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Foreword

Hemant Kanoria

Chairman & Managing Director
Srei Infrastructure Finance Ltd

y ISB

The central government’s objective of developing 100 smart cities and
500 Atal Mission for Rejuvenation and Urban Transformation
(AMRUT) cities over five years is a laudable commitment towards
sustainable and inclusive urbanization. The Smart Cities Mission, in
particular, has been widely publicized and has elicited much interest for
its innovative national competition for selection of the cities. In the first
two phases of this competition, a total of" 60 cities have been identified
to be upgraded to Smart Cities.

The agreed definition of a smart sustainable city is one which makes
innovative use of information and communication technologies (ICTs)
and other methods to improve the quality of life, efficiency of
operations and services, while ensuring that it meets the needs of the
present and future generations with respect to economic, social and
environmental aspects. Quite naturally these cities will emerge as hubs
of economic activity and will attract people from varied backgrounds.

While deciding on which smart city one would like to migrate or
relocate to, any potential new resident would certainly like to have some
reference material with reliable information in order to get an idea about
the amenities and services that each city has on offer. In this context, I
am very happy that the Indian School of Business has developed a
“Smart Cities Index” that ranks these cities on a number of functional
parameters. This index would certainly be a very usetul tool in making
informed choices.

The USP for this index is that it is not a blind copy of other indices used
in developed countries and has been customised taking into
consideration the emerging economy background of India.

I hope that this index will be used to carry out an annual rating of the
smart cities so that the city authorities can continuously evaluate their
performances vis-a-vis their peers and keep working towards improving
their cities. I am confident that the Indian School of Business will be able
to carry out this exercise every year in a neutral manner.

I wish the Indian School of Business the very best in carrying this
forward.
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1 Background

India is urbanizing rapidly. During 1951 — 2011, a period of 60 years, India’s urban
population went up from just 62.4 million to 877.1 million, an increase of 314.7 million.
This is an over 5 fold increase. In fact, during the decade of 2001-2011 alone India’s urban
population went up by 97 million, representing over 30% of the increase that took place
during the 1951-2011 period. In the last 60 years, the global population went up from about
750 million to nearly 4 billion, an increase of about 4.3 times. This shows that India has
been urbanizing faster than the rest of the World. Further, only about 31% of India’s
population currently lives in its urban areas. Globally the share is over 50% and in most
developed countries, this share exceeds 80%. This implies that urbanization will continue
to take place over the next several decades as India is still short of the level at which
urbanization tends to stabilize. In fact, it is projected that India’s urban population will
reach about 600 million by 2031.

This increase has had an impact on the number of cities having more than a million people
each. The number of million plus cities has gone up from 35 to 53 over the last decade. Itis
projected to reach 87 by 2031".

Urbanization is also the key to India’s economic growth. Urban India’s contribution to
GDP is currently over 60% even though its share of the total population is only about 31%.
This share is expected to increase to 75% by 2030.

Further, India is blessed with a “demographic dividend” with its working age population
being significantly higher that its non-working age population. This gives it the
opportunity to increase income levels rapidly and secure faster growth. However, this
dividend lasts only for a limited period. As the population ages, the dividend declines.
During this period it is imperative that the country creates more employment
opportunities to ensure that the higher working age population has jobs and that the lack
of jobs does not push them towards anti-social activities. Urban areas become even more
important in such a scenario as they are the key magnets for jobs. It is for this reason that
cities are referred to as our “engines of economic growth” and ensuring that they function

efficiently is critical to our economic development and well-being.

For cities to become eftective engines of economic growth, they need to improve the

quality of basic services.

Table 1 shows the benchmark standards for some services, against the actual situation in
Indian cities. This demonstrates that there are large gaps in the current service levels that

need to be bridged even to provide adequately for the current urban population.

Given the projections of alarge increase in our urban population over the next few decades,
and the need to provide for them as well, the task of managing our cities well seems
daunting. Large investments in urban infrastructure, therefore, have to occupy center stage

in the national development effort during the decades to come.

'Report on Indian Urban Infrastructure and Services: The High Powered Expert Committee (HPEC) for
Estimating the Investment Requirements for Urban Infrastructure Services




Table 1: Benchmark Vs Actual for various urban services

Benchmark Average in

SERVICE Indian cities
Water Supply (liters per capita per day) 135 105
Solid Waste collected (% collected) 100 72
Sewerage treated (%) 100 30

Source: Benchmark - Handbook of service level Benchmarking,
Ministry of Urban Development, GOI
Average in Indian Cities: Calculated on the basis of data collected

Estimates of the investments required over the next 20 years are of around Rs. 39 lakhs
crores. This means a requirement of nearly Rs. 2 lakh crores during each of the next 20
years. Clearly, the public budget alone cannot support the level of investments required and
resources will have to be found from other sources. Cities have to plan smartly to be able to
meet the requirements of their people with limited resources. It means having to plan the
investments wisely and with sound information on what a city needs. Reliable data and
sound analytical tools will be important for a city to develop its priorities correctly. It

means having to do more with less.

[tisin this context that the Government of India has decided to develop 100 “Smart Cities”
in the country during 2015-2019. Sustainability and the efficient use of resources such as
energy will be central to a Smart City.

2 Need for an Index

As the smart cities and other urban development initiatives roll out, it will be essential to
monitor progress, not only across time but also across cities to assess comparative

performance. This will need a metric that would enable cities to:

1. Becompared against one another for a variety of purposes—so that healthy competition
motivates them to do better, and

2. Be compared against itself across time — to allow an assessment of how well a city has

progressed over the years

Such ametric will, necessarily, include several indicators that represent different aspects of
people’s needs. The package of indicators in such a metric can vary and it will be difficult to
arrive at an universally agreed set of indicators to be used. This is evident from the fact that
there exist more than 200 city ranking systems across the globe. Thus, having several such
formulations of a metric is a good idea as it offers a more robust method of making
comparisons. To give an example, there are multiple ranking systems for universities and

prospective students make their choices based on a review of several such indices.

Almost all the Smart City indexing frameworks that currently exist predominantly cover

cities of the developed world and their ranking frameworks also reflect the needs and
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situation prevalent in the developed world. These are quite different from the needs and
situation in developing economies such as India. Thus, there is a need to have one or more
indices that are relevant to the Indian context and meet its needs. It is such a contextual
index that would provide Indian cities with the right wherewithal to assess their relative
positioning in the country in terms of overall quality of life and develop a well-informed

action plan for improvement.

Accordingly, the Indian School of Business, through its Punj Lloyd Institute of
Infrastructure Management has taken up the initiative of developing such an index. In
doing so, it took into account similar indices developed in other parts of the world, but
contextualized them to the Indian situation. This Index, being referred to as the “Smart
Cities Index” aims to offer a framework that can be used for evaluating cities. A pilot

exercise for ranking the million plus cities, using this index, has also been undertaken.

This report highlights the methodology used for developing the ranking framework and
also the results of the pilot ranking of 53 million plus cities using the framework
developed.

This project was funded by the Shakti Sustainable Energy Foundation (SSEF) and ISB
gratefully acknowledges their contribution.

3 Potential Benefits of a “Smart Cities Index”

Having a metric to measure or rank cities, across multiple indicators, serves many

purposes. Different stakeholders benefit from this in a variety of ways. For example:
City Governments will:

* Be able to judge how they perform vis a vis others in terms of the quality of services
they offer to their citizens and also assess how they perform, vis a vis themselves, over

time.

* Getatool to monitor the impact of their investments, over time, through the individual
performance indicators and the overall Index. This will help them to assess the kinds of
actions that work well and those that do not. It will enable them to develop evidence

based and well-informed plans with regard to the improvements they need to make.

* Get a framework to identify the improvements they need to make and to chalk out an

action plan for effecting such improvements.

* Get a tool to inform their citizens about how they rank compared to others and also
secure greater engagement from their citizens in the initiatives that they take up or
should take up

* Get motivated to collect, compile and maintain an urban database in order to feature in
the ranking system.

State and Central Government will get a tool to monitor the impact of various urban
programs taken up from time to time. It will give them a tool to decide funding priorities,
both amongst cities and amongst sectors. They would also be able to assess how different

cities are performing and the actions they need to take at higher levels in the Government




to help improve the situation. For example, if most of the cities in a particular State face a
similar problem then there may be supporting actions for the State Government to take.
Similarly, if" all cities face a common problem it may require supporting actions from the
national government. More specifically, weak manpower capacity in all city
administrations may require the central government to take up a national capacity building
effort. However, if this problem is limited to only one or a few States, it would be adequate if
only the respective States look into the issue.

+ Citizens will get information on the state of their cities in a simple and lucid manner,
thereby empowering them to demand improved services and a better quality of life. It
would motivate them to meaningfully engage with their local government in helping

improve the quality of life and the overall well-being in the city.

* Investors will get a scientific basis for deciding the best locations for their investments.
They would be able to assess their risks better and take the appropriate mitigation
measures before making investments. It would also help them to better negotiate with

the cities before taking their decision

* Potential new citizens will get a sound basis for deciding which city they should settle
down in. They would be able to make more informed choices through a comparison of
multiple cities around indicators that are important to them.

» Students will be able to take informed decisions on where they should pursue their
tuture education and be able to secure employment.

* Senior citizens will be able to compare difterent cities in terms of the quality of life the
city could offer to them and the extent to which it could meet their unique needs of

health care, safety and recreation.

Table 2 summarizes some of the potential benefits, as mentioned above, for a sample of
stakeholders. However, this is only a sample of the value that can be derived from such an

Index and many others will emerge as the Index matures over time and gets further refined.

Table 2: Potential benefits of a Smart Cities Index for various stakeholders

Stakeholder Potential benefits from a Smart Cities Index

- Ability to judge performance vis a vis others and vis a vis themselves

- Ability to monitor the impact of their investments and identify future needs

- Identify the improvements they need to make and to plan for the future

City Government - Credibly inform their citizens about how they rank and also secure greater
engagement from them

- Get motivated to collect, compile and maintain an urban database

State & - Ability to decide funding priorities and specific actions required at their
Central Government levels to support cities
Citizens - Information on the state of their cities in a simple and lucid manner

I ISB:




o
%1SBI

Stakeholder Potential benefits from a Smart Cities Index

Potential Investors - Scientific basis for deciding on where can invest

Fotential new - Sound basis for deciding which city they should settle down

inhabitants

- Ability to take informed decisions on where they should pursue their

Students .
future education and seek employment

. . - Ability to compare different cities to take decisions on where they would
Senior Citizens . .
like to live

4 Approach Adopted

The entire exercise involved two stages of work. The first stage involved the design and
development of a framework for calculating the Smart Cities Index and for ranking cities.
The second stage involved a pilot ranking of the 53 cities with more than a million
population® in the country. In a way the second stage of the work was a test of the index
and ranking framework. This can subsequently be expanded to cover any range of cities
and need not be limited to million plus cities alone.

The first stage of designing a framework for calculating the Smart Cities Index involved
the following steps:

1. Preliminary consultation with experts
2. Identification and clustering of indicators to be used

3. Determination of the metric to be used for calculating each indicator and identification
of the dataitems to be collected

4. Sample data collection exercise to assess what data items would be reasonably available
5. Allocating weights to each indicator

6. Reviewing alternative indexing and ranking formulations and finalization of the
framework to be used

The second stage of pilot testing across the 53 million plus cities involved the following steps:
1. Developmentof a “User Satisfaction Survey” questionnaire

2. Developmentof adata collection template

3. Collection of secondary data and conduct of user satistaction survey

4. Computation of the city scores and undertaking the indexing and ranking exercise

While the work was primarily undertaken in the Indian School of" Business, through its
Punj Lloyd Institute of Infrastructure Management, several consultation workshops were
held with experts, whose advice lent immense value to the work undertaken. The following

consultation workshops were held on:

‘Based on urban agglomeration population, Census of India,2011.
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* 9thand 10th March 2015 at ISB’s campus in Mohali

* 6thand 7th April 2015 at ISB’S campus in Mohali

* 11th May, 2015 at the India Habitat Center in New Delhi

* 19th August 2016 at the India Habitat Center in New Delhi

Details of the work done and the approach adopted in each of the steps, spelt out earlier,

are given in the sections that follow.

Stage 1 — Design and Development of a Framework for the Calculating
the Smart Cities Index and Ranking Cities

Step 1: Preliminary consultation with experts.

Towards identitying the possible indicators that should be included in the Smart Cities
Index and developing a ranking framework, it was decided to start with a consultation
workshop with a number of experts. Accordingly an experts’ consultation workshop was
held in Mohali on 9th and 10th of March, 2015. Experts were drawn from within the
Indian School of Business as well as from outside. The external experts came from a
variety of agencies covering think tanks, consultants, academic institutions and industry.

Alistof the participants at this workshop is at Annex 1.

During this workshop multiple internationally used smart city indices were reviewed in
order to evaluate their relevance to the Indian context. It was found that most of them used
several indicators that are not very relevant in the current Indian context. For example,
indicators such as commercial air connectivity, percentage of revenue from public transit
obtained via a unified smart card system, use of technologies like live streaming video
cameras/predictive crime software technologies, etc. were premature in the current stage
of development of India’s cities. It was therefore, decided that a new index framework be
developed. However, in order to avoid re-inventing the wheel, some of the more commonly
used international indexing frameworks could be used as a base. A deep dive exercise into
the indicators used in these internationally used indexing frameworks should be carried
out to identity those that are relevant. In additional new indicators that are more relevant
to the Indian context may be added.

The consultation workshop also recommended that a three tier set of indicator clusters be
created so that each cluster could have its own index and ranking to help sub-sets of
stakeholders. For example some stakeholders may only be interested in quality of life in a
city whereas others may only be interested in the quality of mobility or connectivity that
the city offers. Yet others may be primarily interested in the economic opportunities that
the city offers. Accordingly, clusters of indicators would be more useful and would also

make an understanding of the index simpler.

The workshop recommended that a composite Smart Cities Index could comprise the

tfollowing six broad sub-categories of indices:
1. Living: Represents the quality of life and availability of basic services.

2. Governance: Largely represents the responsiveness of the the local body and its

service quality.




3. People: Represents the level of education and inclusiveness of the residents of acity.
4. Economy: Represents the extent of economic opportunities that a city offers.

5. Mobility: Represents the ease with which people can move around and access jobs,
education etc.

6. Environment: Represents the air quality and the use of sustainable practices.

For convenience and to facilitate easier understanding, each of these was termed as a
“Characteristic”. Detailed indicators that would constitute each of these “Characteristics”
had to be decided upon. It was decided that this should be done through a deep dive exercise
to review indicators used in the major Smart City indexing frameworks used

internationally.

Step 2 — Identification and clustering of the indicators to be used in calculating the
Smart Cities Index

Following up on the discussions in the first experts consultation workshop a team in ISB’s
Punj Lloyd Institute of Infrastructure Management, supported by colleagues from ISB’s
Bharati Institute of Public Policy, Max Institute of Healthcare Management and Munjal
Institute of Global Manufacturing Management did an intense review of the indicators

included in three of the best known international smart city indexing frameworks, namely:

* Smart Cities Council ranking framework: http://smartcitiescouncil.com/

resources/smart-city-index-master-indicators-survey

* European Union Smart Cities Ranking framework: http://www.smart-

cities.eu/download/smart_cities_final_report.pdf

« ISO 87120 — Indicators for city services and quality of life: https://www.iso.org/
obp/ui/#iso:std:is0:37120:ed-1:v1:en

The review involved a complete understanding of each of the indicators, and an
assessment of what is relevant in the Indian context. It also involved a discussion on
additional indicators that could be included. 57 indicators in Smart Cities Council ranking
framework, 74 in European Union Smart Council framework and 96 in ISO 37120 were
reviewed to identify those that could be retained. Based on the review, 42 indicators were
retained and 16 new indicators were developed. A listof these indicators, along with their

sources from where they were drawn from, is given in Annex — 2.

Following the identification of the indicators, these were first clustered into logical and
closely associated groups. For convenience, these groups were termed as “Factors”. Each
of the “Factors” was then mapped into one or other of the six “Characteristics” that had

been agreed upon.

Thus, a three tier hierarchy comprising “Characteristics” at the highest level, “FFactors” at
the second level and “Indicators” at the third level, as shown in Figure 1, emerged. Each
“Characteristic” was composed of several “Factors” and each “Factor” had several
“Indicators”. The list of’ “Factors” under each “Characteristic” has been shown in Figure 2

and list of “Indicators” under each Factor has been shown in Table 3.




Figure 1 : Smart Cities Index Framework Figure 2 : Characteristics and their Factors

Mobiiity
{3 factors |

Characteristic

4 indicatons) Economy
{5 tactors
5 indicadors)

Smart

I Characteristics

Indicator-1 Indicator-2 Indicator-3

Table 3: Factors and their Indicators

| Characteristics | Factor | Indicator |

Living Access to electricity
Quality of electricity supply
Access to water supply

Adequacy of water supply

Energy

Water supply

Emergency Fire safety provisions
Maternal health
Health Infant health

Quality of healthcare facilities
Crime incidence
Physical Crime Incidence

Security Personal Crime Incidence
Economic Crime Incidence
Slum population

Shelter Overcrowding
Homelessness

Solid waste Access to solid waste collection
Coverage of storm water drains

Drainage Quality of storm water drainage
facilities

Sewerage Access to sewerage network

L Access to household sanitation
Sanitation

Access to public sanitation
Adequacy of education facilities
Adequacy of higher education
Education facilities

Adequacy of skilling facilities
Quality of school education
Emphasis on heritage
conservation

Recreation Quality of recreational facilities

Heritage

%ISBI'-“-' 8 E ;ﬁg&



Characteristics

Economy

People

Governance

Environment

Mobility

Factor

Employment levels
Income

Equity
Entrepreneurship

Gender equality

Graduates

Inclusiveness

Participation

Technology sophistication
Efficiency

Urban planning

Disaster Management

E-Governance

Transparency
Finance

Air pollution
Noise Pollution

Sustainability

Sustainability
Efficiency

Safety

Indicator

Unemployment rate

GDP

Income distribution
Growth of new businesses
Workforce participation of
women

Higher education

Gender inclusivity

Ethnic/ regional inclusivity
Engagement with city
administration

Internet penetration
Telecom penetration

Water distribution efficiency
Planning framework

Use of technology

Staffing adequacy

Disaster Management
Framework

Ease of access to government
services

Public access to ULB's finances
Spending capacity

Spending autonomy
Property Tax Collection

PM 2.5 concentration
L-EQ-Levels

Sewage recycling

Solid waste recycling
Use of renewable energy

Share of Green Modes
Trip Length

Travel Time

Vehicle Ownership
Road Safety

Step 3 — Determination of the metric to be used for calculating each indicator and
identification of the dataitems to be collected

Each indicator was derived through a computation of one or more data items. Once the list
of indicators was decided upon, the ISB team brainstormed on the metric to be used for
measuring each indicator. To support this effort a second consultation meeting was held
with two external experts (Rohit Talwar & Anand Madhavan from Siemens and ICRA), on
6th & 7th April 2015, at Mohali.




[t was realized that while quantitative metrics were possible for most of the indicators, this
would not be possible for a few of the others. These would require a qualitative “user
satisfaction survey” as well as a mechanism for converting these qualitative results into
quantitative numbers. Further, for some of the indicators, even if a quantitative metric is
possible, it would be very difficult to get the required quantitative data and, therefore, a

qualitative user satisfaction survey may have to serve as a proxy.

A complete mapping of all the Characteristics, Factors and Indicators, along with the

metric used for computing each indicator is given at Annex 2.

Step 4 - Sample data collection exercise to assess what data items would be
reasonably available

Once the list of indicators and the data items to be collected was finalized, it was decided to
undertake a pilot data collection exercise to assess which of the data items would be
reasonably available and which would either not be available or very difficult to get. For this
purpose data was collected from Ahmedabad and Surat to give the team an idea of whether

a certain data item would be reasonably available or not.
Step 5 — Allocating weights to each indicator

While a Smart Cities Index would have multiple component indicators, each of these
indicators need not have equal weight while computing the composite index. The weight

assigned to each would depend on the relative importance of that indicator.

Participants at the workshop held at Mohali on 9th and 10th March 2015 had also
brainstormed on possible weights that could be assigned to each indicator. Breakout
sessions involved participants working in smaller groups to arrive at appropriate weights.
On the whole the view was that no assignment of weights would secure universal
agreement or be completely justifiable as there would be differences based on need. Hence,
it was agreed that equal weights be assigned to each “Factor” within a “Characteristic”.
This would automatically mean that the number of “Factors” within a “Characteristic”
would influence the weight assigned to that “Characteristic”. Similarly, the number of
“Indicators” within a “Factor” would determine the relative weight ot that indicator. Thus,
if a “Characteristic” comprised twice as many “Factors” compared to another, it would have
twice as much weight. Similarly, if an “Indicator” constituted one out of 5 such Indicators
within a “Factor” it would have a weight of’ 20% of that “Factor” and it another “Indicator”
was one of two “Indicators” within a “Factor” it would have 50% ot the weight within that
“Factor”.

However, in doing so it was important to ensure that there was no multi-collinearity as that
would skew the weights and lead to double counting. It was also suggested that each
“Characteristic” could have an index of its own, apart from there being a comprehensive

Smart Cities Index. It is also possible for each Factor to have an index of its own.
Step 6 —Developing an Indexing and Ranking Framework

Several alternatives to the methodology of calculating the Smart Cities Index were
debated. Variations of method of Z score and method of Dimensional Indexing were
considered for ranking the cities.
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Using the Z score ranking method for final computation could have given a skewed ranking
tor the cities performing very well across few indicators as against the cities performing
reasonably well across a large number of indicators. The Dimensional index methodology
would have required a benchmark performance metric for all the indicators. Since many of
the indicators do not have a benchmarked performance, using the dimensional indexing
method would have given an unreliable ranking of cities. Summary of methodologies
considered is placed at Annexure 3.

Thus, through several iterations within the team, and in consultation with some experts, it

was decided that the Smart Cities Index would be arrived at in the following manner:

* Individual indicator values for each city would be reviewed to find out the range of
values within which the cities fell for that indicator. Some clear outlier numbers would
be removed. The remaining range would be divided into 10 equal deciles from the
highest to the lowest values.

* For the Indicators with a desirable higher value (i.e. higher the better, example: GDP),
Cities that fell in the highest decile would be given a score of 10, those in the next decile
would get ascore of 9 and so on till the cities in the lowest decile would get a score of 1.
For the Indicators with a desirable lower value (i.e. lower the better, example:
unemployment rate, homelessness), Cities that fell in the highest decile would be given a
score of 1, those in the next decile would get a score of 2 and so on till the cities in the
lowest decile would get a score of 10.

* For the missing data point the average of other Indicators within the same Factor

would be used as a proxy.

* Once marks were available for each Indicator in a city, these would be added up for all the
Factors and divided by the number of Indicators within the factor. Hence, a Factor

specific index would get generated.

* The Factor Specific Indices under each Characteristic would then be added to arrive at
the Characteristic specific index. Finally the Characteristic specific indices for a city

would be added up to arrive at the comprehensive “Smart City Index”.

Hence, the computation described above was found to be the most elegant by the team and
so this was adopted. Such a ranking method was used as there were doubts about the
complete accuracy and reliability of the data and hence this method would help limit the

adverse impact of any minor data errors.

Stage 2 —Pilot testing for 53 million plus cities

Testing of the Index framework required collection of the data required to calculate each
indicator and also the collection of user perception through surveys. The following steps

were followed for this.
Step 1: Development of a user perception survey questionnaire

Several indicators, such as Quality of Electricity Supply, Quality of Health Care, Quality
of Recreational facilities, etc. were not amenable to a quantitative assessment and needed to

be assessed through a user satisfaction survey. Hence a “User Satisfaction Survey

11




questionnaire” was developed. This survey primarily sought to seek answers from a sample
of city residents on their level of satisfaction with regard to specific services. The
responses were to be sought onascale of 1to 10 where 1 = Very Poor and 10 = Excellent. A

copy of this questionnaireis given at Annexure 4.

The detailed process followed in developing a sample and carrying out the survey is given
at Annexure 5.

Step 2: Development of a data collection template

Each indicator that was amenable to quantitative assessment was a computation of’ one or
more data items. For example the number of higher secondary schools in city was
computed as total number of higher secondary schools in that city for every hundred
thousand population. Once the data items required for measuring each indicator, amenable
to quantitative assessment, was finalized, a list of the data items that needed to be collected,
along with the respective units was listed on a table to make the task of data collection
simpler. This table constituted the data collection template.

Step 3 - Collection of data and conduct of user perception surveys

A professional agency, was hired to collect the required data from the cities and also to
carry out the user perception survey using the questionnaire developed by the team. The
data collection template was shared with the agency and series of discussions were held to
identity the possible sources of data points. Thereafter, surveyors from the agency were
trained by the team on collecting data for specific indicators. The team also pitched in to
collect/assist surveyors in collecting data from few cities. The detailed list of data points

and sources from where it had been collected by the agency is given at Annexure 6.
Step 4 - Computation of the Index and Final Ranking

The team used the Index computation framework to generate the Smart Cities Index and
rank the cities based on the Comprehensive Smart Cities Index as also the Index for each
Characteristic.

While undertaking this exercise, the team encountered the following problems:
+ Forsome cities several data items were not available

* Some specific data items were not available for several of the cities
To get around these problems, the team adopted the following approach:

» For the cities where some of the data items were missing, an average of the score for

other indicators within the same “Factor” was used as a proxy.

» Specific data items which were not available for at least 35 cities were dropped off from
the list of indicators. For example, level of “noise pollution” was not available for 36
cities and so it was not included in final computation of the Index. Thus, the following
Indicators were removed from the final computation: 1) Disaster Management
Framework 2) Travel Time, and 3) Noise Pollution.

12




5 Results

The results of the pilot ranking of cities, based on the methodology highlighted above,
have been presented in this section.

5.1 Composite Smart Cities Index

Figure 3 below presents the scores of the different cities on the composite Smart Cities
Index. With a total of 32 factors’ for final computation , maximum score obtainable by a
city was 320. Pune emerged as the top city with a score of 226 followed by Chennai (223),
Thiruvananthapuram (220) and Coimbatore (219.4).

Figure 3: Composite Smart Cities Index for top 45 Cities
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5.2 Living Index

Figure 4 below presents the scores of the different cities on the Living Index. With 13
factors considered, the maximum obtainable score for a city was 130. Coimbatore scored
the highest with 95.54 followed by Pune (94.83), Ahmedabad (94.82) and Chandigarh
(98.7).

Figure 4: Living Index for top 45 Cities
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5.3 Economy Index

Figure 5 below presents the scores of the different cities on the Economy Index. With 5
factors under this Index, the maximum obtainable score for a city was 50.
Thiruvananthapuram scored the highest with 46.8, followed by Bangalore (44), Chennai
(43) and Greater Mumbai (41).

Figure 5: Economy Index for top 45 Cities
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5.4 Governance Index

Figure 6 below presents the scores of the different cities on the Governance Index. With 5
factors' under this Index, maximum obtainable 2 score for a city was 50. Bhopal scored the
highest with 26.67, followed by Coimbatore (25.50), Nashik (24.81) and Kolkata (24.1).

Figure 6: Governance Index for top 45 Cities
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5.5 People Index

Figure 7 below presents the scores of the different cities on the Governance Index. With 4

factors under this Index , maximum obtainable score for a city was 40. Kochi scored highest

with 35.53, followed by Thrissur (33.96), Pune (33.13) and Coimbatore (33).

Figure 7: People Index for top 45 Cities
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5.6 Environment Index

Figure 8 below presents the scores of the different cities on the Governance Index. With 2
factors , maximum obtainable score for a city was 20. Thiruvananthapuram scored the
highest with 16.67, followed by Madurai (15.42), Hyderabad (14.83) and Kozhikode (14.6).

Figure 8: Environment Index for top 45 Cities
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5.7 Mobility Index

Figure 9 below presents the scores of the different cities on the Mobility Index. With 3

factors, maximum obtainable score for a city was 30. Kolkata scored highest with 28.50,

followed by Bhopal (28.00), Delhi (27.00) and Greater Mumbai (26.5).
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Figure 9: Mobility Index for top 45 Cities
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6 Benchmarking

The ISB team has not developed any benchmarks for the service quality standards. Instead
comparisons have been made across cities rather than vis a vis a benchmark. The reasoning
for this has been that while comparison against a benchmark would be necessary when an
assessment is made of a single city, such a benchmark may not be necessary when
comparisons are made across multiple cities. Besides, benchmarks may have to be different
trom place to place and may even change with time. For example the benchmark for water
supply in Assam, which has plenty of river water, could be more lenient when compared to
the benchmark for water supply in Rajasthan. Similarly, as water conservation efforts are
taken up, benchmarks could be modified.

However, we do recognize that a comparison against benchmarks would help understand
how far even the best performing cities are vis a vis such benchmarks. Therefore, we have
added Table 4 which shows the performance for the 5 best cities for Coverage of water
supply, Extent of non revenue water, Coverage of toilets, Household level solid waste
management system and Per capita supply of water against the benchmarks developed by
Ministry of Urban Development, GOI. This does show significant gaps between the
benchmark and the best performing cities in several case. This exercise would be worth
undertaking for all the services. We have not been able to do so due to paucity of time but
would undertake this as a follow up exercise.

Coverage of Water Extent of House_hold Level Per Capita Supply
Non Coverage of Solid Waste
Supply Tets (0 of Water (Ipcd)

Connections (%) Revenue Toilets (%) Management

Water (%) System (%)
Benchmark 100 20 100 100 135
Pune 94 30 98 73.90 235
Chennai 55 NA 91.59 100 58
Thiruvananthapuram 78 19 100 50 165
Coimbatore NA NA 87.11 100 58
Kochi 70 32 90 100 130

7 Next steps

We feel that this work would be worth carrying forward. While this exercise has resulted in
apilot testing of the indexing framework, this test will help identify refinements that need
to made in the choice of indicators, the clustering of these indicators and the allocation of
weights to each indicator. Hence, regional dialogues to discuss these issues and bringing
about synergies with similar exercises undertaken by the Ministry of Urban Development
and others would help in bringing out an improved methodology for ranking cities and
hopetully spurring them towards improvement. We do hope an annual ranking of cities
will help create healthy competition that would benefit all cities.
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Annexure 1: List of Participants in workshops

Date: 9th & 10th March, 2015
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Name

Anouj Mehta
Sandhya Srinivasan

Shivanand Swamy

Manvendra Deswal
Megha Gupta
Karuna Gopal

Ajai Mathur

Shreya Gadepalli

Bhanu Chander
Jagan Shah
Deepa Kapoor
Mahua Acharya
Deepak Verma
Shubo Haldar

Amit Bhatt
Kaushiki Sanyal
Gaurav Dubey
Geetha Krishnan
Kumara Guru

Mandar Kagade

Om Prakash Agarwal

Prajapati Trivedi
Rajesh Chakrabarti

Sowmya Shashidhara

Organization

Asian development bank
Center for policy initiatives(CPI)

Centre for Environmental Planning and Technology
University (CEPT University)
Confederation of Indian Industry (CII)

Ernst & Young
Foundation for Futuristic Cities
Infrastructure Leasing & Financial Services (IL&FS)

Institute for Transportation and Development Policy
(ITDP)
Institute of Urban Transport (IUT), India

National Institute of Urban Affairs (NIUA)
Punj Lloyd

The Global Green Growth Institute

Urban Mass Transit Company Limited (UMTC)

Infrastructure Development Corporation Limited (IIDC

Limited)

World Resource Institute (WRI), India
Indian School of Business

Indian School of Business
Indian School of Business
Indian School of Business
Indian School of Business
Indian School of Business
Indian School of Business
Indian School of Business

Indian School of Business
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Annexure 2: List of Characteristics, Factors, Indicators , Computation

metric & Sources of Indicators used in this project.

Characteristics: 6, Factors: 34, Indicators: 58

Characteristic: Living
1) Number of Factors: 13
2) Number of Indicators: 27

Factor Indicator

Access to
electricity
Quality of
electricity supply

Energy

Access to water
supply
Adequacy of
water supply

Fire safety
provisions

Maternal health

Water
supply

Emergency

Infant health
Health

Quality of

healthcare

facilities

Crime incidence

Physical crime
Incidence
Personal crime
incidence*

Security

Economic crime
incidence*

Slum population

Shelter Overcrowding

Homelessness

Access to solid

Solid waste .
waste collection

Coverage of
storm water
drains

Drainaze Quality of storm

water drainage
facilities

Metric

Percentage of city households
with electricity access

User satisfaction with electricity
supply

Percentage of city population
with potable water supply
service

Total water supply per capita
per day

Number of fire related deaths
per 100,000 population

Maternal Mortality Rate

Infant Mortality Rate

User satisfaction with healthcare
facilities in the city

Number of major crimes per
100,000 population in past year
Number of major crimes per
100,000 population in past year
Number of major crimes per
100,000 population in past year
Number of major crimes per
100,000 population in past year
Percentage of city population
living in slums

Percentage of households living
in overcrowded conditions
Percentage of homeless
population

Percentage of city population
with regular solid waste
collection (residential)

Percentage of road network with
covered storm water drains

Percentage of incidences of
[Joods on roads in a year

24

Source

Smart Cities Council, ISO 37120

ISO 87120

ISO 87120

Smart Cities Council, ISO 87120

Smart Cities Council, ISO 87120

Developed for the Project

ISO 87120

EU Smart Cities Ranking,
ISO 37120

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 37120

Developed for the Project
Developed for the Project

Developed for the Project

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 37120
Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 87120

ISO 87120

ISO 37120

Developed for the Project

Developed for the Project



Access to
sewerage
network

Sewerage

Access to
household
sanitation
Access to public
sanitation
Adequacy of
education
facilities

Sanitation

Adequacy of
higher education

Education facilities

Adequacy of
skilling facilities

Quality of school
education

Emphasis on
heritage
conservation
Quality of
recreational
facilities

Heritage

Recreation

Characteristic: Economy
1) Number of Factors: 5
2) Number of Indicators: 5

Factor Indicator
Employment Unemployment
levels rate
Productivity GDP
Eauit Income
ity distribution

Entrepreneurs = Growth of new
hip businesses
Gonter Voo

. participation of
equality

women

Percentage of city population
served by sewage network

Percentage of households with
toilets

Number of public toilets per
100,000 population

Number of Higher Secondary
Schools per 100,000 population

Number of UGC recognized

University / Institute of National

Importance per
100,000population

Number of ITIs per 100,000
population

User satisfaction with primary
and secondary education in the
city

Number of museums per
100,000 population

User satisfaction with
recreational facilities (including
sports) in the city

Metric
City's unemployment rate

GDP per Capita
Percentage of marginalized
HHs

Average annual registration

of businesses per 100,000
population (last 5 years)

Percentage of women in
workforce

25

Smart Cities Council, ISO 87120

Smart Cities Council, ISO 87120

Developed for the Project

ISO 87120

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 37120

Developed for the Project

EU Smart Cities Ranking,
ISO 37120

EU Smart Cities Ranking

ISO 87120

Source

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 87120
Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 37120

EU Smart Cities Ranking,
ISO 37120

Developed for the Project



Characteristic: Governance
1) Number of Factors: 6
2) Number of Indicators: 10

Factor

Efficiency

Urban planning

Disaster
Management

E-Governance

Transparency

Finance

Indicator

‘Water
distribution
efficiency

Planning
framework

Use of
technology

Staffing
adequacy

Disaster
management
framework *

Ease of access to

government
services

Public access to
ULB's finances

Spending
capacity

Spending
autonomy

Property Tax

Collection

Characteristic: People
1) Number of Factors: 4
2) Number of Indicators: 6

Factor

Graduates

Inclusiveness

Participation

Technology
sophistication

Indicator

Higher education

Gender
inclusivity

Ethnic/ regional

inclusivity

Engagement with

city

administration

Internet
penetration

Telecom
penetration

Metric

Percentage of Non-revenue
water

Existence of an approved
Master Plan for the current
time

Existence of a GIS map

Number of certified town
planners working in ULB per
100,000 population

Existence of disaster
management plan

Number of government
services that can be accessed
by citizens via web or app (out
of a standard list)

Existence of audited balance
sheets of ULB in public
domain annually

Capital expenditure of ULB
per 100,000 population
Percentage of own revenue to
total revenue

Property Tax Collected : 85%
coverage & 90 % Collection

Metric

Number of persons with
graduate degree per 100,000
population

Sex ratio
Attitude towards in-migrants

Voter participation in last
municipal elections

Number of broadband
connections per 100,000
population

Number of cell phone
connections per 100,000
population

26

Source

ISO 87120

Developed for the Project

Developed for the Project

Developed for the Project

Smart Cities Council

Smart Cities Council

EU Smart Cities Ranking

I[SO 37120
I[SO 37120

Developed for the Project

Source

Smart Cities Council, EU
Smart Cities Ranking,
ISO 37120

Developed for the Project
EU Smart Cities Ranking
Smart Cities Council, EU

Smart Cities Ranking

Smart Cities Council, EU
Smart Cities Ranking,
ISO 37120

Smart Cities Council, EU
Smart Cities Ranking



Characteristic: Mobility
1) Number of Factors: 3
2) Number of Indicators: 5

Factor

Sustainability

Efficiency

Safety

Indicator

Share of green
modes

Trip length
Trip Time*

Vehicle
Ownership*

Road Safety

Characteristic: Environment
1) Number of Factors: 3
2) Number of Indicators: 5

Factor
Air pollution

Noise Pollution

Sustainability

* These Indicators were not the part of preliminary set of Indicators. They were included during the final computation of Index

Indicator

PM 2.5
concentration
L -eq level *
Sewage
recycling
Solid waste
recycling
Use of
renewable
energy

Metric

Total NMT + PT modal
share

Average trip length

Average trip time

Registered Number of
Vehicles per 100,000
population

Road accident deaths per
100,000 population

Metric

Average annual PM 2.5
levels

Average annual L -eq level

Percentage of sewage water

recycled
Percentage of solid waste
recycled
Percentage of HHs using

renewable energy as power

source
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Source

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 87120

Developed for the Project

Developed for the Project

[SO 37120

EU Smart Cities Ranking,
ISO 37120

Source

Smart Cities Council, EU Smart
Cities Ranking, ISO 87120

ISO 87120

ISO 37120

Smart Cities Council, ISO 87120

Smart Cities Council, ISO 87120



Annexure 3: List of Alternate Methodologies Considered

1) Method of Z score (Various Various) The Z score is a measure of the number of
standard deviations that an observation is above or below the mean. Since standard
deviation is never negative, a positive Z score indicates that the observation is below the
mean. For computing ranking of cities, it was important to standardise indicator values for
the purpose of aggregation. Fo this a method Z score was used for the standardisation of

indicator values.

71 =7 scoreof Indicator],

Xi = Value of the Indicator I

X = Average of Indicatori
S =Standard Deviation

Z scores of each of the indicator was multiplied by (+1) or (-1) depending upon whether a
higher value for that indicator is desirable (higher the better, such as sex ratio) or a lower
value is desirable (Lower the better, such as crime rate).

Using this method Ranking could have got skewed for cities performing very well across
tew indicators for which data is available as against the cities performing average across
large number of indicators. To address, the skew each allocated an availability factor
ranging from O to 100 (100 indicating 100% -data is available for all 53 cities). Final score of
each city calculated was first Z scores multiplied by availability factor aggregator and then

divided the number of indicators for which data is available for a city.

2) Dimensional Index Methodology

All the indicator do not have same metric nor have the same direction i.e higher value of an
indicator does not reflect the better performance. To solve this issue, a min-max
normalisation method was used which re-1 scales the base indicators on a scale ranging
from O to 1. After normalisation each indicator has a value in the range of 0 to 1 with 1
being the best and 0 being the worst. To rank the cities, at factorial and characteristics level
categories are calculated based on Butnariu and Avasilcai (20015)2.

! Picking The Winner: Measuring Urban Sustainability in India
http://www.igidr.ac.in/pdf/publication/WP-2016-021.pdf

* The Assessment of The Companies’ Sustainable Development Performance, Anca Butnariu, , Silvia Avasilcai (2015),
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212567115004220
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Annexure 4: Questionnaire Used for User Satisfaction Survey
(These five questions were part of larger data collection template)

Rate the quality of these services on the scaleof 1to 10, where 1= Very Poor and

10 = Excellent.

Q.No. C1.2 Satistaction level with overall quality of electricity supply:

Q.No. C1.1 Satisfaction level with overall quality of primary and secondary

education (Class 1 to Class X):

Q.No. C1.3 Satisfaction level with overall quality of recreational facilities (parks,

sport grounds & cinemas etc.):

Q.No. C1.4 Satisfaction level with overall quality of Health care

facilities:

Q.No. C1.5.1 How happy do you feel about people from other regions settling in

this city?
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Annexure 5: User Satisfaction Survey Methodology

User Satisfaction Survey — Objective:

The user satisfaction survey was conducted through face-to-face personal interviews with
the target respondents by visiting his/ her household using a structured questionnaire.
The survey was conducted among citizens and their level of satisfaction was sought on
various service aspects on ascale of' 1 to 10 where 1 = Very Poor and 10 = Excellent.

Target respondents:

The target respondents for user satisfaction survey were persons living in the city, and

were selected based on the following criteria:

* Respondent should be atleast 21 years old

* Availing public facilities like health care, education, public recreational facilities etc.

* Duration of stayin city- Minimum 2 years

* Living with family (and kids)

* Coverage of Male and female respondents (Minimum 30 percent female respondents)

In each city, respondents were selected randomly from all zones (equal respondents from
each of the five zones:Centre, North, South, East and West zone) and from difterent profile
in terms of age-groups, with/without family, gender, socio-economic condition, etc.

Sampling Design:

The following “3 S” sampling method was used with each of the selected cities to ensure a
robust, random and comprehensive sample.

Spread of
Sample

Size of Sample

Robust,
Random &
Representative
Sampling

%ISBI P vl b of 30
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Sampling Plan:

To ensure representative coverage within the pre-selected cities, the cities were divided
into 5 zones and sample were equally spread across these zones. In addition, following
points were covered throughout the sampling procedure while conducting user satisfaction
survey across 53 cities: Geographical Coverage During the random selection of target
respondents, geographical coverage of the region was ensured. The geographic reach
inside a particular city ensures that all parts of that city has been covered for representative
sampling. For this purpose, a city was divided into 5 zones: Centre, North,

South, East and West. The central point of the city was identified. One investigator took
interviews at this central point. Another four investigators reached to all the four
directions starting from the center in such a way that they reach to the central points of the
remaining four zones. For example, if a city has a radius of say; 20 km, then one
investigator had taken interviews at the center of the city and four others conducted
interviews in all four directions at a distance of' 10 km from the center and in each of the
tive locations mentioned below, 20 percent of respondents were interviewed in each
direction. The diagram given below is the representation of city-wise sampling

methodology adopted during the survey.

North

®
10 km
West ‘ <—>. East
&
VA

South




Sample size:

Looking at the firm timeline and to make it representative, the following points were

considered to arrive at city level sample size.

Total Population of the city — Cities were divided into Metro, Tier I, Tier II & Tier I1I cities
based on its population. Govt. census 2011 population data was taken as a reference.
Proportionate sample size, taking population as a base was done to arrive at the city-wise

sample.

The survey was conducted at different timing viz. weekends, weekdays, morning and
evening. It was ensured that around 30% of the female respondents were covered. The

table below gives the sample size used for each of the cities covered.

Survey Area for data Sample .
. . . . Sample size
S.N. State City collection- City Size — .
o — Achieved
Jurisdiction Target
Jammu and .
1 Kashmir Srinagar M Corp. 60 60
2 Ludhiana M Corp. 70 70
Punjab
3 Amritsar M Corp. 60 66
4 Chandigarh Chandigarh M Corp. 60 60
5 Haryana Faridabad M Corp. 70 70
. . MCDs (all 8) +
lh 1h
6 Delhi Delhi NDMC 400 421
7 Jaipur M Corp. 120 120
8 Rajasthan Jodhpur M Corp. 60 60
9 Kota M Corp. 60 60
10 Ranpur M Corp. 120 121
11 Lucknow M Corp. 120 122
12 Ghaziabad M Corp. 80 81
Uttar
13 pradesh Agra M Corp. 70 70
14 Varanasi M Corp. 60 65
15 Meerut M Corp. 60 60
16 Allahabad M Corp. 60 61
17 Bihar Patna M Corp. 80 80
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18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

West Bengal

Jharkhand

Chhattisgarh

Madhya
Pradesh

Gujarat

Maharashtra

Telangana

Andhra
Pradesh

Kolkata
Asansol
Jamshedpur
Dhanbad
Ranchi

Raipur

Durg-
Bhilainagar

Indore
Bhopal
Jabalpur
Gwalior
Ahmadabad
Surat
Vadodara

Rajkot
Mumbai

Pune
Nagpur

Nashik
Vasai Virar
city
Aurangabad

Hyderabad

Visakhapatn
am

Vijayawada

M Corp.

M Corp.
Notilled Area Council
M Corp.

M Corp.

M Corp.
Bhilai Nagar M Corp.

M Corp.
M Corp.
M Corp.
M Corp.
M Corp.
M Corp.
M Corp.

M Corp.

M. Corp of Greater
Mumbai

M Corp.
M Corp.

M Corp.
M Corp.

M Corp.

M. Corp of Greater
Hyderabad
M. Corp of Greater
Vishakhapatnam

M. Corp

33

200

60

60

60

60

60

60

90

80

60

60

200

200

80

60

400

100

100

70

60

60

300

80

60

200

60

60

65

60

61

60

90

80

67

60

200

208

80

62

403

101

100

T4

61

60

300

80

60



Annexure 6: Data Points and their sources

Data item

Total number of Households
having authorized (with a billing
meter) electrical service

Total Households with daily
solid waste collection (door to
door) facility run or managed by

the Municipality
Total Households served by

potable (fit for drinking) water
supply

Total Households served by
metered, billed and potable

water supply
Total number of public toilets in

city operated or managed by the
Municipality

Total length of roads in city
Total length of roads in city

having covered storm water
drains

Total municipal personnel
employed for waste collection

from roads
Total public museums in city

Percentage of voters who voted
in last municipal elections
Total Sales Tax collected in the

municipal area
Total Service Tax collected in

the municipal area
Total new businesses registered

in last 5 Y
Existence of an approved

Master Plan for the current time

(Yes/ No)
Possession of GIS map of the

city by city agency (Yes/ No)
Number of town planners
working in Municipality
Existence of a disaster
prevention and management
plan for the city (Yes/ No)
Number of e governance
initiatives by municipal

corporation**

Preferred Time-line of Data

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

As of June 30t 2015

2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year

2010-11 and following years

As of June 30t 2015

As of June 30t 2015

As of June 30t 2015

As of June 30t 2015

As of June 30t 2015

34

Likely Agency for Data
Collection

Electricity Board/ Municipal

Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Water Board/ Municipal

Corporation

Water Board/ Municipal

Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation
Central Government
State Governments
Registrar of Companies

Municipal Corporation /

Development Authority
Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation /
Regional Oflce of State
Disaster Management Authority

Municipal Corporation



Total capital expenditure of
ULB

Total revenue of ULB

Total own revenue of ULB

List of non-reserved seats for

women in ULB
Total women councilors on non-

reserved seats for women in
ULB

Total sewage water generated by
city

Total sewage water recycled by
city

Total industry affluent generated
by city

Total industry affluent recycled
by city

Total solid waste generated by
city

Total solid waste recycled by
city

Total Non-Motorized Transport
and Public Transport modal
share

Average Trip Length for City

Average Travel Time

Total higher secondary schools
in city

Number of ITTs in city
Average daily electric supply to
Municipal Area (in KWH)
Total electricity consumed by
the city (municipal area) (in

terms of billed or revenue
electricity)

Total water supply in city

Total water consumed by the
city (in terms of billed or
revenue water)

PM 2.5 concentration level in or
around the CBD / average of all

city values
L-eq level recorded in or around

the CBD/ Average of L-eq levels
recorded at various stations in

the city

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

As of June 30t 2015

As of June 30t 2015

2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year
2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

2011 or any onwards year

As of June 30t 2015 or earlier

As of June 30t 2015 or earlier

35

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation
Municipal Corporation

Municipal Corporation /

Development Authority

Municipal Corporation /

Development Authority
Municipal Corporation /

Development Authority

District Education Oflcer
District Education OflCcer

Electricity Board

Electricity Board

Water Board/ Municipal

Corporation

Water Board/ Municipal

Corporation

State Pollution Control Board

State Pollution Control Board



* Number of e governance initiatives by municipal corporation based on following:
1. ETendering

2. CCTYV based surveillance

3. Automated parking system

4. Property tax automation —bill payment and bill generation
5. Online bill payment

6. Customer call centre

7.  Grievance redressal mechanism

8.  Online birth and death certificate

9. SMS-based vaccination alert

10. Digitisation of maps & building plans

11. Biometric attendance system

12. Mobile-based monitoring of solid waste management

36
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Section B: City Profiles

.Srinagar

Amritsar.
Ludhianal@ ® chandigarh

Meerut
Delhi Ghaziabad
Faridabad

® Agra
® Jaipur .Kgplzj”r"know
® Jodhpur ® Gwalior @ ratna

Allahabad @ @ Varanasi

ot Dhanbad .'. Asansol

Ranchi.

Jamshedpuri@
.Ahmedabad . Bhopal
j . Indore .Jaba|Pur . Kolkata
Ralke . . Vadodara
- Raipur
® surat @ Nagpur ® Bhilai Nagar
@ Nashik
.Aurangabad
Greater Mumbai
Vasai Virar City
.Visakhapatnam
.Pune
. Hyderabad
.Vijayawada
Bangalore @) @ Chennai
@Kannur
Kozhikode ® coimbatore o _
Malappuram ® Tiruchirappalli
Thrissur
Kochi .Madurai
Kollami@
.Thiruvananthapuram
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“Section B ot the report presents
individual City Profiles with the score
against characteristics and their factors.”
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Agra

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable*** \ ™
Index “}) 1
Smart Cities: 145 172.3 320 |
Living: 72.3 77.5 130 =
Economy: 16.8 27 50 R i ol
Governance : 12 14.5 50
People: 15.1 25.3 40
Environment : 8.3 7.8 20
Mobility : 205  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective MC _+ 0G: 15,74,542
index category U.A:  17,46,467

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Energy R Ganderes
Rscrnatian | SRS = ;
Health _———— : [
Sanmation _
Drairasge ]
— Governance
—_—
£ 2
_- .....
Bl - _
& 3 1 5 B n g . |
People € '
Mobility
.
i ="
. |
= Efficiency |
: ) : y swstainatility [
) Safib, [—
Environment -

0 2 k! & B 10

Sustinzbiiity |

Alr Pallution -
0 7 4 g 10 Missing Data Points:
Living: 0
Strength: Economy: 1

Environment: 0
Governance: 0

Share of Green modes of Transport (58%) ;e:;’i:ﬁ;?o

Percentage of City households with electricity access (95.7)
Weakness:

Percentage of marginalised households (50.25)
Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (28.62)

43
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 191.7 172.3 320

Living: 94.8 77.5 130

Economy: 32 27 50

Governance : 9.7 14.5 50

People: 22.4 25.3 40

Environment : 6.3 7.8 20

Mobility : 26.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

Ahmedabad

ol
>

Population (Census 2011)

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective MC + OG: 55,70,585

index category

Performance within Characteristic:

Living

Sawage
Saled Wastu

Emargoncy

Sanitation

Haafth
Shgiter 5 ||
wator Sumply [
Drainage =]
recrestion [
Educatian :
Haritags M
0 2 4 5 B 10
People
g e ———
I |
arsicat L |
Environment

A Potiucion [
0 ' 4 & g 10
Strength:

Share of green modes of transport (70%)

U.A: 63,52,254

Economy

Mobility

Safazy e T
Effceney [
Sestainability [N

o 7 ] G a 1%

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 4
People: 1
Mobility: 0

Percentage of city population with regular solid waste collection (100)

Weakness:

Number of certified town planners working in ULB per 100,000 population (0.20)

Average annual PM 2.5 levels (100.1)
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Allahabad

f \
4
Score ,_.:-‘f{.:-_:_g_;d

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 153.5 172.3 320 = B
Living: 79.1 77.5 130 sl
Economy: 16.8 27 50 V'
Governance : 14.4 14.5 50 v

People: 22,5 25.3 40

Environment : 7.3 7.8 20

Mobility : 13.4 19.3 30

Population (Census 2011)
City § S btained by the ity MC + OG: 11,17,094
* City Score: Score obtained by the ci A:12.16.71
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index U 16,719
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristic

Living Economy
water Supply [ Gentier equait
Heritage T | Emaleyret el [
Education I
Enairgy AR
Socurity .| z
Spli Waste _ Governance
Sunltatior
foaith | Geriians
tecreacon
SEwAGE i=——=2 Efficiens =
A agE [ | ;
B 3 1 ansperen
People - _
Mobility
= EFficiancy .
1] '
R — Safaty I SO
= sustainabiiicy | N RN
0 2 E ] 10
Environment
Missing Data Points:
Sustairability |GG
frPoliucion [N Living: 0
] 2 i 5 8 10 Economy: 1
Environment: 0
Governance: 3
People: 0
Strength: Mobility: 2

Number of persons with graduate degree per 100,000 population (20,954.57)
Water supply per capita per day (226 ltrs)

Weakness:

Average annual P M 2.5 levels (169.72)

Average annual registration of business per 100,000 population (15.28)




Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 172.3 172.3 320

Living: 84.7 77.5 130

Economy: 22.8 27 50

Governance : 14.7 14.5 50

People: 24.9 25.3 40

Environment : 2.2 7.8 20

Mobility : 23 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristic:
Living

Emuorgancy

Secimty

mo I

Shalpar

Energy

odid Waste
Hazlrh
Draimage
Watar Supphy
Sanitation
Educatian

Huritags

| I“‘|I J

,_
3
*
n
=
4
L

People

¥

Environment

sustainadility [
Alr Pollution [ ]
v} 2 4 [= A 10

Strength:

Amritsar

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 11,32,761
U.A: 11,83,705

Economy

Mobility
Satety —_—
Efficlency [
Sustainatility (G
0 2 q & g 1k

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (19.35)

Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (9.8)
Weakness:
Average annual PM 2.5 levels (108.15)

Average annual registrations of businesses per 100,000 population during last five years (8.11)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 160.4 172.3 320
Living: 62 77.5 130
Economy: 33.6 27 50
Governance : 23.2 14.5 50
People: 23.6 25.3 40
Environment : 7.5 7.8 20
Mobility : 10.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristic:

Living

e
]
]
Hea —
saidwaste [N
Haritaga |
g v
[ ]
=
i} -] A E B
People
i e ]
at ]
i T
[Fe—
Environment
sustainetlicy [
Air Pollutior _
a 2 ] g h
Strength:

Percentage of homeless population (0.1)
Economic crime incidence per 100,0000 population

Weakness:

Asansol

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 5,64,491
U.A: 12,43,008

Economy
[ |
: ———————————— ]
Governance _ _
fomcy
m&n Dlaaning ]
[ransgaren
Mobility
Eticecy
sostairabiity [
( E: B g 14
Missing Data Points:
Living: 2
Economy: 1
Environment: 3
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0
(18.83)

Number of UGC recognised universities/ institutes of national importance per 100,000 population (0.18)

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (7.92)

Pum) Lispd ey B
[me=s ety en o]
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Aurangabad

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 146.8 172.3 320
Living: 67.8 77.5 130
Economy: 25.2 27 50
Governance : 4 14.5 50
People: 21.9 25.3 40
Environment : 11.6 7.8 20
Mobility : 16.3 19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index MC + OG: 11,71,330
##% Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective U.A: 11,89,376

index category

Performance within Characteristic

Living Economy
Engroy o [ ——— |
R - i ]
e de
fi——————————————— wnt Lot |
i———————————] i
Sneiter 1
Sanitation Govel‘l’lal’lce
Sopdwime |
Recreation Efficie | — |
Weater Supply _ - e |
Educatsan Criisca
Haritags 11| it
0 " q & B 10 2 i
People
. ]
= -
" E__ 7 b
schrclagy [ Sistainabiiity |
i &} 2 q G 5 10
Environment
Missing Data Points:
wirFaliction [
Sustamability [ NG Living: 2
o ] | B 8 1 Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 7
People: 1
Strength: Mobility: 1

Percentage of households with electricity access (97.93)

Percentage of women in workforce (18.19)

Weakness:

Number of UGC recognised universities/ institutes of national importance per 100,000 population (0.09)

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (18.47)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 195 172.3 320
Living: 79.7 77.5 130
Economy: 44 27 50
Governance : 14.5 14.5 50
People: 16 25.3 40
Environment : 10.3 7.8 20
Mobility : 16 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Engrgy

Health
Drainage
Shedter
Sanitation
2ECUrity
Sewapa
Water Zupply

A CTRAT IO

=
Pl
o
o
[

Environment

&ir Palutzan

Sustainabilty

a
il
=}
m

1q

Strength:
Number of households with electricity access (98.28)

Bengaluru

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 84,25,970
U.A: 84,99,399

Economy

— m m m
L ]

sustzinztilicy [ NG

Efficiancy

£ 4 5 B 10

hafety

Qa

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 3
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Average annual restoration of bushinesses per 100,000 population (1302.84)

Weakness:

Percentage of non revenue water (44)

Number of certified town planners working in ULB per 100,000 population (0.09)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 160.1 172.3 320
Living: 72.7 77.5 130
Economy: 22.8 27 50
Governance : 19.7 14.5 50
People: 21.4 25.3 40
Environment : 7.5 7.8 20
Mobility : 16 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Bhilai

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 6,25,697
U.A: 10,64,077

Living Economy
SANTATAT — _
Heaith ] E
Drarage [ R
Emalayment levels
Energy
et Ertrenrersurah
elter
Securiy ] Governance
3 [ ]
I Efficien (]
wister Supply [ s i '
e o . E-aove ]
Eownge | ] A ; !!
a 2 iq . | 0 amgsare
People . = * =
Mobility
-
: e Safaty _
] efoency N
b ] sustairabitity [N
2 . : g 8 10
Environment

woreoliueion |
sustainzbilicy [N

o z q

o
;m
[

Strength:
Economic crime incidence per 100,000 population (9.87)

Percentage of homeless population (0.05)
Weakness:

Percentage of city population served with sewage network (7)

Average annual registration of businesses per lakh population (8.15)

50

i
i
!

ISBi

|
l

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 2
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 181.5 172.3 320
Living: 70.2 77.5 130
Economy: 28 27 50
Governance : 26.7 14.5 50
People: 25.6 25.3 40
Environment : 3 7.8 20
Mobility : 28 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Bhopal

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 17,95,648
U.A: 18,83,381

Living Economy
Emergancy. [ R
'-Ea'-': LALiEN Brder &
Health e ———— e [
Security e |
B Governance _ B
Drainage [ |
F—xux
Finance
=] e
Sewage ] i P
Heritaga ] .
2 g 2 1 —
People -
Mobility
- ] Efficiency _
sustainabiity (NG
[ ———
— Eafaty |
3 i L1 B 10
Environment

sustainasilicy [
ArPoliuticn IR

2 4 G B b

Strength:
Percentage of city households with electricity supply (97.12)

Share of green modes of transport (81%)
Weakness:

Percentage of city population served with sewage network (10)
Percentage of marginalised households (76.20)
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Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 204.1 172.3 320
Living: 93.7 77.5 130
Economy: 39.6 27 50
Governance : 14.2 14.5 50
People: 29.9 25.3 40
Environment : 10.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 16 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

emermarcy [

Sanitaticen

Enargy

Sewage i

Chandigarh

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 9,60,787
U.A: 10,25,682

Shelte ES = = = = Governance
varoge (I
Recreatfan [ E-Governance
Ecumatian Effickarcy _
Haritago H=8 irta=Plannicg [l
o 2 & ] @ bii} Transsarency
Peopl -
eople e
Mobility
Teerrcioyy [ safoty s ———_ |
e— sustainatity [
i i 2 & B § 10
Environment

wirpaliution |
suseainabiiicy |

Strength:
GDP per capita (3871.32%$)

Percentage of city population with portable water supply connection (100)
Weakness:

Share of green modes of transport (22.36%)

Personal crime incidence per 100,000 population (137.57)

_‘:—g ISB P L e 2 b2

Missing Data Points:

Living: 2
Economy: 1
Environment: 1
Governance: 1
People: 1
Mobility: 0
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Chennai

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 223.1 172.3 320
Living: 88.8 77.5 130
Economy: 43 27 50
Governance : 22.4 14.5 50
People: 32.6 25.3 40
Environment : 13.3 7.8 20
Mobility : 23 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective Population (Census 2011)

index category MC + OG: 46,81,087
U.A: 86,96,010

Performance within Characteristic

Living Economy

s S ——— neneme s —————— —
s 1 Gender= =
SEwage == ereiprre=: et [
B sy | e Tuis =
Healtts =——— ; : =
Erarg ) N : : B
traie E— Governance
v ) - —
I E (T
Mt b = f =i
] 2 ] 6 8 16 paciet st
People e
Mobility
- ]
Educa e Safaty I ——————
Te 1 o
E—— Efficiency S—=———==——
Sustainabiiity . [ NG
o 2 4 . B 1
Environment
Missing Data Points:
airPatiution (I
sustainanility [ Living: 3
o z ] b 1 10 Economy: 0
Environment: 1
Governance: 2
Strength: People:0

Mobility: 0
Percentage of city population with regular solid waste collection (100)

GDP per capita (4922.56$)

Weakness:

Percentage of household using renewable energy as power source (0.026)
Water supply per capita per day (58 ltrs)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 2194 172.3 320

Living: 95.5 77.5 130

Economy: 38.4 27 50

Governance : 25.5 14.5 50

People: 33 25.3 40

Environment : 11 7.8 20

Mobility : 16 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Coimbatore

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 10,61,447
U.A: 21,51,466

Living Economy
emergency [ income — ]
Security — Genderequzity  |IEEG——
selid wesre Eguity = ]
i emplayment sovels |
Shaltar | Ertregrareissho R
=y 0 2 4 ] a 10
Health e Governance
praivage [
ecrnation [ "
Sewige = i
warer suply st S —_
Education B e ~
a 2 £ & 4 10 . .
People Mobility
Safaty .
sustairabiity |
efivioncy I
@ 2 a = ) 10

Environment

air Fatiction |
sustasnabilicy [N

o 7 4 ] a 16
Strength:
Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (3.9)
Sex ratio (99.7)
Weakness:

Water supply per capita per day (58 ltrs)
Percentage of city population served by sewage network (32.15)
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Missing Data Points:

Living: 4
Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Delhi

(
Score '
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 186.3 172.3 320
Living: 77.6 77.5 130 :
Economy: 36 27 50 \
Governance : 11.4 14.5 50 _
People: 29.9 25.3 40 )
Environment : 4.4 7.8 20
Mobility : 27 19.3 30
Population (Census 2011)

* City Score: Score obtained by the city MC + OG: 1,34,82,997
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index U.A: 1,63,14,838

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

emorgercy. |
Enargy

Health ie————
S b lbes (e i
S
e
Sanicatior

Drminagu e —

fecreavan [

Heritagn I

Security T

Educatin
Sod i Wieste -
1] F i G B i1}
People Mobility
Efuzatenr poen — ] Smfaty N
remecsyy [
sustalrabiiy [
comce [ i
" Efficiancy _—
i 2 F k B I

Environment

Missing Data Points:
sestainabiiity |

fir Pollution - Living: 3
o 2 4 B ] 14 Economy: 0
Environment: 1
Governance: 4

Strenath: People: 1

Mobility: 0
Percentage of city households with electricity access (99.33),
Share of green modes of Transport (81%)
Weakness:

Personal crime incidence per 100,000 population (531.38)
Average annual PM 2.5 level (122.1)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 136.2 172.3 320
Living: 74.4 77.5 130
Economy: 14.4 27 50
Governance : 15.8 14.5 50
People: 15.3 25.3 40
Environment : 5.5 7.8 20
Mobility : 10.8 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

SEwWEge
Emrgency
Security

Recraation

Sl |

Erargy

Drainags

Solid 'Waste

Edueation

Fanitation

Water Supaiy

Her itarge

s z 1 B E 1g
People
i e
veveness ([
|

v —
Environment

sustainabliity NG

Abr Pallition -

4] £ A ] a 10
Strength:

Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (7.36)
Percentage of homeless population (0.06)
Weakness:

Percentage of non revenue water (40)

Percentage of marginalised households (69.3)
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Dhanbad

S

f..f

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 11,61,561
U.A: 11,95,298

Economy

Mobility

Safety

Efficimnty -

sustanatdlity [N
1]

o Z 4

(=]

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 1
Environment: 1
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 1
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 174.1 172.3 320

Living: 89.1 77.5 130

Economy: 15.4 27 50

Governance : 18.3 14.5 50

People: 25.8 25.3 40

Environment : 6 7.8 20

Mobility : 19.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

emarourcy |
———
—

Shialtis F =
Health g ]
Enargy

recreabon [
water Sunply |

Sanicatior
scorry
socatan
Haritagu il
ik 2 L] & B 10

People

. f=———————
Betiniza ]
Environment

sustainabiiity |

Aar Faliutgn -
o 2 3 ] 10
Strength:

Economy

Crmpioy e laamle

Governance

Mobility

Faridabad

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 14,04,653
U.A: 14,04,653

0

Percentage of city population with portable water supply service (90)

Share of green modes of transport (47%)
Weakness:

Percentage of non revenue water ( 65)
Average annual PM 2.5 level (98.24)
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Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 2
Environment: 0
Governance: 3
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 163.2 172.3 320
Living: 72.2 77.5 130
Economy: 24 27 50
Governance : 10 14.5 50
People: 30 25.3 40
Environment : 10 7.8 20
Mobility : 17 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living
Sawage _E--
wiater Suzply [
Haatt I
Recreatior |
Enefgy
Shedier
Sanitation
Educatian
=
D 2 1 & B 10
People
& |
X o |
B = [
Environment

suszairabliy
arpgiucen [

0 a B ] 10
Strength:

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (103.08)

Percentage of non revenue water (18)

Weakness:

Ghaziabad

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 16,48,643
U.A: 23,58,525

Economy

Mobility

Efficiency
Satety

Sustainabilicy

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 3
Environment: 2
Governance: 2
People: 1
Mobility: 2

Percentage of road network with covered storm water drainage (30)

Number of public toilets per 100,000 population (2)

Presf Lirpd by
s R

BHIsB

KTl

¥ uman e R ERTRY
iy

58



Greater Mumbai

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable*** ;
Index >
Smart Cities: 194.6 172.3 320
Living: 74.1 77.5 130
Economy: 41 27 50
Governance : 18.2 14.5 50
People: 24.8 25.3 40
Environment : 10 7.8 20
Mobility : 26.5 19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index MC + OG: 1,24,78,447
f‘** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective U.A: 1,84,14,288
index category
Performance within Characteristics
Living Economy
tmeepeney [ £ V-
Energy |
Security | iy
warar Supply [ Eenderequality. ==
Health = Eralaymert el [
Sewage IS —————— : : E § B 1C
R Governance
solidweste (NN
Drainage pE———— =
recreation [ i x
Education "'|-|::' -
Heritagu =% Tt e )
F 4 ] 10
People .-
p Mobility

Safety

= .|
sustalnetliry [
a 2 4 & ] 10

Environment
Missing Data Points:
Sustanabiiy NG Living: 1
. Economy: 0
a ¥ a B B 1C
Environment: 0
Governance: 2
People: 1
Mobility: 0
Strength:

Share of green modes of transport (85%)

Percentage of city population with portable portable water supply service (100)
Weakness:

Percentage of road network with covered storm water drainage (38)

Percentage of city population living in slums (41.84)
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Gwalior

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 154.3 172.3 320
Living: 84.6 77.5 130
Economy: 204 27 50
Governance : 7.1 14.5 50
People: 20.1 25.3 40
Environment : 6 7.8 20
Mobility : 16.2 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index .
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective Population (Census 2011)

index category MC + OG: 10,53,505
U.A: 11,01,981

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
e, e Ertraprenaisrakip
S nga | it ] :
il 1)
e
| -
Governance
] ol : Il
| I
—_ are
' g 4 -] A 10 10
People Mobility
—_— safity pre———
—— cumsamabity
_—— .
: ] 2 4 B =] 10
Environment
Missing Data Points:
Suszainabiley
&rpoliction [ Living: 0
0 2 1 B ] 10 Economy: 1

Environment: 0
Governance: 6

. People: 1
M Mobility: 2
Percentage of city households with electricity supply (97.4)

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (62.86)
Weakness:

Percentage of non revenue water (40)
Average annual PM 2.5 level (176.14)
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Hyderabad

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 195.6 172.3 320
Living: 77.5 77.5 130
Economy: 33 27 50
Governance : 18.8 14.5 50
People: 30 25.3 40
Environment : 14.8 7.8 20
Mobility : 21.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living
Energy
Emiergenity
Sovagn
Security
Samitatkon
Health
solid Wast=
wiatersupzly [
Sheiter 2 S
Drainsge
Edueation
Emcraatiom —
Herizage =
a 2 1 & 2] 10
People

Environment
sustairability [
sirpalution

H rd 4 B B (a]
Strength:

Percentage of city households with electricity supply (98.46)

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 68,09,970
U.A: 77,49,334

Economy

Governance

[

S EfNAnCe

S €

Mobility

Safaty
Efficsercy

Sustainability

Missing Data Points:

Living: 2
Economy: 0
Environment: 1
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (11.09)

Weakness:

Percentage of non revenue water (38)

Percentage of road network with covered storm water drainage (40)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 182.3 172.3 320
Living: 74 77.5 130
Economy: 31 27 50
Governance : 22.7 14.5 50
People: 26.1 25.3 40
Environment : 6 7.8 20
Mobility : 22.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Sewage
Sanitation
Tmergency
Health
Eneray
Shealtar
Drairags
Secradtion
SeCLFity
Solid Waste
Water Slpoly
Educatiar

Heritage

People

Environment

Alr Pollution

Suistainability

Strength:

Indore

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 19,60,631
U.A: 21,67,564

Economy

! ,
Mobility
srcency
8] 2 4 L2 B 10

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 0
Environment: 1
Governance: 1
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Percentage of city households with electricity access (98.48)

Share of green modes of Transport (57%)
Weakness:

Percentage of city population with regular solid waste collection (30)

Personal crime incidence per 100,000 population (350.09)
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Jabalpur

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 144 172.3 320
Living: 64.5 77.5 130
Economy: 16.8 27 50
Governance : 21.5 14.5 50
People: 24.9 25.3 40
Environment : 1.5 7.8 20
Mobility : 14.8 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective MC _+ 0G: 10,54,336
index category U.A: 12,67,564

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

sanitaban

Emprgenty

Energy

Orainage

Environment
rralluticn [l Missing Data Points:
i 2 i B i
Living: 0
Economy: 1
. Environment: 3

Strength: Governance: 0

Economic crime incidence per 100,000 population (7.57) People: 0
Mobility: 2

Number of e- governance initiatives provided by municipal corporation (12)
Weakness:

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (9.18)
Percentage of marginalised household (80.20)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 168.1 172.3 320

Living: 79.6 77.5 130

Economy: 23 27 50

Governance : 15.2 14.5 50

People: 26.8 25.3 40
Environment : 2.7 7.8 20

Mobility : 23.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

Emargensy
Enargy
Shalcar

Haglth

SRAage
Sanitaton
Eucatior
Warter SUpnhy
Hicraatinn
Heritage ]
Security -

|

i}

Sofid Waste

Mobility

Environment

sustainativty - [ N
for Policzion [

Strength:

Percentage of city households with electricity access (97.82)

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (168.94)
Weakness:

Economic crime incidence per 100,000 population (161.19)
Unemployment rate (44.5)
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Jaipur

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 30,73,350

Safety ————,
Sustainabily |

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 3
People: 1
Mobility: 0



Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 149.7 172.3 320
Living: 71.7 77.5 130
Economy: 25.2 27 50
Governance : 4 14.5 50
People: 26.4 25.3 40
Environment : 4 7.8 20
Mobility : 18.4 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Jamshedpur

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 6,29,659
U.A: 13,37,131

Living Economy
Sewsge
Ermgrgency
Securty
Shalter
Health
Restrialid
Enargy
Educatinn
Crainaga
solidwaste [ 2 :
Heritage e Eficion =
Saniatian Urass Banning ||
watar Supcly (N Trarmparsncy
A 2 4 = B & 5 £ ]
People -
Mobility
_——== .
_— Bfidency. I
— i A
| sustainobility [
- 1 ] ] 2 £ 7} B 1o
Environment
iseasnabiety (N Missing Data Points:
farfalition 1R

@ s

Strength:

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (90)

GDP per capita (4391.81$)

Weakness:

Number of e- governance initiatives provided by municipal corporation (3)

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (18.40)
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Living: 0
Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 3
People: 1
Mobility: 2
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Jodhpur

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 134.1 172.3 320
Living: 75.6 77.5 130
Economy: 12.8 27 50
Governance : 6.2 14.5 50
People: 19.2 25.3 40
Environment : 3.3 7.8 20 ¢
Mobility : 17 19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index MC + OG: 10.33.918
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective i
index category U.A: 11,37,815

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Emergeney esreneurahip
Enegy r
pecreatan [ maloyment lev=ts [
Zewage p———————— | v | — |
Hezaltf —a——— roame =
Seuirity e —— 5 =
Chaltar il 3] Governance
wioter Suoply |
Santatiar
pie=——————— | |
== .
=] a i1
; v ” ]
People - _ _
p Mobility
e
[ | ]
| " [
E— = oy
Environment
arupsry [ Missing Data Points:
werotuton [
| Living: 0
Economy: 3
Environment: 0
Strength: Governance: 4
. . . People: 1
Percentage of City households with electricity supply (96.37) Mobility: 2

Attitude towards in-migrants (8.07)
Weakness:
Percentage of city population with regular solid waste collection (30)

Number of e- governance initiatives provided by municipal corporation (3)

o
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 150.7 172.3 320

Living: 71.4 77.5 130

Economy: 37.8 27 50

Governance : 9.4 14.5 50

People: 29 25.3 40

Environment : 0.8 7.8 20

Mobility : 23 193 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

Energy
Eftwafarcy
Sacurity
Heaith

SN e
Santation
Education
Waater Supply
Crainage

Eawage

ar 1ags

Soisd Waste

Recraatwan

S
¥
oz

People .-
p Mobility
= [ Safety

= Efficiancy
——————— Sustamability
_——=

Environment

Sustatnzbiiity [}

Alr Pollutior l

0 2 4 B 8 18
Strength:

Percentage of City households with electricity access (99.20)
Attitude towards in-migrants(9.49)

Weakness:
Road accident death per 100,000 population (105.02)
Percentage of city population served by sewage network (22.20)
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Kannur

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 5,68,23
U.A: 16,42,892

Missing Data Points:

Living: 2
Economy: 2
Environment: 3
Governance: 1
People: 1
Mobility: 2




Kanpur

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 148.7 172.3 320
Living: 71 77.5 130
Economy: 9 27 50
Governance : 17.1 14.5 50
People: 21.8 253 40
Environment : 8.3 7.8 20
Mobility : 215  19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index MC + OG: 27.67.031
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective A
index category U.A: 29,20,067

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Security | T
ol wasee =
IR ] . =
Dranaga _ BRI
Sanitarian o =
Shalter B
deaith Governance
Sewnge e
fiecraation | - Governance
= irarce =
Energy fici =
Education anring [
Heritage = Triris o res
o 2 ' £ B 10 B
People -
p Mobility
=
s : |
: =
: : - : ] 2 ] R
Environment
Missing Data Points:
sastaratiny Living: 1
wiriptiptior [N Economy: 0
c g E g G Environment: 0
Governance: 2
. People: 0
Strength: Mobility: 0
Percentage of city population with regular solid waste collection (82)
Share of green modes of transport (47%)
Weakness:
Percentage of household using renewable energy as power source (0.21)
Percentage of marginalised households (63.42)
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City*
Index
Smart Cities: 207.2
Living: 92.7
Economy: 384
Governance : 18.3
People: 35.5
Environment : 14.3
Mobility : 8

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

Score
Median** Max. Obtainable***

172.3

77.5
27
14.5
25.3
7.8
19.3

320

130
50
50
40
20
30

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Haritage
Shelter

EMmergency

SaniTanar
Energy
Secirity

Heslth

Educaticn
Water Supply
Drarage
Retreation

SEw A

People

Environment

Areotiution

Sustainatility

Strength:

- - = - ]
e ———————=3]
e

Economy

Kochi

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 6,01,574
U.A: 21,17,990

Ertresrenuretit

Governance

i

sustainabitity |

Mobility
Safaty ==
Efficiency ]

(4]

Percentage of City households with electricity access (99.08)

Water supply per capita per day (130 litrs)

Weakness:

Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (61
Average annual registration of business per 100,000 population (28.62)
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n

Missing Data Points:

Living: 3
Economy: 1
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 206.3 1723 320
Living: 78.4 77.5 130
Economy: 36 27 50
Governance : 24.1 14.5 50
People: 28.3 25.3 40
Environment : 11 7.8 20
Mobility : 285  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

#** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristic:

Living

Soic Waste
Emergercy
Secisity
Enargy
Sanitation
Health

Water Supply
Drainage
S g
fecraatian

Education

s | e

Horitagn

o
X]
2
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ey
i
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i
1
1
[
]

Environment
wrpelutisn
Sistainasiticy [N
u} F) L] -] =] 10
Strength:

Water supply per capita per day (135 ltrs)
Share of Green modes of Transport (84)

Weakness:

Percentage of marginalised households (50.45)

Economy

Governance

Mobility

Safety
Efficiancy

Kolkata

(/_F“'/

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 44,86,679
U.A:1,41,12,536

sustainasiity |

] o o B =} 10

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 1
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Number of certified town planners working in ULBs per 100,000 population (0.02)
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Kollam

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: ~ 160.2  172.3 320 =
Living: 76.9 77.5 130
Economy: 16 27 50 i‘?
Governance : 13.4 14.5 50 }M
People: 299 253 40 L
Environment : 12.5 7.8 20
Mobility : 225  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective .

index category Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 3,49,033
U.A: 11,10,005

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

Shalper
ENErgy
Emergency
wealth

SeCifty

Senitation

Heritags

Solid Waste

People -
Mobility
]
0 Efficiency ]
I——————————————— sustzinaiticy [
E [ Salaty =
J d a g ]
Environment
Missing Data Points:
acpaiition [T
susvanabiiey [ Living: 2
a 2 1 [ A 16 Economy: 3
Environment: 1
Governance: 4
Strength: People: 0

Percentage of women in workforce (24.45) Mobility:2

Percentage of city household with electricity access (98.32)
Weakness:
Percentage of city population served by sewage network (15.20)

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (13.25)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 150.2 172.3 320
Living: 77 77.5 130
Economy: 21.6 27 50
Governance : 8.4 14.5 50
People: 17.8 25.3 40
Environment : 7.8 7.8 20
Mobility : 176 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Racrantion
Emargency
Energy
Drairsge
Edhiicatloh
Haalth
Canitation
Shetter
Neter Suply

Seturity.

Savago

Haritage
Sl Waste

=

4]
¥

(i1}
m

10

People

¥
I |

Environment

Sustsinability

Air Padlution

Strength:

Percentage of city households with electricity access (97.25)
Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (15.55)

Weakness:

Percentage of non revenue water (40)

=

Kota

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 10,01,365
U.A: 10,01,365

Economy

Governance

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 1
Environment: 1
Governance: 6
People: 1
Mobility: 2

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (29.61)
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W UTUER IS ELE ERTRAY

e ong ot



Kozhikode

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 178.1 172.3 320
Living: 79.9 77.5 130
Economy: 30 27 50 /
Governance : 10.4 14.5 50 -
People: 32,7 253 40 [”(
Environment:  14.6 7.8 2 TS
Mobility : 20.5  19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective MC _+ 0G: 4,32,097
index category U.A: 20,30,519

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

JanTation

Emergency [
Shalter i ]
Energy

Security ey
Drainspe

SewEge |

Ediation

Watmr Supply —

Salid Wasta ]

Recteation -
Heeritags j1 ]
0 2 1 [} B 10
People i
p Mobility
ncuaerens [ Safaty |
achnabog Bee——————n sustaimabiicy ([ R
Zducation _—
3 ] 2 1 & ] 10
Environment Missing Data Points:
air Pol |
- u,l.m."-:“ Living: 1
sustainability (N Economy: 1
o ] - G g 0 Environment: 1
Governance: 1
People: 0
Strength: Mobility: 2

GDP per capita (5940.24 $)
Average annual PM 2.5 levels (29.7)

Weakness:
Percentage of city population served by sewage network (42.70)
Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (18.31)

= SHAKTI
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 157 172.3 320
Living: 70.6 77.5 130
Economy: 19 27 50
Governance : 9.6 14.5 50
People: 28.6 25.3 40
Environment : 5.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 23.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

EMmergency
SewEge
Shaitar
Enargy
Socurity
wWater Supply
Sanitation
Hualth
Solid Waste
Education
Rocrpation
Orairags

Heritaga

People

= ﬁ
& -
” -

=]

Environment

ution [

2 2 4 G 8 17

Air Bl

Strength:
Attitude towards in-migrants (8.2)

Share of green modes of transport (53)
Weakness:

Percentage of marginalised household (45.47)
Average annual PM 2.5 levels (112.86)

Economy

T4

Mobility

Efficiency
Safoty

Sustamability

Lucknow

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 28,15,601
U.A: 29,01,474

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 1
People: 0
Mobility: 0

e 3 A W
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Ludhiana

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 1789 172.3 320
Living: 83.9 77.5 130
Economy: 26.4 27 50
Governance : 20.5 14.5 50
People: 23.9 25.3 40
Environment : 5.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 185 19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 20
Median Score: Median score of the respective Index MC+0G:16,13,878

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

U.A: 16,13,878

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

Erwryy
Tmorgancy

Sofid Waste

Shatter
Sowaga
Health

Securdy

Mobility
* e
Safaty e
M=
fp———— Efficiency = —=—1
e sustainabiity
4 € = - o 4 4 -] B 10
Environment
Missing Data Points:
susteinabiiity TG
airfallition [N Living: 1
0 7 4 i 8 10 Economy: 1
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
LLg—tr ngth: People: 0
Percentage of city households with electricity access (98.89) Mobility: 0 11)

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (83.36)
Weakness:

Average annual PM2.5 levels (121.94)

Percentage of non revenue water (51)



Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 178.9 1723 320

Living: 83.9 77.5 130

Economy: 26.4 27 50

Governance : 20.5 14.5 50

People: 23.9 25.3 40

Environment : 5.7 7.8 20

Mobility : 185  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Erergy
trogency
sobd woste |
Shaitar
Sowage _
Huaeth _—
Security Ve
eSS
I—]
E=———

Dralnags

Watar Supply

Sustainahility

Air Pollutsan

Strength:

Percentage of city households with electricity access (98.89)

Ludhiana

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 16,13,878
U.A: 16,13,878

Economy

Mobility

Safaty
Efficiuncy

SUSTRINanNITY

r 5

%

5.
o
o

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 1
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (83.36)

Weakness:

Average annual PM 2.5 levels (121.94)
Percentage of non revenue water (51)
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Malappuram

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 133.3 172.3 320

Living: 72.5 77.5 130

Economy: 17.6 27 50

Governance : 14.3 14.5 50

People: 25.3 25.3 40

Environment : 1.3 7.8 20

Mobility : 2.3 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

. Population (Census 2011)
index category

MC + OG: 68,127

U.A: 16,98,645
Performance within Characteristics
Living Economy
EnBrgy Ertrearene 1
Trwgey | Empteyrers =vels [
Healkn e Bt |—— |
Security — [ ]
Shalzar
watar supply | Governance
an <]
£ff [ ]
i] 4 B B 1L : ; i
People .
p Mobility
|
_e—|u==—= Safaty )]
. e Efficiency =
A sustainatiliy [l
) o 2 .| B B 15
Environment
ustamabity [l .. .
tir Betlytion [ Missing Data Points:
] 2 i B il
Living: 4
Economy: 3
Environment: 2
Governance: 1
People: 1
Strength: Mobility: 2

Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (1.88)
Percentage of homeless population (0.04)
Weakness:

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (19.56)
Percentage of women in workforce (12.08)

e
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City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 154 172.3 320
Living: 68.4 77.5 130
Economy: 18 27 50
Governance : 21.4 14.5 50
People: 17.6 25.3 40
Environment : 8.8 7.8 20
Mobility : 19.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living
secrity
]
Ermargy
soficweste [
Sanitatiar
Shaliar
—
Orainage |
water Soppty [
Herltage fi——
Edlucatioh
o 2 1 3 2] 10

People

" _----

art I —

To —

Environment
airpolution | I
Seistsinabllity —

o 2 F 5 B 10

Strength:

Meerut

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 13,09,023
U.A: 14,24,908

Economy

Mobility
ooy I

Safely

Missing Data Points:

Living: O
Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 1
People: 1
Mobility: 0

Percentage of city households with electricity access (93.91)

Number of e governance initiatives provided by municipal corporation in the city(9)

Weakness:

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (13)

Water supply per capita per day (73 ltrs)
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Nagpur

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 184.2 172.3 320

Living: 76.6 77.5 130

Economy: 28 27 50

Governance : 22 14.5 50

People: 26.1 25.3 40

Environment: 11 7.8 20

Mobility : 205  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

MC + OG: 24,05,421

index category U.A: 24,97,777

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Sawnge EE = roome f-——— ———————— |
Emvergency I Equilt =0y —— —— |
Energy Gender gzuslity
sald e I Zrtresrensarzh
Sanstatian .
warersiopy I Governance
Drairage ==
Hleatn Etficiency 1 |
bkt ! 7 ance . i
& 2 E =} 10 REiar: Planmi -.ll
[reasaardncy
People 2 8 0
] Mobility

Efficiancy """

sustainaniiry [

Environment

firFoliucon (I
suszainabiiy [

Strength:
Attitude towards in-migrants ( 8.18)

Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (12.87)

Weakness:
Percentage of non revenue water (64)
Number of certified town planners working in ULB per lakh population (.08)

% ISB] ] 0o bty 1 79

Missing Data Points:

Living: 2
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 192.3 172.3 320

Living: 73.9 77.5 130

Economy: 35 27 50

Governance : 24.8 14.5 50

People: 121.9 253 40

Environment : 11.7 7.8 20

Mobility : 15 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Sevisge EEEEEE—

soldwaste [
.
sorry I

energy

Chlter =N
Recrestion |
prainsge
—— |

SandTagion
Eduraticin
Haritapa [ ]
Q 2 Fl 6 R ,.,
People
=z [
cop
Environment

air Pollution [
Sustainatitity [

Strength:

Percentage of crime incidence per 100,000 population (9.15)

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (95)

Weakness:
Percentage of non revenue water (65)
Share of green modes of transport (16.69)

Economy

Nashik

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 14,86,973
U.A: 15,62,769

Safety
Efficignscy

Sustalnability _

80

f 2 4 &

)
[
o

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 1
People: 1
Mobility: 0
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 163.2 172.3 320
Living: 68.9 77.5 130
Economy: 27 27 50
Governance : 17.2 14.5 50
People: 225 253 40
Environment : 6.1 7.8 20
Mobility : 21.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

EmBrgency
Shaltar
Urainage
Rocraakion
Energy
Hialth
Sanitatar

Heritage

Education

11
14
£
=
)

Environment

sustainatdlicy [N

g z & B 10
Strength:
Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (172.45)

Percentage of city population living in slums (4.57)

Weakness:

Total water supply per capita per day (71 ltr)
Percentage of city population served by sewage network (20.71)

81

i%
!.

% 1SB:

Patna

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 16,83,200
U.A: 20,46,652

2 4 B ] 1d
Missing Data Points:
Living: 0
Economy: 0

Environment: 1
Governance: 1
People: 1
Mobility: 0



Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 226.1 172.3 320
Living: 94.8 77.5 130
Economy: 40 27 50
Governance : 22.7 14.5 50
People: 33.1 25.3 40
Environment : 13 7.8 20
Mobility : 225 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Pune

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 31,15,431
U.A:  50,49,968

Living Economy
Seweqe e oy B 3
wiatarsupply I S bbb
Erogercy I —
Engrgy raiaymers levelz || IR
heain Governance
ralt
Sheiter _ B '
Mericape
Eduscatian Urbion Riacining i
o 2 4 G ] 10 TenftssnrEne
People _ -
Mobility
e Safety W ——
Teermoiogy etficency [
eiivensss [ sustainabllicy [
oo
i 1] 2 4 b H i}
Environment

air Polution |G
sustainanitity |

0 2 4 & B 10

Strength:
Total water supply per capita per day (235 ltrs)

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (98)
Weakness:

Personal crime incidence per 100,000 population (143.11)

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 1
Mobility: 0

Number of certified town planners working in ULB per 100,000 population(0.06)
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Raipur

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 156 172.3 320
Living: 69.2 77.5 130
Economy: 28.8 27 50
Governance : 17.7 14.5 50
People: 23.1 25.3 40
Environment : 1.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 15.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

T
saldwaste (NN
Energy

Bandation

Shaltar |

watn

Serurty =)

Edutatian

Horitaga =g

Cewnar =

4 2 i a8
People
- ——
————————
£ I
’ =
Environment
fir Pollution 1]
Sistainabllicy [N
i] 2 [ ] [} ] 10
Strength:

Percentage of non revenue water (22)

Share of green modes of transport (63%)
Weakness:

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 10,10,087
U.A:11,22,555

Economy

Mobility
efficiency [ R
sustainzbiiiy [
Safaty ==
o Z 4 & B 10

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 1
Environment: 2
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0

Personal crime incidence per 100,000 population (157.68)

Percentage of city population living in slums (40.24)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 186.7 172.3 320
Living: 86 77.5 130
Economy: 25.2 27 50
Governance : 17.3 14.5 50
People: 22.4 25.3 40
Environment : 12.3 7.8 20
Mobility : 23.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

Rajkot

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 12,86,995

##*% Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective U.A:13,90,933

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Safid Waste ] . ]
Enargy |
saniation 4 I
Sarieity | nre 8
Ehelter = 2 = E
Haalth | . a
Sawage - Governance
Enrgency [
vaster oant, [
Drainape =
Recreation _
Education
Hartags =
0 2 4 6 g 10 & E:
People .-
Mobility
= ] Safuty e
Parti = Efficiency ]
(R sustainacity
. , ( 2 4 ;] 10
Environment
s o — Missing Data Points:
] - ; " s o Living:1
Economy:1
Environment: 0
. Governance: 1

Strgngth. People: 0

Economic crime incidence per 100,000 population (6.33) Mobility: 0

GDP per capita (3056.66$)

Weakness:

Percentage of women in workforce (11.34)

Number of certified town planners working ULB per lakh population (0.08)
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 166 172.3 320
Living: 655 775 130
Economy: 33.6 27 50
Governance : 20.3 14.5 50
People: 22.4 25.3 40
Environment : 4.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 19.5  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Ranchi

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 10,73,440
U.A: 11,26,741

Living Economy

emergency [ T

Sheltiar ] T — Y ;

soligwase £ P

oo —

Sanitation Governance

Energy

watersuaply (NN C b |

Heritzan =4 ST v

SawagE == _.-. i P EE: -

o 2 4 & B 10 ki
People . . -
Mobility

Eifial I E——

: — safety -1
= Efficiancy ]
] sustgirabiley ([

) 0 z 4 B B 10

Environment

sustasnasility [N L. .
forPeliution [ N MlSSlng Data Points:
[+ 2 10
: 8 g Living: 0
Economy: 1
Environment: 1
Governance: 0
S_g_tren th: People: 0
Mobility: 0

Average annual registration business per 100,000 population (165.19)
Percentage of city population living in slum (6.92)

Weakness:

Percentage of marginalised households (43.33)

Percentage of non revenue water (64)
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Median** Max. Obtainable***

Score
City*

Index
Smart Cities: 148.5 172.3
Living: 77.9 77.5
Economy: 26.4 27
Governance : 7.2 14.5
People: 15.7 25.3
Environment : 2.3 7.8
Mobility : 19 19.3

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index
#*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Emergency

RECreation
Watar Supoly
2ANITATIN

Shaltar

Enargy

Education
SEwaps

Herliage

People

Strength:

Percentage of marginalised household (6.4)
Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (6.8)

Weakness:

320
130

50

¥

Srinagar

‘3

Population (Census 20
MC+0G:11,92,792
U.A: 12,73,312

Economy

- m

Mobility

Safoty el

ecensy

Missing Data Points:

Living: 4
Economy: 1
Environment: 3
Governance: 3
People: 1
Mobility: 1

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (33.99)

Percentage of households using renewable energy as power source (0.12)

i
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 183.7 1723 320
Living: 84.9 77.5 130
Economy: 33 27 50
Governance : 17.7 14.5 50
People: 12.6 25.3 40
Environment : 9 7.8 20
Mobility : 26.5 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

Sereage
Salid Wissts
Emergency
Security
Health
Enargy

Waker Supphy

Surat

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 44,62,002
U.A: 45,85,367

Economy

Governance
N
en Plarming [N
E : =
o 2 a & 2 1 i
People -
Mobility
----- —— =
e Satery [ ——
__ erticierey [
3 [¢] s 4 B (7] in

Environment
Sustainnbiity |
o 2 4 ] a8

Strength:
Water supply per capita per day (125 ltrs)

Average annual registration of businesses per 100,000 population (316.28)

Weakness:

Percentage of women in workforce participation (9.47)
Percentage of marginalised households (40.41)

87

Missing Data Points:

Living: 0
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 0
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Thiruvananthapuram

Score

City* Median** Max. Obtainable***
Index
Smart Cities: 2204 172.3 320
Living: 90.3 77.5 130
Economy: 46.8 27 50
Governance : 13.3 14.5 50
People: 32.8 25.3 40
Environment:  16.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 20.5 19.3 30
* City Score: Score obtained by the city _ Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index MC + OG: 7.52.490
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective C
index category U.A: 16,87,406

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Heritage ] ender agun = = =3
Shes|ter _—_— — — |
Erargy £rE P I
Emergeny [ —
secweity . :
Sanibatean
Water Supely IR Governance
saficiieste
Education =
. fr———
s [ . ———
Drnemage fr———] e Fiarning [
Recruation = Sy FH oS
L+ 2 L} & a 16 H = -
=
: F -

People

Mobility

Safety ]

sustainabllivy [N
efficieney [

sticastion

a Z 1 ] B in
Environment
airraiition MM Missing Data Points:
susteinatality |
0 2 4 6 8 10 Living: 2
Economy: 1

Environment: 0
Governance: 3

Szrgngth; People: 2

Percentage of homeless population (0.03) Mobility:0
Percentage of women in workforce (26.48)
Weakness:
Percentage of city population served by sewage network (30)
Percentage of city population with regular solid waste collection (50)
9 ISB e 88 At



Thrissur

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 167.7 172.3 320

Living: 75.6 77.5 130

Economy: 32 27 50

Governance : 7.1 14.5 50

People: 34 25.3 40
Environment : 2 7.8 20

Mobility : 17 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective Population (Census 2011)

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living
Emorgarcy.

Shaltar

Security —_—

Healtn S
Sanitetion

Recreatior P————

Draivage

weter Supply [

Solid Weate ]

Swwsege (]

Her bapa T;E
I} = 4 B = i
People
w2 [
elinilog
Fiitie ]
. —
Environment
sustainatility [
Alr Pedluticn .
¥ : 1 B [ i0
Strength:

Percentage of women in workforce (26.28)

Percentage of homeless population (0.06)

Weakness:

MC + OG: 3,15,596
U.A: 18,54,783

Economy

Mobility
efficiency | N
Safety e
sustainability |
0 . 4 i B 10

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 3
Environment: 2
Governance: 2
People: 0
Mobility: 2

Percentage of city population served by sewage network ( 16.52)

Number of e- governance initiatives provided by municipal corporation (4)

% ISB memmme
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 172.8 172.3 320
Living: 84.7 77.5 130
Economy: 27.6 27 50
Governance : 13.1 14.5 50
People: 25 25.3 40
Environment : 0.8 7.8 20
Mobility : 21.6 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective
index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Security
Ertargoncy
Saniation
Eneroy
Hea'th

Solid ‘Waste
Dirainagi
Shelcar
Water Supphy

Sewage

Racraation

Tiruchirappalli

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 8,46,915
U.A: 10,21,717

Education
Heritage
People N
Mobility
e Suseainabilicy |
el s ity |
i Efficidy |
reizivereze: |
o 2 4 L 8 10

Environment

Suetainatslity [l
AirPoliution

']
)
3

Strength:
Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (4.21)

Sex ratio (1025)

Weakness:

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (45.16)
Average annual registration of business per 100,000 population (3.68)
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Missing Data Points:

Living: 3
Economy: 1
Environment: 3
Governance: 2
People: 0
Mobility: 1
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Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 190.6 172.3 320
Living: 91.4 77.5 130
Economy: 27 27 50
Governance : 14.3 14.5 50
People: 26.1 25.3 40
Environment : 10.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 21.1 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

Vadodara

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective

index category

Performance within Characteristics

Living

ol vases |
Emergoncy

Sewagn |
Security _———
wasr Sapply
Energy

Sheltar E 5 = =i
Drainage [—————————— /|

Hesleh =
recrestion [

San:LaTio
Education
Heribaga =
o 2 B E 10
People
Tart f———————————————
ol U - 0 ]
Environment

sirFollution |G
sustainatiiy

Strength:

Percentage of solid waste recycled (89)

Water supply per capita per day (160 ltrs)
Weakness:

Percentage of marginalised households (55.69)

Population (Census 2011)
MC + OG: 16,66,703
U.A: 18,17,191

Economy

Mobility

Safety e
oy
Sustainaiicy

& 2 “ G B 10

Missing Data Points:

Living: 1
Economy: 0
Environment: 0
Governance: 0
People: 0
Mobility: 2

Number of certified town planners working in ULB per 100,000 population (0.06)
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Varanasi

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 151.9 172.3 320
Living: 70 77.5 130
Economy: 19 27 50
Governance : 11 14.5 50
People: 17.1 25.3 40
Environment : 12.3 7.8 20
Mobility : 225  19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index Population (Census 2011)
*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective MC + OG: 12,01,815
index category U.A: 14,35,113

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

emergency - [ NN Erpleyreant invni: [
Security = i i e

e b 1 . dni mmsl i

water Supply [ N =

Enargy o R L T

Sanitatsan

CEwagE _

e en Governance
Orainage Ee—— = =
Heritage ] =] T ang
= - . . ~ = s =%
People .- -
Mobility
e
—_—
e Safety —_—
Tesrrology (I Efficluncy [Ee—————————— |
: 4 : : 18 sustamabiticy |G
Environment o ‘ y B 8 10
sustairabitiey (N
firfoliucicn (I f el :
L Missing Data Points:
o ] a i 8 10
Living: 0
Economy: 0
Environment: 1
. Governance: 0
Strength: people: 1
Attitude towards in-migrants (7.11) Mobility: 0

Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (13.38)

Weakness:

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (46)

Number of certified town planners working in ULB per 100,000 population (0.08)
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Vasai-Virar

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 135.1  172.3 320
Living: 80.1 77.5 130
Economy: 14.2 27 50
Governance : 8.8 14.5 50
People: 21.8 25.3 40
Environment : 10 7.8 20
Mobility : — 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city

** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index .

#** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective Populatlo.n (Census 2011)
index category MC + OG: 12,21,233

U.A:12,21,233

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

: rcome ]
Sacurity jE————————— —
Chnstar i 3 ———TE
Drainags =]
Canitation
s Governance
Education
Haalth l———] E-Governance
, twn Manreine TR
wter Supey [ e —
veritage. (D elpsny
1 z 8 1a ' ] 7
People -
Mobility
e, ——— afety
vy Efficioncy
A Sustainatility
s ] 10
Environment
Missing Data Points:
Sustaimability [N
Air Pallution P} Living: 4
o 2 4 £ 5 i Economy: 3
Environment: 2
Governance: 5
Strgngth: People: 0
Percentage of women in work force (21.95) Mobility: 2

Percentage of solid waste recycled (93)
Weakness:

Percentage of population served by sewage network (30.82)
Total water supply per capita per day (72 ltrs)
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Vijayawada

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 179.4  172.3 320
Living: 82.3 77.5 130
Economy: 39.6 27 50
Governance : 13.5 14.5 50
People: 27.5 25.3 40
Environment : 6.7 7.8 20
Mobility : 9.8 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city Population (Census 2011)
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective MC _+ 0G: 10,48,240
index category U.A: 14,91,202

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy

salidwiest: S —T T

Energy L
Drainage L encersmuairy B

Emergency [ T ——

Sanitation Erguity e

warer Supety [ 4

Healtn pi—=y Governance

Security -—
Sewsge —

Edusatiar rIe
RECTEATION . L ]
Heritage H=H P 2 [l
o z 4 & G 10 e
People . _ T
Mobility
cuvenze: [
terraizey (I Sataty —
susteinsbiiey [N
g T ——
Efficiency ]
o 2 A 6 ] 1
Environment
sugrgnabiicy [N .. .
sirretiution Missing Data Points:
A p H F: a
Living: 3
Economy: 1

Environment: 2
Governance: 2

Strength: People: 1
Mobility: 1

GDP per capita (3060.45&)

Attitude towards in-migrants (9.43)

Weakness:

Road accident deaths per 100,000 population (44.52)

Number of certified town planners working in ULB per 100,000 population (0.9)
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Visakhapatnam

Score
City* Median** Max. Obtainable***

Index

Smart Cities: 175.1 172.3 320

Living: 79.4 77.5 130

Economy: 25.2 27 50

Governance : 9 14.5 50

People: 20.8 253 40

Environment: 13.3 7.8 20

Mobility : 18.4 19.3 30

* City Score: Score obtained by the city
** Median Score: Median score of the respective Index

*** Max obtainable: Maximum score a city can get in the respective .
index category Population (Census 2011)

MC + 0G: 17,30,320
U.A:17,30,320

Performance within Characteristics

Living Economy
Ensrgy nazee 1
Erergoncy . —_—
T, ey ————
Sanitaton : B
Security I
warar Suppiy | Governance
Srol e — Firance
Resraation | Hore ]
Cawaga o E i
Ecucation Blarning [
Haritage ] LU
o 2 4 B B 10 0 2 i &
People .-
Mobility
eAeAesese----—— susrmnabaiy N
- ] Efficincy —
g ] ety ———
et | & % ; B e
Environment
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Sustmmnabslity _
0 z 4 f B .. .
Missing Data Points:
Living: 2
m Economy: 1
Attitude towards in-migrants (9.25) Environment: 0
Governance: 5
Physical crime incidence per 100,000 population (17.86) People: 1

Mobility: 1
Weakness: kS

Percentage of city population served by sewage network (27.59)
Average annual registration of business per 100,000 population (15.20)
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Notes






The Punj Lloyd Institute of Infrastructure Management seeks to help create top quality
management capacity for the Infrastructure Sector. It seeks to undertake research that would
help find solutions that the infrastructure industry faces. It seeks to become a one-stop shop for
data and information on the infrastructure industry. It seeks to be a "Go To" place for any
questions on the Infrastructure industry.

Shakti Sustainable Energy Foundation works to strengthen the energy security of the country
by aiding the design and implementation of policies that encourage renewable energy, energy
efficiency and the adoption of sustainable transport solutions..

f?‘ ISB) coimesieer
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India, Ph. : 0172-459 0000
www.isb.edu
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