a
% Growth iﬁ Per Capita Non Tax income % 19 47 28 13
[% Growth in income from own resources in revenue income % -2 -5 -5 2
% of Octroi in Revenué Income % 27 58 59 52
r/o of Total grants fo Total Income % 23 34 27 19
100
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- Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

!?

Property Tax
Indicators Units - Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham Navsari
F;er Capita Property Tax Eollection (current + arrears) Rs. g2 52 35 44
F;foperty Tax collection Performance (%) % 77 65 59 92
No of properties assessed per staff No. 3833 ! 1134 1875 2182
_ F;roperty Tax Demand (current + arréars) Per Staff Rs. 21 4 | 17 4
) - :
Property Tax collection (current + arrears) Per Staff Rs. 13 3 4 4
J% of arrears in total demand % 33 19 64 11
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Urban Indicator end Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Expenditure Management

Indicators Units Anand | Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari
Per Capita Revenue Expenciture Rs. 598 741 492 466
Sectoral Expenditure (% to total revenue exp.) |
Water Supply . % 4 10 13 22
Public Health % 23 _ 35 43 19
Public Safety o % 8 1 8 4 8
Public Works % 8 25 11 7
Per Capita Expenditure
Water Supply . o Rs. 22 75 85 101
Public Health | | Rs. 187 265 211 96
Public Safety | ~ Rs. 50 59 20 38
Public Works Rs. 50 187 56 31
L% of Establishmen.t Exp to Total Revenue Exp. _ % 48 38 39 28
Operating Ratio (Revenue Exp/Rev. Inc.) No. 0.73 - 1.33 1.31 0.98
Per capita _Capitai Expenditure | Rs. 307 45 61 : 292
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

i

Debt Management

L Indicators Units Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari
Debt Service Ratio (Loan Repayment/Rev Inc.) No. | 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2
Réfio of Loan Repaid to Revenue Expenditure No. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Per capita Outstanding Liabilities Rs. 152.4 126.2 28 7.0

Li
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Urban Indicato-r and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Health Indicators
Indicators Un;ts Anand Bharuch |Gandhidham| Navsari
Infant mortality rate 1.52 4.41 NA NA
Maternal mortality rate 0 0.87 NA NA
No. of Gastro Enteritis cases repprted per 10000 population No 476 ! , 43.62 NA 12.89
No. of Cholera cases reported per 10000 population No 0.00 0.00 NA 0.00
No. of Typhoid cases reported per 10000 ﬁopulation No 10.61 0.00 NA 4.55
No. of Infective Hepatitis cases reported per 10000 population No 0.00 0.00 NA 13.16
No. of Malaria cases reported per 10000 population No 13.31. 73.00 3.18 10.58
% of full protection by immuniéation % 101 08.9 NA 65.4
104
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Rating - Municipal Corporations

Water Supply
Performance Indicators |Welghtage Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Average
Service Level | '
'f 0.35 113 149 182 148
iPer Capita Water Supply
: 2 4 6
0.45 2.5 3 0.67 2
Average Hrs of Supply Per Day
‘ 6 _ 7, 1 -
Treatment Plant capacity as % surface water 0.2 120 109 - 38 89
sEppIy 7 6 1 5
Service Level Rating - _0-4 4.8 _ 5875 275
Service Coverage '
: o ) 05 38.36 37.07 62.51 46
{Households covered by water supply connections - 3 3 -
. 0.5 133 154 100 129
Ratio of slum pop to Public Stand Posts
4 3 6 129
Service Coverage Rating - 0.35 35 3 _ 8.5
Service Cost and Efficiency
y . 0.15 - 3.29 1.83 2.59 2,57
Cost per 1000 litres of water supplied
2 8 4
. 0.2 31.01 17.89 48.11 32
Establishment cost per capita . - 1
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Performance Indicators Weightage| Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Average
- 0.3 57.32 83.35 55.72 65

% Cost recovery in water supply

3 6 3
Amount of water lost through leakage / unauth 0.1 22 22 10 18
use(%) 2 2 7

0.25 2.92 1.53 3.12 253

Staff per MLD supplied ‘

3 7 * 2
Service Costs and Efficiency Rating 0.25 2.95 6.05 2.9
Water Supply Rating 3.9 4.9 4.1
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Urban Indicator and Performance Méasuremem Program/ 2001
Water Supply
Performance indicators Weightage Rajkot . Jamnagar Bhavnagar Average
Service Level
. _ 0.36 79 85 76 83
Per Capita Water Supply
4 S 4
0.45 0.25 0.500 0.498 042
Average Hrs of Supply Per Day 5 5
) 0.2 313 200 152 221
Treatment Plant capacity as % surface water supply Z % :
Service Level Rating 04 3.25 5.25 3.85
Service Coverage
) 0.5 91.67 49.74 115.38 85.60
Households covered by water supply connections y p 2 .
; 0.5 143 143 290 192
Ratio of slum pop to Public Stand Posts p p ~
Service Coverage Rating 0.35 5 3.5 4
Service Cost and Efficiency
) . 0.156 537 2.89 6.84 5.03
Cost per 1000 litres of water supplied - p - :
) 0.2 36.16 15.69 3345 . 28.43
Establishment cost per capita :
2 7 3
X 0.3 18.08 134.26 22.05 58
% Cost recovery in water supply 1 Z :
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Performance Indicators Weightage Rajkot Jamnagar Bhavnagar Average
“ c1 15 17 17 16
Amount of water lost through leakage/unauth use(%) 2 e ”
0.25 5 9 ' 7 7
Stgff per MLD supplied y -
Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 0.25 3.2 5.2 2.45 -
Water Supply Rating - . 39 46 ‘ 36 -
i " Asgpetation Guiarat 108
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Water Supply (All Corp)
'  Performance indicators Woeightage [Ahmedabad{ Surat Vadodara Rajkot |Jamnagar|Bhavnagar|Average
Service Level
Dar Manita \WWatar Qunanly 035 . 113 149 . 1 8_2 _79 9 76 SN S— 1 16
1] vl vnpun LA R~ 1A~ VHP'II,’
; 4 6 7 1 3 1
: : 0.45 25 3 0.67 0.25 0.5 0.49 1.24
Average Hrs of Supply Per Day 7 7 1 1 1 4
' . 1
Treatment Plant capacity as % surface 0.2 120.14 109.22 37.83 313 200 162 155
water supply - 2 2 1 7 8 4
Service Level Rating 04 4.95 5.65 3.1 2.2 2.7 16
Service Coverage |
0.5 38.36 37.07 62.51 91.66 49.74 115.38 66
Households covered by water supply
connections 1 1 4 87 2 4
o 7 7
. 154
iRatio of slum pop to Public Stand Posts 05 133 100 143 143 290 160
5 4 7 5 5 1
Service Coverage Rating 0.35 3 25 5.5 6 3.5 4
Service Cost and Efficiency :
_ . 3.29 1.83 2.59 . . . .
Cost per 1000 litres of water supplied 015 537 _2 89 6.84 3.80
5 7 7 1 6 1
0.2 31.01 17.99 48.11 36.161052 | 15.692 | 33.451724 30
Establishment cost per capita 4 7 1 63 7 4
3 ' 3
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program/ 2001

Parformance Indicators Weightage |Ahmedabad| Surat Vadodara Rajkot - {Jamnagar| Bhavnagar|Average

Gost recovery in water supply 0.3 57.32 83.35 5572 18.08 134.26 22.05 62
4 7 4 1 7 1

Amount of water lost through leakage/ 0.1 22 22 10 16 17 17 17

unauth use (%) ' - 2 2 7 5 4 4

Staff per MLD supplied 0.25 2.92 1.53 3.12 5 9 7 5
7 7 7 4 1 1

Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 0.25 4.7 6.5 4.9 , 255 5.05 1.7

Water Supply Rating 42 48 4.4 36 | 36 2.5
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program/ 2001
Séwerage and Sanitation ,
Performance Indicators Woeightage| Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara | Rajkot |Jamnagar!Bhavnagar| Average
Service Level
% of waste water treated 0.3 78.46 62.08 24.77 73.42 0.00 0.00 39.79
AR 7 7 1 7 | 1 1
. . 0.4 43 158 361 66 73 62 127
No. of bl
0. .o persons per public convenience 2 2 r - = =
Ratio of Pay and Use Toilets to Total Public] 0.3 3 100 11 3 3 23 24
Toilets ' 1 7 1 1 1 4 4.1
Service Level Rating 0.35 5.2 5 5.2 3.4 4.3
Service Coverage _
% Population covered by underground 0.5 82.7 90.0 80.0 82.0 86.0 83.0 83.675
drainage and Individual septic tanks 4 4 4 4 4 4 o
% of sewerage connections to total no. of 0.5 36 66 77 37 0 56 53.936824
households ' 1 6 7 1 4 4 1
Service Coverage Rating 0.35 2.5 5 5.5 25 - 2.5 4
Service Costs and Efficiency
. 04 1209.90 372.24 292.27 308.45 0.00 381.06 (512.7850
Cost per sewerage connection
1 6 7 7 6 7
% ic!:ost recovery 0.25 121.55 7.14 203.38 2.66 0.00 104.03 87.75
7 1 7 1 5
- 0.35 6 2 3 3 0 6 3.89
Employees per 1000 connections
ployeesp 1 7 5 6 0 1
Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 0.3 25 5.1 6.3 5.15 2.1 4
Sewerage and Sanitation Rating 34 5.0 42 4.2 4.1
Cig;' Managers' Association Gujarat 111




* Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Solid Waste Management

Surat

Performance Indicators Weightage | Ahmedabad vadodara | Rajkot |Jaminagarj Bhavnagar | Average
Service Level
0.3 83.75 98.00 93.58 80.00 90.91 66.81 [85.50876
o of waste collected every day
4 5 4 4 4 2 6
_ 0.156 83.75 56.50 76.87 45.00 30.55 3017 53.806
o vehicle capacity to waste generated ‘
7 4 7 3 1 1 3
0.2 1.62 0.82 1.33 3.38 273 0.95 1.804847
Average spacing between dustbins :
5 7 6 7 7 7 9
: 0.35 77.89 144.45 120.32 194.7 .
Capacity of bins against total waste 4 | 10909 86.21 122.1155
- igenerated
4 7 7 7 7 5 4
Service Level and Coverage Rating 0.65 465 5.95 59 43 4 3.9
e ] mren T oaping  Tuimg : 112 ] :
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
o '
Performance Indicators Woeightage | Ahmedabad | Surat Vadodara | Rajkot [Jamnagari Bhavnagar | Average
Service Costs and Efficiency
0.4 467 367 294 397 - 310 358 365.5627
Cost per ton of waste collected (Rs in '000) '
. U 2 4 5 4 5 4 5
i 0.4 6 5 6 | 8 5 o |6.801587
Manpower per ton '
4 6 4 2 6 1 4
: 0.2 0.33 52.28 - 0.00 23.59 10.59 15.34  |17.02331
Cost Recovery (%)
: - 1 7 1 7 1 4 9
Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 0.35 26 54 3.8 3.8 4.6 28
Solid Waste Management Rating 3.9 5.8 5.2 4.1 4,2 3.5
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Roads and Storm Water Drains

Performance Indicators Weightage | Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara | Rajkot |Jamnagar|Bhavnagar| Average
Service Level
0.6 93 97 64 - 57 - 75 88 78.88132
% of roads surfaced .
. 5 6 3 2 4 5 2
0.4 24 24 20 5 11 25 18.26144
% road length having storm water drains
7 7 5 b7 7 7 3
Service Level Rating 0.6 5.8 6.4 3.8 16 2.8 5.8
Service Coverage
: 0.2 35 86 45 0 30 65 43.5
% area covered by storm water drains :
3 7 4 1 1 7
Service Costs and Efficiency
0.2 10 7 1 1 2 2 3.887627
Staff per 10 Km of road length
1 1 7 7 7 7
Roads & Storm Water Drains Rating - 43 54 4.5 2.6 3.3 6.3
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Urbari Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Street Lights
) Performance indicators Woeightage | Ahmedabad | Surat | Vadodara | Rajkot |Jamnagar|Bhavnagar| Average
Service Level
o 0.55 68 41 45 25 35 61 45.74096
No of streetlights per Km of road length :
' 7 4 4 1 2 7
Service Costs and Efficiency N
0.5 1388 2093 1791 11257 2175 1154 1642.9956
Cost per street light =
5 2 4 6 1 6
0.5 2.31 8.70 7.37 1.05 1.47 3.80 4.1168741
Staff per 1000 street lights -
7 1. 1 7 7 4
Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 0.45 6 1.5 2.5 6.5 4 5
Street Lights Rating 6.6 2.9 33 3.5 2.9 6.1 -
i
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" Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Weightage | A'bad Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar

Water Supply 0.24 4.2 V 4.8 4.4 3.6 3.6 2.5
Sewerage and Sanitation 0.24 3.4 5.0 4.2 4.2 2.1 4.1
S.olid Waste Management - 0.24 | 3.9 5.8 5.2 4.1 42 35
Roads and Storm Water Drains 0.17 43 5.4 45 26 33 6.3
Street Lights 0.11 6.6 2.9 3.3 3.5 2.9 6.1
3:{‘;°§ﬂ:§3)'"f’as"“““‘e Rating (witn - 423 4.97 4.42 3.60 3.24 416
Sewerage and Sanitation E 03 34 5.0 4.2 . 4.2 2.1 4,1
Solid Waste Management 0.3 39 58 - 52 4.1 4.2 35
Roads and Storm Water Drains 0.23 4.3 54 4.5 26 3.3 6.3
Street Lights 0.17 6.6 2.9 3.3 3.5 2.9 6.1
v(‘:’g?;o;ig;‘t;s Infrastructure Rating (without _ 4.3 50 4.4 37 3.4 48
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Finance Rating
Resource Mobilisation
Performance Indicators Waeightage | Ahmedabad | Surat | Vadodara Rajkot|Jamnagar| Bhavnagar| Average
. . | 0.11 - 1215 1253 1018 804 661 5683 919
Per Capita Tax income :
_ 7 7 5 3 2 1
0. 1 258 9 20 22 13
Per Capita Non Tax Income 1 118 216 U L 8
3 7 7 2 -3, 1
= , 94
% of Own resources in Revenue Income 0.1 83 93 9 o L 88
4 4 4 4! 4 3
% Growth in Per Capita Tax Income 0.12 8.69 14.28 6.28 343 -1.40 3.7 6
7 7 4 1 1 1
- : 2.56 . -0.2 . . -5.
% Growth in Per Capita Non Tax Income 0.11 1 28.57 0.28 168 3.18 5.13 6
7 7 1 1 1 1
| . 54.62 06| 48. 60. . .
% of Octroi Income in Total Revenue Income 011 _ 590 .86 21| 4027 51.86 52
) 4 3 4 3 6 4
v 0.11 302.93 |315.88{ 34595 (207.02] 31575 | 167.90 | 276
iPer Capita Property Tax Income
4 5 6 2 5 1
. 0.1 39.78 7431 | 8154 |58.19| 68.82 44.33 61
Property Tax Collection Performance
: 1 6 7 4 5 2
0.11 78.72 1472 | 4530 |[72.00| 63.33 77.22 59
% of Arrears in Total Demand -
_ 1 7 6 2 4 1
Rating of resource mobilisation indicators 0.55 4.3 59 49 24 34 1.7
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Expenditure Management

Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Performance Indicators Weightage | Ahmedabad | Surat Vadodara| Rajkot |JamnagarBhavnagar| Avg.
0.25 45.02 54.92 49.82 45.60 5324 | .
% of Establishment Exp to Total Revenue Exp. 34.88 47
4 3 4 4 3 6
0.2 0.92 075 | 0.99 0.85 0.96 1.1
Operating Ratio (Revenue Exp/Rev. Inc.) : 5 1
_ 4 5 4 4 4 2
i ) 0.2 545.21 853.36 | 423.03 | 389.97 | 404.98 85.43 450
Per capita Capital Expenditure "
6 7 4 3 3 1
) ) 0.35 11.29 4.01 1.44 5.98 3.81 0.00 4
FExp. on discretionary services (%) _
_ 7 4 1 7 -3 1
Expenditure Management Rating 0.35 55 4.6 3.0 49 32 2.5
Debt Management
Performance Indicators Weightage | Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara | Rajkot | Jamnagar |Bhavnagar| Avg.
0.5 0.15 0.10 012 0.09 . :
Debt Service Ratio (Expenditure) 0.08 0.08 0.12
_ 2 5 4 R 7 7
- ' 0.5 891.66 565.94 682.31 621.53 A4 .
Outstanding Liabilities Per Capita ‘ Se7.42 | 4891 636
| ) 1 5 4 4 5 6
iDebt Rating 0.1 15 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 6.5
Consolidated Finance Ranking ' 4.4 5.3 4.1 35 3.6 24
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Urban Indicator and Performance Meastrement Program / 2001

i

Performance Indlcatqfs - Weightage | Ahmedabad Surat- Vadodara Rajkog Jamnagar| Bhavhagar
é;nsolfdated Finance Rating _ 0.5 44 5.3 4.1 35 | 386 2.4
(;:::nsolidéted Infrastructure Rating_(with water supply) 0.5 4.23 497 4.42 3.69 3.24 4.16
Final Rating (with water supply) - - ' - #.31 5.15_. 427 3.61 3.42 3.29
Conéolidated Finance Rating . 0.5 44 5.3 4.1 35 36 2.4
Consolidated Infr_éstructure Rating (without water supply) 0.5 - 43 5.0 44 3.7 31 48
Final Rating (without water supply) - 4.35 5.16 4;26 .3.61 3.37 3.59
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Rating of Municipalities
Water Supply

Performance Indicators Weightage Anand Bharuch |[Gandhidham| Navsari Average
Service Level
P‘ Canita Water Supol 0.35 .98 148 85 126 114
er Capita
_ p pply 3 6 > 5
'
0.45 2.5 5 .
Average Hrs of Supply Per Day 0.5 4 3.00
: 3 7 1 7
_ : 0.2 100.00 100.00 160.02 187.
Treatment Plant capacity as % surface water supply 2 >y 5 8 - 50 187
Service level rating 0.4 2.8 5,65 - 215 6.3
Service Coverage
: - 0.5 71.89 82.16 ) .
|[Households covered by water supply connections y : p 73433 82445 77
- 0.5 53 227
Ratio of slum pop to Public Stand Posts - S71 161 253
. . 7 5 1 7
Service coverage rating 0.35 5.5 4.5 2.5 5.5
-[Service Cost and Efficiency
0.15 0.59 1.39 1.99 .
Cost per 1000 litres of water supplied 21 1.52
' 7 4 1 1
0.2 17.34 8.86 10.79 . :
Establishment cost per capita 23.64 15
3 7 6 1
L . 0.3 31.58 40.74 67.28 25.47 .M
% Cost recovery in water supply .
2 4 7 1
("ﬂ‘ui' - laarig- . v-l'nfi’" n"ﬂ’ﬂl’i‘ E_ E ' E“ . 1%‘ ! E lf !‘ !’ ! [
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
b Performance Indicators Woeightage Anand Bharuch [(Gandhidham| Navsarl Average
T ) . 7 40
Amount of water lost through leakage/unauth use(%) 0.1 7 y : : 14
0.25 4 7 1 1
Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 3.95 5.05 44 1.6
Water Supply Rating - 4.0 5.1 28 4.8 -
!
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Sewerage and Sanitation

Performance Indicators Weightage Anand Bharuch |Gandhidham| Navsari Average
Service Level
0.3 70.00 0.0 .
% of waste water treated 0 000 0.00 17.50
7 1 1. 1
0.4 714
No. of persons per public convenience 62 0 36 203
1 7 7 7
0.3 33 9 g
Ratio of Pay and Use Toilets to Total Public Toilets 0 e "
7 3 1 1 3.85
Service Level Rating - 0.35 46 4 34 3.4
Service Coverage _
% Population covered by underground drainage and 05 82.0 90.0 89.3 85.0 88.325
individual septic tanks -4 4 4 4
5 40 ;
% of sewerage connections to total no. of households 0 3 :) 1_1,2 218 44.78
Service Coverage Rating 0.35 35 25 55 2.5
Service Costs and Efficiency
' 0.4 773.27 0.00 . .
Cost per sewerage connection ' ] 165;,21 82: 45 588.31
0.25 24,42 0.c0 0.00 66.67 30.36
% cost recovery
3 1 7 _
Employees per 1000 connections 0.35 ; g 3 - ? 517
Service Cost and Efficiency Rating 03 3.25 5.5 2.5
Sewerage and Sanitation Rating - 3.8 2.3 4.8 2.8 -
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Urban Indicators and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Solid Waste Management
ﬁ Performance Indicators Weightage Anand Bharuch {Gandhidham{ Navsarl | Average
Service Level
L 0.3 95.24 75.00 66.04 83.33 79.90
% of waste collected every day
: _ ' 5 4 3 4
% vehidle capacity o waste generated 0.15 30.95 26.25 8.30 14.58 20.02
7 7 1 2
0.2 3.10 . . . .
Average spacing between dustbins 365 16.70 124 8.17
7 7 1 7
- 0.35 71.43 200. B. 1.
Capacity of bins against total waste generated y 03 % 6 304 19 - 67
Service Leve! Indicator 0.65 5.35 6.1 2.3 5.35
Service Costs and Efficiency '
. . 0.4 458 645 289 400 448,
Cost per ton of waste collected (Rs in '000) i y Z 5 8.16
. 0.4 3 7 3 6 4.61
Manpower per ton
7 1 7 2
¢ 6st Recovery (%) 0.2 0.74 0.00 0.00 19.49 5.06
1 1 1 7
Service Cost and efficiency Rating 0.35 46 1 58 4.2
Solid Waste Management Rating - 5.1 4.3 35 4.9 -
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

(
Roads and Storm Water Drains

Performance Indicators Weightage Anand. Bharuch |Gandhidham| Navsari Average
Service Level
0.6 65 57 100 65 71.681
% of roads surfaced
4 2 7 4
: 04 19 98 5 26 36.90
% road length having storm water drains _
‘ 0.6 1 7 1 1
Service L.evel Rating 2.8 4 46 2.8
Service Coverage
0.2 425 72.5 20 80 53.75
. |% area covered by storm water drains
' 2 7 1 7
Service Costs and Efficiency
0.2 3 5 0 5 3.15
Staff per 10 Km of road length —
. 5 1 7 1
Roads and Storm Water Drains rating - 34 4.0 4.4 33 3.68
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Pfogram /2001
Street Lights |
8 ' Performance Indicators Weightage Anand Bharuch |[Gandhidham| Navsari Average
Service Level
0.55 99 42 18 119 69.51
No of streetlights per Km of road length
7 1 1 7
S”“érvice Costs and Efficiency
i 0.5 140 - 899 210 551 450.27
|Cast per street light ' :
' ) 7 1 7 2
0.5 8.39 431 - 10.00 16.98 9.82
Staff per 1000 street lights : -
5 7 4 1
S’érvice Cost and Efficiency Rating 0.45 6 4 55 1.5
Streetiight Rating 6.6 2.4 3.0 45
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001 -

Weightage Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari
Water Supply 0.24 4.0 5.1 2.8 4.8
Sewerage and Sanitation 0.24 3.8 23 | 48 28
Solid Waste Management 1 0.24 51 43 3.5 49
IRoads and Storm Water Drains 0.17 3.1 4.0 4.4 3.3
Street Lights - 041 6.6 24 3.0 45
|00nsolidated Infrastructure Rating - 4,35 3.74 : 3.74 4.08
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Urban Indicator énd Performance Measurement Program / 2001
i
Finance Indicators
Resource Mobilisation :
Performance Indicators Waelightage Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham | Navsari Average
Per Capita Tax Income LV ] GI0 “HUT i folo IJL
4 5 3 4
0.11 351 51 23 59 121
Per Capita Non Tax Income
. 7 1 | 1 1
0.1 84 82 + 86 g
% of Own resources in Revenue Income ! 8 85
: 4 4 4 4
| - 0.12 1.36 0.38 24 -0.56 1
% Growth in Per Capita Tax Income 5
- R 7 1 7 1
R L R TI S 0.11 19.18 -46.60 278 12.89 3
% Growth in Per Capita Non Tax income 7 1 7 3. r;
] . ' 0.11 26.66 58.34 59.17 52.38 49
% of Octroi Income in Total Revenue Income
7 3 2 4
I . 0.11 92.11 52.07 35.16 43.56 56
Per Capita Property Tax Income 3
7 4 1 2
0.11 76.93 65.45 58.53 92.16 73
Property Tax Collection Performance
y 4 3 2 6
A1 33.26 19.04 64. 114
% of Arrears in Total Demand 0 4.49 3 32
. 4 7 1 7
Resource Mobilization Rating 0.55 5.7 3.2 3.2 4.0 -
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

E;‘(penditure Management

: 0.35 48.17 8.10 . .
% of Establishment Exp to Total Revenue Exp. ' 381 38.69 27.79 38
. 2 4 4 6
0.35 1 0.73 1.33 1. .
Operating Ratio (Revenue Exp/Rev. Inc.) : 31 0.98 1.09
_ 7 2 - 5
| 0.3 306.91 45.20 . 60. .
Per capita Capital Expenditure 60.52 26173 176
: 7 1 1 7
Expenditure Management Rating 0.35 53 24 2.4 6.0 -
Debt Management _
Performance Indicators Weightage Anand Bharuch | Gandhidham | Navsari Average
_ _ ) 05 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.22 0.12
IDebt Service Ratio (Expenditure)
' 7 7 7 1
) 05 152.42 26.15 2.85 7.02 47
Outstanding Liabilities Per Capita
‘ 1 7 7 7
Debt Management Rating 0.1 4.0 7.0 7.0 4.0 -
F:bnsolidated Finance Rating | - 5.4 3.3 33 47 -
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Urban Indicator and Pgrformance Measurement Program / 2001

Final Rating - Municipalities
& Performance Indicators Welightage Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari
Consolidated Finance Rating 0.5 5.4 33 33 4.7
Consolidated Infrastructure Rating 05 4.35 3.74 3.74 4.08
Final Consolidated Rating 4.85 3.52 3.51 4.37
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= Data Tables
- Municipal Corporations
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001 .
Data Tables — Municipal Corporations
-General Demodgraphy Data
Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Rajkot - Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
Population (1991) 2876710 1498817 1031346 559407 325275 407800
City Area(Sq. Km.) 1991 190.84 111.16 108.26 69 26.1 53.3
Estimated Population (2001) 3582078 2500000 1496000 - 950000 500000 580000
City Area (Sq. Km.) 2001 190.84 112.28 108.26 104.86 26.1 53.3
Population growth rate during 1991-2001 22 52 3.8 5.4 4.4 36
Population growth rate during 1981-1991 3.4 6.7 3.5 2.3 1.7 2.9
pop projecied for 99-00 _ 3504380 2375313 1441381 900998 478959 559925
pop projectéd for 98-99__ 3428367 2256845 1388757 854524 458803 540545
Total Staff of ULB ' 24888 15131 10675 5495 1048 3251
Municipal staff per 10000 population 71 64 74 - 61 22 58
Slum Population 1468652 461327 298574 200000 125000 145000
130
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Infrastructure Data

Water Supply
_ Ahmedabad| Surat Vadodara | Rajkot | Jamnagar |Bhavnagar

Total Water Supply to city (MLD) 406.02 373 2724 74.91 47.67 4412
Domestic 393.84 350 250.6 69.71 36
Commercial 8.93 5 16.3 3.7 25
Industrial 3.25 - 18 5.5 1.5 15
Qty drawn from Surface water resources(MLD) 249.7 282 240 33.6 36.32 39.5
Qty drawn from ground water resources(MLD) 156.32 91 324 41.31 11.35 4,62
No. of borewells 370 41 2746 104 686 300
% Popn not receiving water supply 10 e 1.7 0 3 5
% Pop receiving water supply from piped network 74.0 95 91 68.5 80 80
% Pop receiving water supply service from PSP 16 1.0 7.3 31.5 17.0 . 5
% of population served by tankers 4.0 = 10
Hrs of Supply (Scarcity) 2.5 3 0.67 0.5 1.5 0.75
Frequency (Scarcity) 1 1 1 2 3 2
Hrs of Supply (Normal) 2.5 3 0.67 0.5 1 0.75
Frequency (Normal) 1 1 1 2 2 1.4
Treatment Capacity(MLD) 300 308 80.8 105 72.64 60
Distribution network length (Km) 2291.29 1800 1009.4 2500 196.5 500
Distribution network area (Sq. Km) 150 101 69 16.2 40
Storage capacity(MLD) 552.06 316.9 128.76 90.34 - 33.59 26.92
INo. of Public Stand Posts 7000 162 1347 2100 700 200
Operating cost (Rs. In 1acs) 4871.3 2494.03 2579.74 1467.42 502.38 1101.41
iEstablishment expenditure 1110.78 449.72 719.8 343.53 78.46 194.02
Cost recovery(in lacs) 2792.42 2078.74 1437.44 266.27 674.49 242.84
Water leakage(%) 22 22 10 15 17 17
No. of house service connection{HSC) 246239 182000 180194 110000 60000 69000
Total staff involved in water supply 1187 572 850 384 450 312
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 200!

Sewerage and Sanitation

Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar

% of pop covered | |

Under ground 62 60 65 40 0 67

individua! septic tanks 20.7 30 16 42 86 16

Other 17.3 10 20 18 14 17
Treatment capacity(ML) 633 262 54 445 0 0
Reuse/recycling 0 0 0 0 0
Amount of waste water generated 325 298 218 60 36 32
Amount of waste water treated 255 185 54 44 0 0
No. of toilet seats for slums 14000 0 739 2500 927 1225
No of toilet seats(pay&use) 426 1580 90 80 27 375

| Total no of toilet seats 14426 1580 829 2580 954 1600

Annual operating cost (Rs.in Lacs) 2786.5 1208.12 674.19 169.65 26.6 247.69
Cost Recovery (Rs. In Lacs) 3386.91 86.31 1371.2 4,52 0 257.66
No of sewerage connections 230309 324550 230675 §5000 0 65000
Total staff engaged 1311 615 723 150 1036 391
City Managers’ Association Gujarat 132



_ Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Solid Waste Management

Bhavnagar

Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar

Manpower 7598 5303 3460 2882 - 1304 1433
Collection 6827 4708 3200 2642 1085 1118 i
Transportation and disposal 637 491 200 240 167 315
Processing and disposal 134 104 -60 42 '
Waste collection bins 708 963 750 370 150 213
% primary collection from door step -0 10 . 0. 20 5 10
% Primary collection from comm bins 100 80 05 80 95 90
Recyclable waste segregated (%} 0 20 0 0 0 0
street sweeping on Sundays/holidays Yes Yes Yes " Yes Yes Yes
Total quantity of waste generated (Tonnes) 1200 980 560 490 250 200 .
Spacing between waste storage depots (in mts) 500 100 150 500 400-500 75
Total waste transported (Tonnes) 1200 980 560 342 250 155
Vehicle Capacity (Tonnes) 1200 565 460 - 1m 84 70
Total annual cost (Rs. In Lacs) 5604.19 3600 1646.58 1357.55 775.48 554.66
Cost recovery (Rs. in Lacs) 18.47 1882.12 0 320.27 82.16 85.1
Capacity of waste storage bins (Tonnes) 1118 14445 720 740 300 200
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Roads and Storm Water Drains
‘ ' _ Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara |. Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
Total length of_surfaced roads (Km) 1149.15 . 793.89 995.25 1250 409.18 202
ITotal length of Kutcha roads (Km) 89.63 27.41 566 950 133 28
| L.ength of roads having storm water drains 280 192.4 200 0 45.5 50
Annual expenditure on O&M of roads (Rs. in lacs) 287.31 2343.95 243.81 429,63 10.67 71.69 .
Staff strength 1100 595 108 120 93 39
Cost recovery (Rs. in Lac_s) 503.9 2.19 11.61 147.35 1.59 . 3.76
% area covered by storm water drains 35 86 45 0 30 65
Streetlights
_ Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
Total number of street lights 77900 32748 44513 31500 14271 12242
Street light spacing (m) 30 25 35 30 100 18
Area not covered by street lights 25 Km gfzr:}(;g 5 28% 500 km na
O&M costs for street light (Rs. In lacs) 1081.58 685.38 7971 396.08 310.38 141.23
Total staff ' 180 285 328 33 21 47
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Finance Data

Data of FY '99-'00 | Ahmedabad | Surat Vadodara ] Rajkot l Jamnagar i Bhavnagar

Revenue Account (Rs. in Lacs) '
Qctroi 30918.73 22259.84 9671.41 5203.3 1650.42 2200.5
Property tax 10615.97 | 7503.07 4986.4 1865.29 1512.33 940.12 -
Other taxes 1049.35 7.86 17.33 171.21 1.59 9.71
Total of Property and Other Direct Taxes 11665.32 751093 5003.73 - 20385 1513.92 949.83
Total tax income 42584 .05 29770.77 14675.14 7239.8 3164.34 3150.33
Non tax income 4127.4 5128.74 3714.39 874.53 572,92 125.66
Revenue granis 9900.35 2791.4 1403.73 527.65 361.54 968.32
Total revenue income 56611.8 37690.91 19793.26 8641.98 4098.8 4244 31
Total revenue expenditure 51829.86 28235.7 19607.98 7337.05 3948.99 4872.85
[Capital Account (Rs. in Lacs) .
Capital (income from own resources) 4832.08 95837 29082.06 3388.97 424 83 316.84
Loan income 3935.34 785 2414.59 0 533.6 0
project income 5836.34 0
Capital grants 3003.7 60.6 - 394.57 123.01 202.8 152.73
Total Capital Income 1177112 10439.3 5791.22 9348.32 1161.23 661.62
Capital expenditure 19106.16 20269.94 6097.53 3513.62 1939.7 478.32
Total grants (revenue &capital) 12904.05 2852 1798.3 650.66 564.34 1121.05
Total Income (revenue + capital) 66382.92 | 4813021 | 2558448 | 17990.3 | 526003 | 4905.93
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program/ 2001
Property Tax Data (Rs. in lacs)
- Ahmedabad | Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar

Current demand (during ‘99-'00) 15358.98 | 10097.46 5659.43 2100 1100 400.07
Current coilection {during '99-'G0) 6109.44 7503.07 4614.48 - 1221.9 757 177.34
Arrear Demand 56811.55 1743.47 4687.54 5500 1900 1356.45
Total Demand 72170.53 | 11840.93 | 10346.97 7600 3000 1756.53
Total Collection 10615.97 | 8897.66 6197 20365 1166.21 389.87
Staff engaged in property tax collection 784 250 430 200 65 50

Total no. of properties assessed 10563923 671108 289820 120000 52000 138710

Expenditure (Rs. in Lacs)

: Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara l Rajkot [ Jamnagar | Bhavnagar

Sectoral Expenditure o : |
Total Water supply & Sewerage 7657.80 3702.15 3253.93 1608.57 528.98 1349.10

Public Health 11758.67 3077.25 2479.10 1739.68 908.76 747.96

Public Safety 1645.52 711.03 1038.13 501.87 148.52 190.08
[Public Works 3057.11 | 2642.33 1407.92 557.62 156.04 206.49

General & Adm. Expenditure 7306.04 5691.53 3682.23 1351.34 1023.90 1008.64

Loan charges 7631.57 2735.50 2301.90 661.88 302.58 395.37
Other 12873.15 9675.91 5443.77 815.09 880.21 975.21

Total revenue expenditure 51829.86 | 282357 19607.98 7337.05 |[3948.989963| 4872.85
[Establishment expenditure ' 23335.83 | 15507.68 9768.48 334562 | 2102.39 1699.49
IExpenditure on Discretionary exp. 5§850.73 1132.54 281.39 438.82 150.55 0
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Debt {(Rs. in Lacs)

Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Rajkot- Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
Outstanding loan as on 1/4/1999 31247 134428 9834.71 5600 2669.8 2776.75
Loan repayment during FY '99-'00 7631.57 27356.5 2301.9 661.39 302.58 395.37
Heaith Data (Yr. 2000)

Ahmedabad Surat Vadodara Rajkot Jamnagar | Bhavnagar
Infant mortality rate 25.67 22.26 19.53 50.36 52 64
Maternal mortality rate G.14 0.21 0.13 - 0.05 0.1 3.89
Total no of Gastro
Enteritis cases 6266 2435 890 1948 1879 1042
Total no of Cholera cases 90 0 0 8 0
Total No of Typhoid cases 636 223 0 83 105 119
Total no of Infective ; _
Hepatitis cases 447 1188 1269 100 0 96 |
Total no of Malaria cases 2232 8103 3065 260 120 20
% of full protection by immunisation NA 97.01 100.22 62 70.55 100

" City Managers' Association Gujarat 137

3 F EF F E E E E i 4 i -4 £




Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Data Tables - Municipalities

General Demography Data

Anand | Bharuch [Gandhidham| Navsari
Population (1891) ' : 110266 133102 104584 126089
City Area (Sq. Km.) 1991 _ | 2113 14.93 29.58 855
Estimated Population (2001) : 140000 | 150819 | 170000 190000
City Area (Sq. Km.) 2001 ' 21.13 19.45 29.58 8.55
Population growth rate during 1991-2001 24 1.2 5.0 42
Population growth rate during 1981-1991 24 1.7 55 17
pop projected for 89-00 136687 148768 | 161939 182367
pop projected for 88-99 133472 146940 154260 175040
Total Staff of ULB ' 551 612 454 900 |
Municipal staff per 10000 population ‘ 40 41 28 49
Stum Population 12000 9277 26500 25026
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Urban Indicator and Perfrmhance Measurement Program / 2001

infrastructure Data

Water Supply
Anand | Bharuch |Gandhidham| Navsari

Total Water Supply to city (MLD) 13.76 22 14.63 24
Domestic 8.65
Commercial 1.8
Industrial 0
Qty drawn from Surface water resources(Mi.D) 0 14 9.08 16
Qty drawn from ground water resources{MLD) 13.76 8 5.45 8
No. of borewells 20 11 0 28
% Popn not receiving water supply 6 3.3 5 21
% Pop receiving water supply from piped network
% Pop receiving water supply service from PSP
% of population served by tankers
Average Hrs of supply 2.5 5 9 4
Frequency of supply 1 1 0.5 1
Treatment Capacity(ML) 0 14 14.53 30
Distribution network length (Km) 104.5 26 900 200
Distribution network area {Sgq. Km) '
Storage capacity(MLD) 6.87 . 15.4 6 12
No. of Public Stand Posts 151 22 35 249
Operating cost (Rs. In lacs) 29.77 111.62 105.62 185.08
Establishment expenditure 24.27 13.35 18.35 44.92
Cost recovery( Rs. in lacs) 9.4 45.43 70.89 47.14
Unaccounted for water (%) 7 40 T2 8
No. of house service connection(HSC) 19949 20600 22000 21580
Total staff involved in water supply 38 23 61 94
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program/ 2001

Anand |Bharuch|Gandhidham| Navsari
% of pop covered
Under ground 40 89.3 85
‘Individual septic tanks 49 80
| other 11 10 11.7 15
- [Treatment capacity(ML) 7.7 0 0 0
' JAmount of waste water generated M 176 11.624 18.2
|No. of toilet seats for slums 14 220 64 400
- INo of toilet seats (pay&use) 7 22 0 12
|Totat no of toilet seats 21 242 64 412
|Annual cost (Rs. In Lacs) 85.06 0 62.78 60
Icost recovery (Rs. In Lacs) 20.77 0 0 40
[No of sewerage connections 11000 0 38000 7260
Total staff engaged 40 0 100 67
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Solid Waste Management

Anand | Bharuch [Gandhidham;Navsari

Total Manpower engaged in SWiM 121 407 208 226

Collection 98 297 209 195

Transportation and disposal 23 110 6 31
Waste collection bins 42 80 50 92
% primary coliection from door step 18 20 0o 20
Recyclable waste segregated (%) 0 0 0 0
Street sweeping on Sundays/holidays y y y - y
Total quantity of waste generated (Tonnes) 42 80 106 40
Spacing between waste storage depots (m) 100 200 817
Total waste transported (Tonnes) 40 60 70 40
Total annual cost (Rs. in Lacs) 183.34 386.96 202.39 - { 160.09
Cost recovery (Rs. in Lacs) 1.36 0 0 31.2
waste Composted in the plant (Tonnes) 0 Y 0 0
Capacity of waste storage bins (Tonnes) 30 160 70 92
Capacity of vehicles 13 21 8.8 7
Waste generated every day@ 400 per capita per day 42 80 106 48
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‘ Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program/ 200f
Roads and Storm Water Drains
Anand | Bharuch |Gandhidham| Navsari

Total length of surfaced roads (Km) 84.42 165.31 835' 74.15
Total length of Kutcha roads (Km) 45.8 127.02 0 40
Length of roads having storm water drains 16 162.36 40 19

~ |Annual expenditure on O&M of roads (Rs. in lacs)] 4.09 27.17 70.34 1439
Staff strength 23 85 2 35
Cost recovery (Rs. in Lacs) 0 0 56.93 10
9% area covered by storm water drains 42.5 72.5 20 80
Streetlights

Anand | Bharuch |Gandhidham] Navsari

Total number of street lights 8344 6960 - 15000 8833

 [Street light spacing (m) 50 50 50 20
Area not covered by street iights 3sq9. Km 0 5% 20%
O&M costs for street light (Rs. in lacs) 11.7 62.6 31.53 48.69
Total staff 7 3 15 15
Cost recovery (Rs. in lacs) 1.71 0 0 0
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Finance Data

_ Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari

Financial Year 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-99 [ 1999-00 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-99 [1999-00
Revenue Account (in Rs. Lacs) '
Octroi : 270.11 | 298.28 [ 468.74 | 484.17 | 3181 | 358.83 | 442.56 | 456.04
Property {ax 91.10 | 125.92 | 81.00 | 77.47 689 | 56.93 | 79.59 | 81.05
Water tax(gen) 3.16 3.38 1 45,98 | 47.14
Water tax (special) 4539 | 6.02 46,88 | 45.43 | 65.36 | 70.99
conservancy {ax(gen) 1.27 1.36 0.10 29.84 31.2
Drainage tax 18.94 | 20.77 0.02 32.49 | 40.00
\ehicle tax 1 1.24 1.16 1.32 0.57 0.66 0.8
iTheatre fax 0.65 0.7 0.46 0.52 0.46 0.4 0.85 0.47
Toll Tax 6.72 5.45
Street light - 1.59 1.7 -
Other taxes : : 0.01 2.21 1.81
Total of tax incoma 301.53 | 322.61 | 470.52 | 485.26 | 318.58 | 359.24 | 485.49 | 504.57
Property & other taxes 2242 | 24.33 1.78 1.09 0.48 0.41 4293 | 48.53
Non tax income 534.03 | 616.52 | 269.00 | 199.20 | 161.88 | 164.85 | 246.70 | 266.76
Revenue grants 142.87 | 179.59 | 11563 | 145.44 | 45.09 | 82.31 [ 110.73 | 99.27
Revenue income 978.43 |1118.72] 855.15 | 829.9 | 625.55 | 606.4 | 842,92 | 870.6
Total revenue exp. [ 714.52 | 817.31 | 924.24 [1102.04{ 935.95 | 796.31 | 658.12 | 849.85
Revenue Surplus 263.01 | 301.41 | -69.09 | -272.14{ -410.4 | -189.91 | 184.8 | 20.75
Capital Account (Rs. In Lacs)
Capital (own) 47.21 | 22.93 { 250.85 | 104.78 132.1 1.98
l.oan income 16.79 25.00 3.00 44.00 | 286.07
Capital grants 175.38 | 114.72 | 140.17 | 261.7 | 74.54 | 108.82 | 66.25 | 150.35
Total Capital Income 239.36 | 137.65 | 416.02 | 366.48 | 77.54 | 108.82 | 242.35 | 438.4
Total capital exp 44353 | 41953 | 108.49 | 67.24 | 13.50 | 98.00 | 252.08 | 532.02
Total Grants (Rev.+Cap.). - 318.25 | 294.31 | 255.8 407.14 { 119.63 | 191.13 | 176.98 | 249.62
Total Income (Rev. + Capital) 12317.8111256.37 [1271.17 [ 1196.38 | 603.09 | 715.22 {1085.27| 1309
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001
Property Tax Data (in Rs. Lacs) .
' . Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari

Financial Year 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-99 | 1999-00) 1998-99 1999-00 |1998-99 | 1999-00
Property tax demand (current) 107.59 | 143.03 | 79.57 | 88.00 | 90.72 97.26 | 79.67 | 8264
Property tax demand (arrears) §3.97 | 71.27 | 2213 | 2070 | 154.84 | 17666 | 1228 | 10.66
Total Demand | 161.56 | 214.30 | 101.70 108.70 | 24556 | 273.92 | 91.85 | 93.30
Collection (cutrent) 80.26 | 110.04 | 58.73 | 57.60 68.9 75.60 | 76.16
Collection {arreass) 1002 | 1687 | 2227 | 19.86 68.90 56.93 5.69 3.27
Total Collection 90.28 |125.91 | 81.00 | 77.46 | 137.80 | 56.93 | 81.29 | 79.43
No of properties 37789 | 38330 | 29525 | 30624 | 22000 | 30000 | 45286 | 47997
Staff engaged in property tax collection| - 10 10 27 27 16 16 | 22 22

144

City Managers' Association Gujarat




Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program / 2001

Expenditure (in Rs. Lacs]
. Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsari
! Financlal Year 1998.99 | 1999-00 [ 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-89 [1998-00 [ 1998-99 [ 1999-00
IStreet light -
Estb. 4.23 6.38 1.12 0.94 442 5.8 11.09 | 12.18
other 61.49 5.32 36.00 | 61.66 | 35.09 | 25.73 | 43.35 | 36.51
[Total of Streetlight 65.72 11.7 37.21 62.6 3051 | 3153 | 54.44 | 48.69
‘MWater supply
Estb 24.6 2497 | 11.89 | 13.35 | 16.28 | 18.35 | 40.55 | 44.92
Other ) 55 16566 | 98.17 | 67.19 | 87.17 | 139.91 | 140.16
Total of water supply 24.6 2677 | 177.55 | 111.52 | 103.47 | 105.52 | 180.46 | 185.08
Public Health - ‘
Estb 1141 | 120.25 | 280.45 | 302.7 | 128.92 | 173.55 | 127.45 139.42
Other 44.8 6707 | 6946 | 8743 | 63,53 | 168.44 | 2542 | 20.67
sub total 158.0 | 187.32 | 349.01 | 390.13 | 192.45 | 341.99 | 152.87 160,09
Medical facility 5036 | 6887 | 11.24 | 423 5.03 14.72
Total of Public Health 218.26 | 256.19 | a61.15 | 394.36 | 192.45 | 341.99 | 157.9 174.81
Public Safety 0.3 68.75 | 57.82 | 88.39 | 40.54 | 32.83 | 76.53 | 69.18
Public Works 7187 | 68.16 | 120.33 | 277.67 | 69.4 | 90.92 | 44.94 | 56.97
SWM
£stb 710,05 | 117.02 | 211.91 | 299.53 | 30.58 | 147.45 | 127.45 | 139.42
D&M 4344 | 66.32 | 69.45 | 87.43 16.1 5494 | 2542 | 20.67
Total SWM 153.49 | 163.34 | 981.36 | 386.96 | 46.68 | 202.39 | 152.87 160.09
Roads '
Estb 27.23 4,67 5.89 13.77 8.88
Other 14.02 4.00 | 11566 | 2717 | 48.13 | 70.34 2.88 14.38
Total of Roads 41.25 200 | 12033 | 33.06 | 4813 | 70.34 | 16.85 | 23.27
Total establishment exp. 386.12 | 393.73 | 402.38 | 419.9 | 489.5 | 308.06 | 379.68 236.19
Total revenue exp. 714.62 | 817.31 | 924.24 [1102.04] 9356.95 | 796.31 658.12 | 849.85
Total capital exp 44353 | 419.53 | 108.49 | 67.24 | 13.50 | 98.00 252.08 | 532.02
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Urban Indicator and Performance Measurement Program /2001

Debt (in Rs. Lacs)

- Anand Bharuch Gandhidham Navsarl

. Financial Year 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 1998-99 | 1999-00

Outetanding Loan as on 1-4-99 | 88.51 | 89.84 | 128.42 | 117.20 | 10.57 9.05 37.99 | 71.20

ELoan repaid (principle +interest) | 47.10 0.00 4152 | 45586 | 1.52 444 12.34 | 190.64

Health Data (Yr. 2000)

Anand Bharuch Gant_ihidham Na\}sari

|infant mortality rate 152 | 441 NA NA

[Matemal mortaiity rate 0 0.87 NA NA

" ITotal no of Gastro

. [Enteritis cases 85 649 o . 235
Total no of Cholera cases 0 0 0 0
Total No of Typhoid cases 145 0 0 83
Total no of Infective '
Hepatitis cases 0 0 o 24
Total no of Malaria cases 182 1086 51 1983
% of full protection 101 98.9 NA 65.4

by immunisation
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