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INTRODUCTION ~

I, the Chairman of Estimates Committee having been authorised by
the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf, present this Thirty-
second Report on the Ministry of Urban Development—Housing for Land-
less Rural Labour.

2. The Estimates Committee (1985-86) took the evidence of the re-
presentatives of the Ministry of Urban Development on 23rd and 24th
December, 1985 and the Ministry of Agriculture (Department of Rural
Development) on 24th December, 1985. The Committee wish to express
their thanks to the Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development and Secre-
tary, Department of Rural Development and the officers of the aforesaid
Ministries for placing before them the material and information which they
‘desired in copnection with the examination of the subject and giving evid-
ence before the Committee.

3. The Committee also wish to express their thanks to Shri B. C.
Chattopadhyay of LL.T. Kharagpur, who furnished memorandum on the
subject to the Committee.

4, The Report was considered and adopted by the Committee on
17 April, 1986.

5. For facility of reference, the recommendations /observations of the
Committee have been printed in thick type in the body of the Report apd
have also been reproduced in a consolidated form in Appendix to the
Report.

CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI
o Chairman
Estimates Committee
NEw DELHI,
April 21, 1986 * o '
Vaishakha 1, 1908(S)

v)



'*  CHAPTER I SERE
INTRODUCTION

A. Genesis

1.1 Shelter is-one of the basic necessities of life, next in importance

only to food apd clothing and deserves to be given appropriate priority in

planned development. In India, particularly in rural areas. millions have

been living without a shelter on their head. The Landless rural labour

in the country is the worst affected lot. They deserve foremost attention
while solving this alarming problem,

1.2 Social housing schemes, in India, commenced in an organised way
with the onset of the planning era. The initial set of schemes included in
the First Five Year Plan were (i) the subsidised industrial housing; (ii) coal
and mica miners housing; and (iii) low-income group housing scheme which
was initiated in 1954. 'However, at that time no scheme was visualised
for the rural areas. The Village Housing Scheme as a Plan Scheme was
first started during the Second Five Year Plan wherein village housing
was viewed as part of a large programme of rural reconstruction. The
Village Housing touched only a fringe of the problem during' the Third
Five Year Plan. During the last two years of the Fourth Plan, whereby
a -‘crash’ programme for providing house-sites to the agricultural landless
labourers was initiated; but the scheme moved in a tardy fashion.

1.3 The Estimates Committee (1967-68) in their 3rd Report on Rural
Housing had observed as follows :—

“The Committee are unhappy to observe that there has practically
been no progress in providing house sites for landless agricul-
tural workers in the villages although this scheme was introduc-
ed about 5 years ago in 1962. It is regretable that non of
the States and Upion Territories have taken up the scheme
seriously. While no action has been taken to introduce the
scheme by the majority of the States, the progress in the four
States which are implementing the scheme, is far from satis-
factory. The Committee are distressed at the apathy of the
State Governments in this vital matter, It is well known that
the living condition of the lapndless agricultural workers in the
villages is deplorable and can only be improved by constant,
continuous and sympathetic endeavours by Government and
the village communities. The Committee urge that earnest
efforts should be made by Goverpment to tackle this problem
on a priority basis as a social measure of vital importance to
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the village community. They suggest that this pogramme
should be made into a separate scheme. The Committee hope
that necessary action will be taken by Government in this
regard and that the progress in the implementation of - the
scheme would be closely watched by means of periodical
progress reports.”

1.4 However, the Estimates Committee (1967-68) in their Fifty-Seventh
Report on Action Taken by Government on the recommendations contained
in the 3rd Report of the Committee did not pursue the above recommenda-
‘tion further, as the Government had accepted the suggestion of the Com-
mittee to make earnest efforts to tackle the problem on a priority basis as
a social measure of vital importance and to watch the progress of imple-
mentation carefully,

1.5 The Estimates Committee (1972-73) had also in their Thirty-Seventh
Report emphasised this problem as under :—

“The Committee are distressed to pote that although 83 per cent
of India’s population live in villages and about 73 per cent of rural
- population reside in unsatisfactory “kutcha” structutes, the prob-
lem of rural housing has not reccived close attention of the Gov-
ernment. The Commitiee note that although she shortage of
houses in rural arcas has been estimated to be about 18.6 million
units, oply 80,111 houses under the Village Howing Projects
Scheme have been sanctioned since 1957 and only 50,525 houses
i.e, about 2,000 houses per year om am average have been cons-
tructed. The Committee regret to note that although the Estimates
Committee (1967-68) had drawn attention to the unsatisfactory
performance of he Village Housing Schemes during the Three Five
Year Plans and the apathy of the State Governments towards the
scheme, the position has not shown any improvement and even the
representatlive of the Government of India have admitted that in
the matter of rural housing, the States had not paid that much
attention that was needed and the funds were being diverted for
other purposes.”

1.6 In their action taken reply the Governmeat have stated :—
“All the social housing schemes (including Village Housing Pro-
jects Scheme) introduced by this Ministry from time to time, are
being administered and implemmented by the State Governments and
Union Territory Administrations. They have to provide adequate
funds for rural housing out of their own resources, including the

’ Central block assistance. The recommendations of the Committes
have, therefore, been brought to the notice of State Governments for
necessary action.”
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1.7 With a view to ameliorate the lot of the rural poor 3 scheme for
alloﬂncnt of house sites to rural landless workers, free of cost. was initiated
i October, 1971 in the Central Sector. The scheme was thereafter
transferred to the State Sector w.e.f. Ist April, 1974 and was included in
the Minimum Needs Programme. Originally the scheme was initiated to
benefit landless rural workers who did not own any land whatsoever,
agricultaral or otherwise. In June, 1974 the scheme was extended to
<over rural artisans too. Furthermore, provision of construction assistance
to those rural landless famfilies who were provided with house sites was
made. Ft was made a part of the 20 Point Programme in July, 1975.

To offer a fillip to the scheme, the Rural House Sites-cin-Camstruc-
tios Assistance Scheme under the Minimum Needs Prograssme hes been
made a part of the new 20-Point Ecomomic Programme ia 1982. Points
No. 9 and 10 of the Programme refer to :—

Point No. 9.—Allotment of house-site to rural families who are with-
out them and expanded programmes for construction
assistance to them.

Point No,10.—Improve the environment of shums, implement pro-
grammes of house bwilding for economically weaker
sections and take measures to arrest unwanted increase
in land prices.

The erstwhile Ministry of Works & Housing (now Ministry of Urban
Development) were made responsible for monitoring the progress of pro-
grammes relating to the above points. This s now being done by Ministry
of Urban Development.

1.8 The objectve of this scheme is to provide developed sites in clus-
ters to the landless labourers in rural areas, free of cost, where they can
construct houses with their own effort. The scheme also énvisages pro-
vision of infrastructure facilities like access roads, masonary drinking water
wells etc. '

1.9 Asked, whether any survey of rural housing needs of the landless
had been conducted before fomulation of the scheme during the Second
Five Year Plan to determine the magnitude of the rural housing problem at
that time, the Secretary of the Ministry of Urban Development stated
during evidence :—

“This scheme was started on a modest scale as an overall housing
scheme during the Second Five Year Plan ...... at that time this
was the concept, a concept on a limited basis linked-up with the
Community Development Scheme. $0, no dctailed survey was
undertaken at that time.”
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- 1.10 The Committee note that rural housing scheme in India, was
not included as a separate item as a Plan scheme in the First Five Year Plan
but rural housing, as a part of the Commaunity Development Programme,
did receive some attention during the First Plan period. The Committee
regret to note that no detailed survey had been conducted before the formu-
lation of the scheme to find out the magnitude of the rural housing problem.
The Committee are constrained to note that during the last three decades
of planning the Government has not taken the problem of providing houses
to landless rural labour with the importance it deserves, although the Com-
mittee in their earlier Reports in 1967-68 and 1972-73 had drawn attention
to the unmsatisfactory performance of the Village Housing Scheme during
the earlier Five Year Plans and the apathy of the State Governmentfs to-
wards the scheme. The Committee, are of the view that an important
social welfare scheme like the rural housing scheme which affects a vast
majority of the poorest section of the population should have been prepared
after a careful and realistic assessment of the needs of the rural people of
the country and not without making any detailed survey. The result is
that much valuable time was lost on account of not tackling the problem
on a scientific and practicable basis and the cost escalations during the
last three decades have made the task of the poor in putting up a shelter
over the piece of land given to them much more difficult. Al concerned
have to take a lesson from this if things are not to be allowed to go away
in futare in matters which cover millions of the poorest of the poor in the

country.
B. Magnitude of Housing Problem

1.11  The Ministry of Urban Development in a note furnished to the
Commiittee have stated that the Planning Commission had estimated in
1971 that the total number of eligible landless families would be about 145
takhs by 1985. Clarifying the basis of arriving at the figure of 145 lakhs
for Six Plan the Ministry in a note have stated, “the Expert Committee on
Population Projection had estimated the total rural population for 1985
at 556.77 million. Applying to this the proportion of rural landless
worker population, as obtained from National Sample Survey (N.S.S.)
data which is 1/7 of the total rural population, the rural landless labour
population was reckoned at about 86 million for 1985. Making use of the
average household size of rural.landless families as available from NSS
surveys which was assumed to hold good for 1985 also, the number of
rural landless worker families was arrived at which came to 14.5 million
or 145 lakhs and was adopted in the Sixth Plan Document.”

1.12 When asked if the projections were made by the Planning Com-
mission in the year 1971, then the other Five Year Plans and the Annual
Plans should also have been taken into consideration while making further



projections, the Director of the National Building Organisation (N.B.O.)
informed the Committee during the evidence as follows :—

“The calculation of housing shortages is based on the assessment
made by N.B.O. in the 1981 population census. Earlier it was
generally on the basis of 1971 census. For 1981 census, the housing
tables arz yet to come. Our projections are based on the 1971
census: According to this, the total housing shortage in the coun-
try is of the order of 24.7 million dwelling units out of which 18.8
million arc in the rural areas. While assessing the housing short-
ages, we consider three types of housing—pucca housing, an accep-
tuble housing and semi-pucca housing, which is also considered as
acceptable housing and the third category is the kuchha housing
which is made of mud-thatched roof. 1Tt is divided into two cate-
gories-serviceable and unserviceable kuchha houses. The service-
able kuchha houses do not constitute housing shortage in the rural
areas. Unserviceable kuchha means, the dilapidated house which
is not fit for human habitation. This is taken into consideration.
Taking this as a definite figures, the present rural housing
shortage at the beginning of the 1985 is of the order of 18.8
million.”

%.13 The Committee note that on the basis of 1971 population census,
the Planning Commission had projected the requirement of housing for
landless rural labour as 145 lakhs by 1985 while on the basis of 1981
population census the National Building Organisation had estimated it as
188 lakhs. Making allowance for increase in landless labour force con-
sequent upon increase in population and adding the other landless workers
in the rural area e.g. artisans and fishermen who are an inseparable part
of the village community, the projection would be much higher. The
Committee fail to understand that when N.B.O. could project the rcquire-
ment on the basis of 1981 census why the Ministry could not collect the
realistic data on that basis and make projections accordingly. This shows
glaringly the continued apathy and lack of zeal on the part of the Ministry
towards the scheme. The Committee, need hardly emphasise that only
urgent and concerted multipronged result oriented steps can solve the rural
housing problem. The Committee feel that in order to fulfil this social
obligation, mobllisation of financial, physical, human and institutional re-
soarces is called for on a priority basis with a time bound programme,

C. Hougsing in the Five Year Plans

1.14 The Ministry of Urban Development in a note furnished to the
Committee have stated that the problem of housing in rural areas has been
engaging the attention of the Government since the commepncement of the:
planning era. During the First Plan period, there was no specific scheme
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dqve_lopéd for tusal housing in the country. However, rural housing could
not be excluded from the Cossmunity Development programme.’

For the first time, during the Second Five Year Plan, a rural housing
scheme named ‘Village Housimg Project Scheme’ was formulated wherein
‘village bousing was viewed as a part of the larger programme of rural
tecomstruction. The amount allocated wunder this scheme was Rs. 10
crores. Inspite of the low provision in the Second Plan, the utilisation was
still lower; out of Rs. 10 crores, only Rs. 3.70 crores were actually utilised.
The details of the amount sanctioned and actual expenditure alongwith the
-units sanctioned and units completed from Second to Fourth Plan are as
follows :—

Five Year Plan Amount Expenditure Units Units

sanctioned (Rs.incrores)  sanctioned Completed
(Rs. in crores) .
Second Plan . 1000 i 15,400 3,000
(1957—.61) ' )
Third Plan 1270 422 42,523 25,326
(1961—65) _
Annual Plans 319 2-56 11,601 12,048
(1966—69) .
‘Fourth Plan 525 427 15,414 12,140
(1960 —3974)

The Scheme of allotment of house sités to rural landless workers free
of cost was initiated in October 1971 in the Central Sector. It remained
‘in the Central Sector upto the end of the 4th Five Year Plan and was trans-
ferred to the State Sector with effect from 1st April, 1974 on the recom-
mendations of the National Development Council.

In the Fifth Plan, there was no separate provision for rural housing
-except Rs. 108.16 crores for providing four million rural house sites to the
landless agricultural workers—including homestead rights as a part of the
‘Minimum Needs Programme. The latter provision comstituted about 10%
of the total allocation provided in the Fifth Plan for housing.

During the Sixth Plan period, an amount of Rs 353.50 crores was
made for the scheme of the House Sites-cum-Construction Assistance
(Rs. ‘170 crores for house sites and Rs. 183.50 crores for construction
assistance).

The Seventh Plan provides for Rs. 577 crores in the States Sector ocut
of which Rs. 36 crores are earmarked for the provision of house sites at
the rate of Rs. 500 per site and Rs. 541 crores for provision of construc-
‘tion assistance at the rate of Rs. 2,000 per family to 2.71 million families.
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1.15 Asked on what basis the allocation for thz Third Five Year Plun
was increased to Rs. 12 crores when the amount allocated for the Second
Five Year Plan had not been fully utilised, the representatives of the
Ministry of Urban Development stated in his cvidence beforc the Com-
mittee : '

“It has been recognised in all rhe Plan documents that the total
housing problem ‘has -very vast dimensions and the Plan Schemcs
from the State Sector are for the vulnerable small sections of the
society and ‘the remaining requirements of the housing socter have to
‘be taken care of by the private efforts and bankirig ‘operations, and
so on. There is very little ‘rélutionship betwsen the total bousing
shortage and the Plan scheme ‘target as such. 1 'think this is one
thing which has to bz kept in view.”

1.16 Asked whether the Planning Commission allotted the funds in
consultation with the Ministry or without consulting them, the represen-
tative of the Ministry of Urban Development stated in his evidence before
the Committee :

“This is the usual annual Plan discussions held in the Planning
Commission in which the representative of our Ministry also parti-
cipates. After that there is discussion with the Deputy Chairman
and the Chief Mipisters level and then the whole thing is finalised.”

1.17  When asked -whether the Committee should go by the position
that the Scventh Five Year Plan document has been prepared on the basis
of the 1971 census figures and not on those of 1981, thc Secretary of
Ministry of Urban Development confirmed the position during the evidence.

1.18 The Committee note that during the Ist Five Year Plan there was
no specific scheme for rural housing in the country. However, the Second
Five Year Plan envisaged a rural housing scheme called “Village Housing
Project Scheme” and an allocation of Rs. 10 crores was made. Agaiw
during the 3rd Plan (1961—65), Aunual Plans 1966—69 and 4th Plan
1969—74, an amount of Rs. 12,70 crores, Rs. 3.19 crores and Rs. 5.25
crores respectively was allocated for rural housing. The Committee feel
concerned by low priority given and the low provision made in the Plans
for rural housing. What pains the Committee more is that even these low
allocations were not fully utilised and only Rs. 3.7 crores were spent in
the Second Plan as against allocation of Rs. 10 crores. Likewise, daring
the 3rd Plan only Rs. 4.22 crores were spent as against Rs. 12.7 crores.
During the Annual Plans, as against Rs. 3.19 crores only Rs. 2.56 crores
were spent. In the 4th Plan. the expenditure was Rs. 4.27 crores against
an allecation of Rs. 5.25 crores. The Committee are distressed to find a
continwing trend of according a very low priority to the rural housing
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schemes and still a lower priority te its implementation. Although the
rural housing was recognised as a “social measure of vital importance” in
1968 yet the magnitude of the rural housing problem was not realistically
assessed and projected in the subsequent Five Year Plans. The Committee
“are surprised to note that while preparing the 7th Plan Document, census
figures of 1971 were depended upon although the latest census figures of
1981 were avallable for quite sometime., The Committee can clearly per-
ceive the lack of interest on the part of the Planners towards the rural
housing despite the declared national Policy of the Government to accord
high priority to rural housing. The Commiittee are of the view that housing
for the rural poor, which is a basic haman necessity, should be accorded

appropriate high priority by the Planning Commission.



CHAPTER 11

HOUSING SCHEMES

A. Scheme for landless rural labour/artisans etc.

2.1 With a view to ameliorating the lot of the rural poor, a schete for
allotment of house sites to rural landless workers free of cost was initiated
in October, 1971 in the Central Sector. Under the scheme 100 per cent
grant assistance was provided to the State Governments/U.T. Administra-
tions to cover reasonable cost of acquisition of land where neccssary and
.cost of developmen: not exceeding Rs. 150/~ per house-site. It was trans-
ferred to the State Sector as a result of the decision taken by the National
Development Council in its meeting held in December, 1973. It was also
included in the Minimum Needs Programme, funds for which are specifi-
cally earmarked by the Planning Commission in the annual plan outlays of
the State/U.T Governments,

Originally the scheme was initiated to benefit landless rural workers
‘who did not own any land whatsoever, agricultural or otherwise, in the rural
areas. In June, 1974 the scheme was extended to cover rural artisans too.
The Housing Ministers’ conference held at Srinagar in July 1973 recom-
:mended that the landless workers should also include such landless workers
.as artisans, fishermen etc. who had no house-sites or other land of their
.own, as they were considered to be an inseparable part of the village com-
munity. The recommendation was accepted and the scope of the scheme
‘widened in June, 1974. The scope of the scheme was further widened to
include assistance for coastruction of House/hut on the developed house-
site @ Rs. 500/- per family for purchasing local building matcrials. The
programme visualised that all labour inputs will be provided by the benc-
ficiarics. It was made a part of the 20 Point Programme in July, 1975.
Later ths scheme was incorporated as point 9 of the new 20-Point Prog-
ramme announced in January, 1982,

The scheme has been in operation all over the country except in the
‘States of Manipur, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Sikkim and Union Territories of
Arunachal Pradesh, Lakshadweep and Mizoram.

The objective of this scheme is to provide developed sites in clusters to
the landless labourers in rural areas free of cost where they can construct
houses with their own effort. The scheme also envisages provision of in-
frastructure facilities like access roads, masonary drinking water wells
<tc. ’ '

9
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2.2 When asked to state the consideration on which the scheme was
transferred to the State Sector and whether the purpose for which it was
transferred had been achieved, the Secretary, Ministry of Urban Develop-
ment stated :

“In regard to the transfer also, the National Development Council’s
summary is availdble with us and some of the Chief Ministers have
‘omphasised this point. For example, I would read out the NDC
procesdings. The Chief Miinister of Kezala has stated that in this
programme which tis included in:the Minimum Needs Programme
sume flexibility should be allowed ito thc State s0 as 't enable them
to draw up their own plan/scheme on the ‘basis of {eli-prioritics.
Insisting of uniformity in the pattern of minimum needs programme
was bound to come into comflict with regional priorities because situ-
stions differ from State to State. Similarly, this was the view of
snother Chief Minister. The Maharashtrn Chief Minister also
stated tho same point. He said that the effect of this programme.
would be considerably diluted and distorted if a rigid adherence to
the norms and programmes specified was insisted on. He suggested
that the effective implementation of this programme should be left
to the State Government. ‘Considering all these views expressed, it
was decided that the s¢hemes covered under the Minimum Needs
Programmc should form part of the Statc Plan and none of them
should remain in the centre.”

2.3 Regarding the achievement of purpose, he further stated :

“It is very difficult question to amswer. 1f we see the overall per-
formance -during the 6th Plan in the housing sector, and in regard
to these schemes also, there has been an impsovement compared to
the previous Plans. ‘But of course, therc are problems in rogard to
‘each State. After the scheme has been transferred to the State
Sector, there has been a distinct improvement. This is not only be-
cause of the transfer, we may also take some csedit for learning from
our past experience and gearing up our implementation and follow
up.”

‘2.4 Further, in a note submitted to the Committee, the Ministry of
Urban Development have stated that “housing gencrally got low priority in
the State Sector, the control of the Union Government became Jpominal.
As a 1esult of which the Union Government is left only with power to lay
norms and also monitor the scheme. It is left to the respective State Gov-
crnments/Union Territories to implement the scheme within the broad
guidclines issued by the Government of India. A good deal would depend
upon the stress laid by a particular State Government in regard to provision
of fundg cut of their State share. Tt is very difficult to assess whether the
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purpose of transferring the scheme in the State sector has been achieved.
However, it may bg stated that since imcoption ef the scheme in 1971 upto
31-3-1974, 8,85,502 house sitcs were aliotted by the States/Union Terri-
tories,. From 1-4-1974 (when the sclieme was tramsferred to the State
Sector and upto 31-3-1985) the performance of vurious States/Union
Territories is that 1,21,87,071 house sites have been attotted.”

2.5 During their visit to Epayamthurai, Eraimanthurai, Madalaxmi,
Neorodithorai, Muttam and Malamidalam Fishermen villages of Kanya-
kumari District in Tamil Nadu the Committee were informed by the beae-
ficiaries that in a Fisheries Department colony of the State where houses
had been provided, no provision for infrastructural facilities like drinking
water etc., had been made. At Neoroditherai most of the fishermen families,
were feumd living in thatched huts of their own which were absolutely in-
sufficient to provide them housing facilities. * At Muttam and Malamidalam
the Committee found that whereas Government land was available, the
State Government had not implemented the schemc for providing construc-
tion assistance to the fishermen there and no survey to this effect had been
conducted. E

2.6 The Committee note that scheme for providing houses to the land-
less agricultural labour was transferred to the State Sector as a resmlt of
the decision taken by the National Development Coungil in, its meeting: held
in December, 1973. They also note that upto 31-3-1974, when the
scheme was under the Central Sector, 8,85,502 house sites were allotted
to the landless rural workers by the States/Union territories whereas from
1-4-1974, when the scheme was transferred to the State Sector, and upto
31-3-1985, the number of house sites allotted By the varions States/Union
territories was 1,21,87,071. The Commiltee agree that there is need for
learning from the past experience and gearing up the implementation and
follow up efiorts. Apart fram allotting Kouse sites, there is also need for
providing other basic minimum needs like drinking water, road etc.. if it
is to be ensured that lamdiess rural poor get the best benefit of the land
given to them and are not tempted to part with it due to non-availability
of drinking water and other basic amenities. The Committee hope that the
State Governments wounld be persuaded to share their responsibility towards
this social obligation earmestly and to implement the scheme expeditiously
and vigorouwsly im their respective States. The Committee recommmend that
States shonld be asked to ensure that funds provided for bewsing schemes
in the annual Plans are not diverted to any other development projects.

2.7 During their visit to fishermen colonies at Neorodithorai, Muttam
and Malamidalam in Kanyakumari District of Tamil Nada the Commiftee
found that im most of the Colonies infrastructural facilities like drinking
water etc. had not been provided. The Committee nofed that at Neorodi-
thorai, Mettam and Malamidalam the fishermen lived in thatched buts of
2--B41.8818%6
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their own which apart from being insufficient fo provide them housing
facilities could mot face the vagaries of weather in some cases the land
allotted was not developed for putting up any construction. The Committee
recommend that the matter may be taken uwp with State/U.T. Government
80 that a Committee consisting of local M.P., M.L.A., Municipal Councillor
and Sarpanch of Pamchayat is formed to sort out the difficuities of ‘beme-
ficiaries and to advise the State/U.T. Government in identifying the land
for allotment to bemeficiaries which should be developed for putting wp
construction and for providing them requisite comstruction assistamce and
minimum basic infrastructure for drinking water etc.

B. Scheme for Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes

2.8 In a note furnished to the Committee, the Ministry of Urban Deve-
lopment has stated that “it is the policy of the Union Government as well
as the State Governments that preference should be given to the Scheduled
Castes and Scheduled Tribes landless families for allotment of house sites
and those villages should be taken first where concentration of such popula-
tion is more.” Hence, the settlement having majority population of SCs/
STs are normally given preference under this scheme. A statement showing
the number of house sites allotted to -SCs/STs by the States/U.Ts. under
the House Sites-cum-constructions Assistance Scheme during the Sixth Five
Year Plan period (year-wise) has been appended at Annexure—I.

? 2.9 While allotting house site to landless workers belonging to different
castes, communities and religions, the State Governments have to ensure that
it leads to integration in social and economic spheres of life.

When asked to state if this policy was being observed by each Statc/
U.T. the Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development informed the Committee
as follows :

“We are persuading and pressurising the State to follow this policy.”

2.10 Regarding identifying the landless Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tri-
bes, the Ministry of Urban Development in a note furnished to the Committee

have stated
“Generally, some agencies al States.'District/Block level in the
States/U.Ts. which are involved in the allotment of house sites are
also involved in identifying the landless Scheduled Castes/Scheduled
Tribes families in the allotment of house sites to them.”

A statement indicating the agencics involved in the implementation of
the scheme is given in Annexure—II.
C: Scheme of Ministry of Agriculture

2.11 The Ministry of Agriculture (Department of Rural Development)
also commenced a Rural Landless Employment Guarantee Programmce
(RLEGP) with effect from 15th August. 1983. Under the programme work
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projects relevunt to' the 20-Point Programme and Minimum Needs Pro-
gramme could be taken up for implementation in rural areas. Point No. 9
of the 20-point Programme covers allotment of house sites to rural families
and expansion of the programme of constructional assistance to such fami-
lies. In view of this it was felt that construction of houses for rural areas
could be taken up under the RLEGP. However, since under the RLEGP
individual beneficiary work could only be taken up for SC/ST beneficiaries,
construction of houses was, therefore, restricted to these categories under the
RLEGP.

During the Sixth Five Year Plan following prmects were undertaken for
construction of SC/ST housing :

Name of state Approved cost of No. of units Number of units
projects proposed constructed
(Rs. in lakhs) -

Kerala . . . 1,000 00 8,000 2,909
(upto June, 1985)

Tamil Nadu (@) . 615-00 10,000 20,129
(b) . 615 'CIJ 10,000 (upto Sept., 198)

2,230 -00 28,000 23,038

During 1985-86, an amount of Rs. 400 crores was provided under the
RLEGP. However, Finance Minister during the course of his reply to the
Finance Bill, announced an additional allocation of Rs. 100 crores under
the RLEGP in 1985-86 for the construction of rural houses for SC/ST.
In this, it was envisaged that the houses should be constructed in clusters on
Government land/land acquired by State Governments on their own cost.
The cost of construction of each house with a plinth area of about 21 Sq.
Metre was assumed to be around Rs. 6,000 based on Housing and Urban
Development Corporation (HUDCO) estimates. As far as possible locally
available materials were to be used for the comstruction and beneficiarics
would be the poorest of the poor belonging to the SC/ST who would be
employed in the construction work giving them benefit of wage as well.

Under this programme, on the basis of the economic conditions the
poorest among the poor from the SC/ST target group are identified by
associating their’ representatives in an open Gram Sabha meeting.

The programme provides that construction of houses should be by bene-
ficiaries themselves though they will be provided with type-designs, plan etc.
In case it is not possible for the beneficiaries to construct the house. the
construction may be carried out by the Rural Engineering Organisation etc.
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However, even in this case bqnéﬁpiq‘r_ies should be inducted as workers to
the maximum extent possible. No contractors can be uged in the scheme.
Voluntary Organisations can. also be emtrusted with such schemes.”

The State-wise allocation for SC/ST housing wader RLEGP is givén in
Annexure-JI.

2.12 When asked to state how. the funds under Rural Landless Employ-
ment Guarantee Programme were distributed among the States/U.Ts., the
Secretary, Rural Development informed the Committee during the evidence
as folfows :

“The Central assistane will be allocated to the States a.nd U.Ts. on
the basis of the following criteria :

(a) 75% weightage being given to the number of agricultural workers
and marginal farmers; _
(b) 25% weightage given to the incidence of poverty in each State.”

2.13 When asked whether 75% weightage was given irrespective of the
size of population of SC and ST among the agricultural workers and marginal
farmers, the rcpresentative of the Ministry stated that “it is presumed that
among agricultural workers, g large number of percentage would be from
SC and ST.” When asked that in Madhya Pradesh the population of SC/ST
was much higher than in U.P. and in that case the allocations under RLEGP
should have been higher for Madhya Pradesh than U.P., the representative
replied that “to that my submission would be sinee it is a programme for
cmployment to the landless agricultural workers basically, we have given
weightage to the -agricultural workers and marginal farmers. Therefore, tak-
ing care of the ather portion i.e. poverty group, again SC and ST will figure
in. We have given 25% weightage to the incidence of puverty.” It was
pointed out that 80-90 per cent of marginal farmers were people who were
living in big houses and became marginal farmers because they wanted 1o
get subsidy and that such farmers should be excluded. Thus the criteria
and identification of the beneficiary should not be the total number of people
of a particular class, and there was need to have a realistic approach be-
cause marginal farmers could not have the benefit of two things as they also
got substantial subsidy for agricultural implements, seeds etc. Tt was felt that
there should be inter-action between the Agriculture-Ministry and the Ministry
of Urban Development to avoid overlapping of benefits to the same people.
The Secretary, Department of Rural Development, then stated : '

“Two issues are involved, First issue is allocations of funds for which
we have taken the marginal farmers and the agricultural workers to-
gether. It does not mesn that the denemt is flowing to the marginal
farmers because one has to work to get the benefit. It is basically

an employment scheme.”
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2.14 Regarding identification of beneficiaries, the Secretary, Rural Deve-
lopment stated :

“In view of the large magnitude of the problem and the fimited avail-
ability of resources for the purpose, it is mecessary that a fair and
effective system should be evolved for identifyimg the persons to be
benefited under. the Programme, Accordingly the issue of identifica-
tion of beneficiaries becomes very important. Since this Scheme is
intended for the poor, the basis of identificgtion will have to be
poverty criterion. As the poorest of the poor live in the worst condi-
tion, it is necessary that identification of beneficiaries for construction
of houses should be, their economic condition. First priority for
housing may be given to the freed bonded labour who are being
rchabilitated under various schemes, Since allotment of houses is
Point No. 9 of the Twenty-Point Programme, if necessary, priority
should be given to such allottees in the mmatter of construction of
houses. Where considered necessary, beneficiaries who have house-
sites may also be considered. 1t is desirable to associate representa-
tives of SC/ST in the identification of benecficiares. It is better if
selection is done in open Gram Sabha so that the attention is focussed
on the poorest.”

2.15 When asked if he felt that there was some kind of overlapping of
funds between the Department of Rural Development and the Ministry of
Urban Development. and whether it would not be appropriate if allocatious
by Rural Development were made for creating other assets in villages like
building roads, digging wells, constructing tanks etc. instead of providing help
to the landless or the homeless to build their houses, the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Rural Development during the evidence stated as follows :

“Construction activity is one of the most labour-intensive activitics;
it is a major activity for absorption of labour. As such, there is
nothing wrong in using the RLEGP funds for construction

”»

purposes. .. ...
2.16 On being emphasised the need for entrusting the whole thing to
one Ministry, the Secretary Department of Rural Development, agreed with
the Committee during the evidence and stated :
“It will be desirable if one Ministry does it. On that, there can be
no two opinions. One Ministry will have a total view of what is
happening.”
2.17 The Committee are aware that the Ministry of Urban Develop-

ment has a programme of providing House-sites-cam-Construction Assis-
tance to the Landless Rural Labour including Scheduled Castes/Scheduled
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Tribes, and the Ministry of Agriculture (Department of Rural Develop-
ment) also provides Construction Assistance to the landless Scheduled
Castes and Scheduled Tribes. The Committee feel that for better coordina-
tion and implementation of the scheme and also to check the overlapping
of funds, the Government should consider the feasibility of entrusting the
work relating to administration of both the schemes to one Ministry.

2.18 The Committee are in agreement with the view that while allotting
house sites to landless workers belonging to different castes, communities
and religins, it should be ensured that it leads to integration in social and
economical spheres of life and does not result in segregation of families
belonging to Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes and that they are
suitably interspersed with other families settled in the same locality.



CHAPTER HI i
FINANCE FOR HOUSING
A. “Plan Provisions

The under-noted table indicates the amount allotted and actually spent
on the working of the scheme of ‘Housing for Landless Rural Labour’
during the Second to Fourth Plan period :—

g e

Five Year Plan Amount Sanctioned Expenditure
(Rs. in crores) (Rs. in crores)

Second Plan . . . . . . 10-00 370
(1957—61)

Third Plan . 12-70 4-22
(1961-—685)

Annual Plans . . 319 256
(1966—69)

Fourth Plan . . . 5-25 427

(1969—74)

As already stated in the draft Fifth Plan, there was no separate provi-
sion for rural housing except Rs. 108.16 crores for providing four million
rural house-sites to the landless agricultural workers-—including homestead
rights as a payt of the Minimum Needs Programme. The latter provision
formed about 10% of the total allocation provided in the draft Fifth Plan
for Housing- During the Sixth Plan period an amount of Rs. 353.50 crores
was made for the scheme of the house site-cum-construction assistance
(Rs. 170 crores for house-sites and Rs. 183.50 crores for construction assis-
tance). The year-wise allocations for States/UTs during the Sixth Plan
period and the actual expenditure for the period from 1974-75 to 1985-86
are showpn in Annexures IV to VI. During the Seventh Five-Year Plan an
allocation of Rs. 36 crores has been made for provision of house sites.

3.2 When asked whether the Ministry got the utilisation certificate from
the connected State /U.T. before releasing the next instalment, the Secretary,
Department of Urban Development informed the Committee during the
evidence as under :—

R it is true that the usual procedure is, before the next instal-
ment is released, the completion certificate for the ficst instalment
must come. But usyally because this is Plan assistance and because
there are difficulties this condition is being relaxed and the amounts
are released. The second instalment is also released even without
the full utilisation report. This is a recognised relaxation,”

17
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3.3 On enquiry as to why the Ministry went on increasing the number
of houses in the subsequent Plans knowing well that the amount earmarked
in the carlier Plan not utilised, the representative of the Ministry stated : —

“It has been recognised in all the Plan documents that the total
housing problem has very vast dimensions and the Plan Schemes
from the State Sector are for ‘the valnerablc small sections of the
society and the remaining requirecments of the housing sector has to
be taken care of by the private efforts and banking operations, and
so on. There is very little relation between the total housing short-
age and the Plan scheme target as such. 1 think this is one thing
which has to be kept in view.”
3.4 When asked if it had ever come to their notice that all the moncy
allocated for the rural housing schemes had been spent on the urbap areas.
the representative of the Ministry during the evidence stated : —

“The present system is that the Minimum Necds Programme moncy
cannot be diverted. So, the first check is by the State Planning De-
partment. MNP fund is earmarked and when the States send the
statement to the Planning Commission, the second check is there”.

3.5 When asked whether Planning Commission allotted funds without
consulting the Ministry of Urban Development, the representative -of the
Ministry stated :—

“This is the usual annual plan discussions held in the Planning
Commission in which the representative of our Ministry also parti-
cipates. After that there is discussion with the Deputy Chairman
and the Chief Ministers level and then the whole thing is finalised”.

3.¢ When asked about the reaction to the suggestion whether it would
make any difference if Planning Commission routed the funding through the
Ministry of Urban Development, the representative of Ministry of Urban
Development informed that it would cnable them to have better control.

3.7 The Committee note shat there is a progressive increase in different
Five Year-Plans in the amounts sanctioned for the housing for lamdless
rural labour. Despite the fact that the amount spent in the previous Plan
was far less than allocated, the allocations were increased. The Commitiee
learn that subsequent instalments of amounts under the scheme of “Housing
for Landless Rural Labour” are being released to States/UTs without
getting the proper utilisation certificates from them for the previous instal-
ment. The Committee are distressed to note the lack of interest on the
part of the Ministry to go into the reasons of non-utilisation of fhe amount
sanctioned under the previows Plans and in just mechanically releasing the
subsequent instalments without insisting on any utilisation certificates for
the earlier instalment and without knowing whether the amounts have been
actually spent for the programme for which it was given.
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3.8 The Committee agree that the funds for such social-oriented
schemes for the landless poor should be released with wtmost speed so that
the projects in hand are not held wp for paucity of funds. At the same
time -the Commitiee would expect the Governsment to go by the mormal
financial procedures in getting the utilisation certificates before relemsing sny
further imstalments and thereby ensuring that mouey has boen actually spent
for the purpose for which it was given.

3.9 The Committee also recommend fhat the funds for the Housing for
landiess rural labour under the Minimum Needs Programme should he
routed by the Planning Commission through the Ministry of Urban Develop-
‘ment so that the Ministry can exercise better comtrel ever their wtilisation.

B. Housing and Urban Development Corporation (HUDCO) and Rural
Housing

3.10 In a note furnished to the Committee explaining the aim and ob-
jects of HUDCO it has been stated that :—

“In 1977-78, HUDCO started financing rural housing scheme. Under
this, HUDCQ encourages projects which (a) meet the basic need
of shelter by providing incxpensive and functionally efficient shelter
for the rural families; (b) tend to promote community effort and
help organise the poor to participate and cven contribute their spare
time; (¢) provide essential services like water supply, waste disposal
system etc. (d) encourage adoption of appropriate construction
methods; (e) use local materials, local «kills, factlities such as,
School, Panchayat Ghar arc available,

The housc in rural in contrast to the one in the cities has to be
more functional as pot only to provide shelter but also space for
storage of agricultural produce, outlets and kceping up cattles. The
house is also designed to meet the future growth nceds of the
family.

With the above in view, HUDCO has provided the following
facilities within the house :—

{i) Living space etc. as stated above.

ti1) Space for cattles, agricultural produce, outlets, clc,
(1ji) Storage space;

1iv) Kitchen with smokeless chulah;

{v) Toilet and the bathroom, clc.

{vi) Proper disposal arrangements for kitchen and bath disposal -
with specially designed system for human waste,
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Financial Assistance

The financial assistance for rural housing scheme would be available to
any agencies momingted by State Governments such as, . Housing - Board,
Rural Housing Board, District Board, Panchayat, Taluka Development
Board, etc. provided the following requirements are complied with :-—

(a) The scheme provides for construction of dwelling units for
persons belonging to Economically: Weaker Section i.e. whose house-
hold income does not exceed Rs. 350 p.m. (now raised to Rs. 700
p.m.).

(b) The borrowing agency is competent under its constitution or
statute governing it, to undertake such projects and to raise loans
for rural housing,

(c) The borrowing agency has land in its possession with a clear
and marketable title and free from encroachments or there is an
agreement with the owners of land to'part with the land, free from
all encroachments, for the purpose of construction of the dwelling
units and other related activities for the execution of the scheme.
This will include arrangements made for the construction of a house
by the allottee himself, on site owned by him.

(d) The total cost of a completed house should not exceed
Rs. 4000 which should include the cost of construction of the
dwelling unit including internal services, administrative and supervi-
sion charges and interest during construction (to be capitalised) but
without the cost of land and its development, Further, ne profit
should be charged from the beneficiaries.

The loan assistapce will be available only to those States who
have made suitable provision in their respective State Budgets for
meeting their part of the obligations in the scheme from their own
resources.

HUDCO’s financial assistance would be limited to 50% of the
total cost of each dwelling units. The remaining 5095 will have to
be met out of loans/subsidy by the respective States either in cash
or in kind.

This scheme is applicable all over the country. But, the major
thrust has been in the five States viz. Andhra Pradesh, Tami] Nadu,
Kerala, Karnataka and Gujarat. Other States are now coming for-
ward to avail of this assistance.”

3,11 When asked as to why should not the Government take more
assistance from HUDCO for the rural housing, because HUDCO would be
responsible to the Government, the Committee have been informed during



21

the evidence by the representative of Ministry of Urban Development that
“out of the annual expenditure of HUDCO, 15% is rcserved for rural hous-
ing. This is a totally State Sector Plan and HUDCO gives loan assistance.”

3.12 The Committee have been further informed that in regard to
HUDCO schemes. there was a proper screening as the HUDCO team went
there in field and watched the progress from time to time.

3.13 Asked about the performance of HUDCO, the rbpresentativc of
the Ministry has stated in his evidence before the Committee :-—

“48 schemes have been done at a Project cost of Rs. 492 crores,
Rs. 235.33 crores loan from HUDCO. Dwellings sanctioned will
produce 1.135 million houses. HUDCO was giving 50% of
Rs. 6000 so far the ceiling limit. in rural area was Rs. 6000,

3.14 Asked why did the Government not take the 2uidance of the volun-
tary agencies in rural housing apart from HUDCO, the representative of
the Ministry has stated in his evidence before the Committee :—

“In Kerala for the next plan, this would be in collaboration with
voluntary agencies and HUDCO. But it depends on different
States. In Kerala, one million houses are to be built by and large
by voluntary organisations with people’s participation, Even the
stones and bricks are being manufactured locally by the benefi-
ciaries.”

3.15 Asked as to why could it not be made a uniform practice so that
HUDCO also want with voluntary agencies.in every Statg, the representative
added :—

“This is a HUDCO promotional activity. The State Government
must accept that because it is of 50 : 50 basis. If the State Govern-
ment comes forward, the HUDCO will definitely do the needful.
But we have to induce them.”

3.16 The Commiitee urge the Government to examine the possibility
of associsting HUDCO with their rural housing schemes for proper screen-
ing and implementation of the Schemes and also induce the State Govern-
ments to make use of HUDC(’s promotional activities in their respective
States.

C. Assistance through Financial Institutions

3.17 When asked what efforts had been made by the Union Govern-
ment/State Governments to mobilise adequate financial, physical, human
and institutional resources necessary for implementing the scheme, the Com-
mittee have been informed in a written note by the Ministry of Urban Deve-
lopntent that since the scheme was in the State sector it was for the State
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Government to mobilise adequate financial, physicad, human and institutional
resources. However, the Upion Government through HUDCO provided
financial back-up in the form of loan to the State agencies through NBO
and its 12 Regional Rural Wings for technical back-up. The -Ministry
helped in providing and formulating these schemes.

3.18 The Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development further informed
the Committee that :—

“Al the Central level also, apart from this schamc, we have the
Housing and Urban Development Corporation and 55% of whose
funding is for the soonomically weaker sections and the lower in-
come group. We have also started dialogue with the nationalised
banks, LIC and GIC so that they can put in more money for the
housing. Loans can be given to the pcople sQ that they can con-
struct houses. Apart from that, we have also floated a paper for
setting up of a National Housing Bank to look after exclusively for
the requirement of financing the housing sector. That matter ig still
under considgration. ..... The banking sector used to allocate cer-
1ain amount, as in the case of agricultural finance. But that amount
was never disbursed. The reason given by them is, no applications
are coming and all that, But the real rcason was ‘there was no
cffort made by anybody. So, we are trying to improve the proce-
dure and persuading them to fulfill the targets, as in the case of
agriculture.”

3.19 Regarding HUDCO scheme, the representative of the Ministry of
Urban Development informed the Committee during the evidence : —

“48 schemes have been done at a project cost of Rs. 492 crores,
Rs. 235.33 crores loan from HUDCO. Dwellings sanctioned will
produce 1.35 million houses, HUDCQ was given 50% of Rs. 6,000
so far. So far the ceiling limit in rural area was Rs. 6,000. Some
State Governments say that Rs. 6,000 is not adequate. Now we
have revised the guidelines. Even we are cxtending all the wrban
housing schemes, although the pressure is on economically wesker
sections. Tt will not debar rura] areas from taking benefit of other
housing schemes also. There are two schemes. One is EWS-I.
That will be upto Rs. 6,000. The rate of interest is 6%. The
other scheme is for others and is upto Rs, 10,000. The difficulty is,
the bank finances for SC and ST at 5% interest. ‘But for non-SCs.
it is at commercial rate. It comes to 11%6 -or 1250 which is very
high and which is not well within the rural housing scheme.”
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3:20'Asked whether taking the guidence of the voluntyry agencies, apart
frome MUDCO had ever been comsidered. the Committee have been in-
formed during the evidence :(—

“In Kerala, for the next Plan, this would be in coHaboration with
voluntary aggncies and HUDCO. But it depends on State Govern-
ments’ reactions in different States. In Kerala, one million houses
are to be built by and large by voluntary organisations with people’s
participation. Even the stones and hricks are being manufactured
by them. That is a very good cxample of voluntary housing
scheme.”

3.2t The Committec note that HUDCO is promoting the construction
of ouses for rural handless Inbour by providing 50% of Rs, 6,000 which
has been taken as amticipated cost of a rural house. The Committee are,
however, distressed to note that the performance of bankihg sector in the
field of rural housing is far from safisfactory. The Commitiee do not agree
that the banks are not receiving applications for loans from the beneficiaries..
The Committee understand that wide publicity, as necessary, has not been
given to loan programmes of the Banks, The interest being charged at the
commercigl rate of 11% to 12% for the loans is also net conducive to
construction activitfes of weaker section of the society. The Committee
feel that like Kerala State, other States/UTs should censider collaborating
with voluntary agencies and HUDCO for rural housing. The Committee
appreciate the proposal put forward for the setting up of a National Housing
Bank for financing the housing sector and recommend that Government do
finalise it at the earliest,

D. Subsidy

3.22 In a written note the Committeec have been informed that during
the Sixth Five Year Plan the level of subsidy in the scheme was Rs. 250
per family for provision of free house sites which could be utilised for land
acquisition, site development etc. A sum of Rs. 500 was given as cons-
truction assistance to 25% of the same beneficiaries. A total of
Rs. 353.50 crores had been- earmarked under the Minimum Nceds Pro-
gramme in the Sixth Five Year Plan to provide house sites to 68 lakh
families and construction assistance to 36 lakh families. (Rs. 170 crores
for house sites and Rs, 183.50 crores for construction assistance.)

The Ministry have further stated that level of subsidy which was en-
visaged during the Sixth Five Year Plan was not adequate and on the basis
of representations received from the States/UTs, the Working Group on
Housing for the Seventh Five Year Plsn considered the matter in depth.
Expert Organisations like National Building Organisation and Housing and
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Urban Development Corporation were on the Working Group which made
the 1ecommendations. The Planning Commission fixed the followin
norms for the Scventh Five Year Plan :—

House-sites -— Rs.  500.00
Construction Assistance -~- Rs. 2,000.00

3.23 Regarding the level of assistance the Committee have been
informed by the Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development as under :—

“This was based only on certain ad hoc calculation. A site not
exceeding 100 Sq. yds. was to be given. Necessary levelling etc.
has to be done. At that time it was felt that considering the cost
of acquisition and land prices being cheaper in rural areas, this
would suffice. ‘On an average this was worked out. Levelling
may take about Rs. 20 or 25 and therc may be other items.
Drainage may be for Rs. 70 per capita.”

3.24 The representative of the Ministry added during the evidence
that :— ' '
o Rs. 5,000 per acre is the lowest acquisition cost, Govern-
ment land/Gram Sabha land has become scarce. In the 7th Plan
we have programme for acquisition of site; there has to be levelling
of plots, paving of streets and drainage. If you take paving of
streets and drainage, the excess would come to Rs. 350 to Rs. 400
or so. So, Rs. 5,000 per acre is the minimum. Drinking water
facility has to be there. Planning Commission stepped up to
Rs. 500 per site which is inddequate. Rs. 1,250 would be a good
amount if the resources of the country would permit it. But they
do pot permit it.” —
3.25 The representative of the Ministry substantiated his point saying
that even the construction assistance by HUDCO was proving inadeqquate.
Hilly Sfates and some of the coastal States also felt that it was inadequate.

3.26 When asked about any research done on low-cost housing, the
Director, N.B.O. informed the Committee during the ecvidence that the
Ministry of Urban Development with the help of the National Building
Organisation, had set-up 12 Regional Centres for Research, training and
extension. *

3.27 On being asked if a beneficiary could construct a house with
Rs. 2,000, the Director, National Building Organisation informed the
Committee during the evidence as follows :—

“With the range of space provided and other facilities given,  wc
arc putting up a cluster of 20 demonstration. houses decpending
upon geo-climatic conditions in the country. Lot of local materials
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can be used. We have said, the cost will work out to so much.
Within a range, it will work out to Rs. 2,000 to Rs. 6,000. We
have constructed 50 clusters in all parts of the country including
Mizoram, Assam, U.P., etc. Minimum size is 20 sq. mtrs. There.
should be one room; there should be space for cooking; also space
for sanitary latrine etc.”

3.28 It has been stated in a publications Implementation of the Rural
House sites-cum-construction Assistance Scheme for the Landless Workers
in Sixth Five Year Plan broughtout by the Ministry that “it is quitc likely
that in-terms of conventional housinf the amount may be found to be in-
adequate. If, however, the concept of incremental housing is accepted as
essential in such cases, it should be possible for the States to provide shelter
within this amount, which'in fact is even at present practised in some States,
It is important to ensure that the loan component is affordable by the bene-
ficiaries as otherwise he may not be able to take advantage of the scheme
and become a defaulter soon after construction. Hence in modifying the
scheme the linkage betwen affordability and construction cost has to be
accepted. The proposed scheme is a departure from the existing scheme
envisaged in the Plan or from those that are being implemented in the States,
and seck to augment the level of subsidy and link it with institutional
finance. This proposal is now under consideration of the Planning Com-
mission. Pending a decision on this new scheme, the possibility of con-
fining the cxisting subsidy with institutional finance (mainly HUDCQO) can
be considered provided the target group is in a position to repay the loan.”

3.29 The Committee note the work being done by National Building
Organisation in the field of construction of cheap houses. They are happy
that the Ministry of Urban Development with the help of the National
Building Organisation, has set up 12 Regional Centres for research. train-
ing and extension. The Committee fecl that through research, suitable
designs of low cost houses which ensure economy in space utilisation and
functional efficiency should be evolved for different climatic conditions with
the use of locally available building materials and skills, while ensuring
more durable and economical construction by adoption of improved con-
struction technology.

3.30 The Committee note that the quantum of subsidy being provided
to the beneficiaries has been found inadequate and if the concept of in-
cremental housing. is accepted as essential then it should be possible for
the States to provide shelter within this amount. The Committee also note
that the proposal of augmenting the level of subsidy and linking it with
institational finance has been under consideration of the Planning Commis-
sion. The Committee would like the Ministry to apprise them of the
decision taken by the Planning Commission in the matter,



CHAPTER IV
IMPLEMENTATION

A. Targets and Achievementy

41 The following fable indicates the physical targets laid down for
each State/Union TPerritory in respect. of allotment of house sites to rural
landless Inbour and the achievements made by them sincc the inception of
the uﬁmc in- 1971 till March, 1985 :

_ Total No. of eligible families as No. of families
Stertes/Uts, estimated by allotted house
' r ¥ Ao 2 ] ﬁhl
Planning State Govts,
Commission
R 2 3 4
1. Andlira Pradesh 19,60,000 21,33,000 23,99,726
2 Assam 2,80,000 2,37,607 1,30,754
3. Biler 24,00,000 2,91,000 75,987
! 7,30,000(i)
4. Gujarat 6,10,000 7,54,448 8,17,570
S. Haryana . 3,20,000 2,47,601 2,95,090
6. Himachal Pradosh Neg. 5,304 5,288
7. Jammu & Kashmir 20,000 20,120 7,426
8. Karnataka 12,00,000 11,88,234 12,67,796
9. Kerala . 3,2Q,000 2,20,000 62,944
10. Madhya Pradesh 11,10,000 9,13,037 8,96,512
1}, Malarashtra . 4,50,000 4,97,547 5,01,950
12. Qgisa . 5,10,000 5,00,000 317,197
13. Punjab . . 3,506,000 2,94,930 2,94,930
14. Rajasthan 10,40,000 10,50,000 11,96,947
15. Tamil Nadu 18,40,000 19,40,000 18,56,408
16. Tripura . . 50,000 42,650 54,071
17. Uttar Pradesh . 16,10,000 16,10,000 17,95,332
18, West Bengal 3,40,000 3,16,393 3,090,446
UTs.
1. AL&N. Islands 10,000 5,000 4,855
2. D\ & N. Haveli Neg. 1,035 867
3, Delhi . 10,000 28,888 26,536
4. Goa, Daman & Diu . 10,000 1,596 4,522
5. Lakshadweep — — —20
6. Pondicherry 10,000 15,213 20,399
TOTAL 1,45,30,000 1,22,14,103 £.30,72,573

(i) By way of regularisation of encroachments under Home.stead Tenancy Act.

26
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Sixth Five Year Plan targets and achiovements as on 31-3-1985 are @

House Sites Construction Assistance
States/UTs. Target  Achieve- %age  Target  Achieve- %age.
ment ment

1. Andhra Pradesh . 11,10,000 15,49,726 13961 4,9000 527,318 107 ‘61
2. Assam . . 2,30,000 81,698 3552 70,000 56,713 8101
3. Bihar . . 16,850,000 85987 511 600000 40,777 680
4. Gujarat. . . 298000 407570 203-78  1,53600 1,68,010 109 -81
5. Haryana . . 1,20,000 95,090 7924 80,000 10,563 1320
6. Himachal Pradesh _ 739 — —_ 747 —
7. Jamomua: & Kashmir 10,000 2,151 21 51 5,000 2,174 43 -48
8. Karnataka - . 3,50,000 4,17,79 11937 300000 292,568 9752
9. Kerala ... 2,70,000 22,641 838 90,000 10,102 11-22
10. Madhya l_’radesh 3,50,000 1,36,512 3900 2,78,000 1,92,711 69 -52
11. Maharashtra . 90,000 1,77,362 197-06 1,13,000 1,36,358 120-67
12. Orissa . . 320000 1,27,127 39-74  1,28,000 16,396 12 -81
13. Punjab . . 60,000 4,930 8-22 88,000 27,863 31 66
14. Rajasthan . . 190,000 13,46,201 18221 2,35000 1,22,634 52-18
15. Sikkim . . — —_— — —_ 60 —
16. Tamil Nadu . 13,20,000 13,227,408 10056 4,60,000 1,59,900 3476
17. Tripura . . 20,000 24,071 120 -35 13,000 16,597 127 -66
18. Uttar Pradesh . 3,70,000 5,55,332 150-08 4,03,000 . 59,055 14 63
19, West Bengal . 60,000 40,401 6733 85,000 57,658 6783
UTs.

1. A, &N, Island . —_ 3,855 — —_— 1,020 —
2. D. & N, Haveli . — 173 - - 955 —
3. Delhi . . 10,000 14,540 145 -40 3,000 2,699 89 96
4. Goa, Daman &

Diu .. — 3,522 — - 1,121 —_

5. Lakshadweep . — 20 —_ — —_ —
6. Pondicherry . 10,000 8,587 B85 -87 3,000 9,920 31733

TOTAL : . . 67,70,000 54,33,509 80-25 135,97,000 19,13,519 5320

—

4.2 According to the Planning Commission, the estimated number of
cligible landiess families in rural areas was 14.5 million by 1985. Based
on thc Plan ebjective of providing house sites to all the cligible lamdiess
families amd construction assistance to 25 per cemt of them, the 6th Plan
target had beea fixed (6.8 million to be covercd under house site in addi-
tion to 7.7 million already covered prior to the commeacement of the Plan
and 3.6 millies 40 be covered uader the construction assistance schemo).
However, the estimates of the State Governments indicated a lower figure

(12.2 million). ' oo
3—384 L8S/26
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4.3 Regardmg Sixth Five Year Plan targets and achicvements, the
representative of Ministry of Urban Development stated in his evidence
before the Committee :

“For house-site the target was 68 lakhs and the achievement was
54.33 Jakhs. The percentage is 80.25. .... For construction
assistance 36 lakhs was the target and the achicvement was 19.13
lakhs. The percentage is 53.20.”

4.4 When asked about the position of implementation of the scheme
in the Union territory of Andaman and Nicobar Islands, the representative
of the Ministry stated ;

“The latest figure is that of 1984-85, for Andman Islands 0.50

lakhs was the outlay. 1500 house sites was the target and the

achievement was 1305. Percentage of achievement was 87%.
: The target for construction assistance was 150 the achievement was
i 84 and percentage of achievement was 56%.”

* 4.5 When asked that the information was based on the report reccived
and whether it was factually correct or not, the representative stated ‘‘we
g¢o by the reports we receive.” When asked in certain cases the figures
given were not correct and actually physical possession had not been given
and that certain sites offered had not been actually developed, (e.g. being
on hill slopes) and how could the beneficiaries built houses there, the re-
presentative stated :

“When we receive any complaint, we scnd {hem (complamts) to
the concerned State Governmept.”

-

4.6 When asked to clarify the position about Union territories which
arc directly under the Ministry, be stated :

“We presume that the information given by the State and Union
territories administration is correct unless the contrary comes to
our notice. Now, in this case we take note of the hon. Member’s
statement and we would try to cross-check and have discussion with
the officers there.”

4.7 The Committee note that some States e.g. Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat,
Karnstaka, Maharasbtra, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, U.P. have done well
and exceeded the target fixed for allocations of house-sites during the period
1971—1985, but regret that States like Bikar, J & K, Kerala, Orissa and
Punjab bave not shown the necessary imterest in the execution of the
‘Housing for Landless Rural Labour’ scheme and are lagging bekind the
targets fixed. While the Committee realise that the implementation of the
scheme is the responsibility of the State Governments, they feel that the
poor progress in the implementation of the scheme by the States/Uts is
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_ partly due to lack of interest and effective follow up measures by the ad-
minisirative Ministry. The Commiftee recommend that Ministry should
persee the matter vigorowsly with the States /UTs lagging behind in per-
m and impress npon them the need to follow the scheme in letter

4.8 The Committee are surprised to note that the Miristry of Urban
Development bad not cared to test-check the correctness of the figures
furnished by the States /UTs in respect of implementation of the scheme
and imstead they are only going by the reports received from them. The
Committee deprecate the laxity on the part of the Ministry in not verifying
the veracity of the figures furnished even in respect of the Union territory
of the Andaman and Nicobar Islands where the Union Government is direct-
ly responsible. The Coemmittee would impress uwpon the Govermment to
take adequate interest to assess the practical working of this social welfare
easure.

B. Pattern of Implementation

4.9 The Committee have been informed in a note that “since the
scheme is in the State Sector, house sites are allotted free of cost to the
rural Jandless workers by the State Government/Uts. However, there is a
varied pattern of implementation of the scheme at different levels in States/

U.Ts.”

4.10 When asked to elucidate the term ‘varied pattern’, the Com-
mittee have been informed during the evidence as under ;

“It is of two kinds. One is the variation in regard to the financial
ceilings and the other variation is in regard to thc implementing
agencies. In regard to the implementing agencics, the Statc have
the freedom. May be certain States have a Housing Board, some
may utilise the Block agency or land revenue staff. In regard to
the financial variation, the main reason why the financial variations
are arising is due to the fact that the ceilings which are there due to
financial constraints do not realistically reflect the requirements, If
they are realistically fixed, then we can say to cach State that this
is the uniform pattern and they have to follow this. The total
requirement is not taken into consideration. In order to make the
scheme effective in the field, the States have to supplement it.

) Depending on the local situation and resources, which the States
‘have, they vary the pattern. It can oanly be remedied, if the allo-
cations are made adequately and if their total needs are taken into
consideration.”
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4.11 When asked about the actual content of State finances in regard
to the housing, the representative of the Ministry stated during evidenee :
....The questum is differerit in respect of various States.
Andhra Pradesh was giving Rs. 1000/, Assam Rs. 1500/-, Gujecat,
Rs. 1000/-, Haryana Rs. 1000/-, HP 75% of the oshstrec-
tion cost,, Orissa Rs. 1500/-, Punjab Rs. 5500/~ etc.—Rs. 5000/-

is the block grant and Rs. 500 is for comstruction assistance.”
412 Asked how it was efisuted that the ailoutit given goes to the

beneficiary and not to the contrictor, the répiesentitive added :

“We .have been impressing on the States not to get it done through
the contractors; they should do it through the Block machinery or

Housing Beards,”

413 Wheén asked what was doné fin case éoipldints were réoeived
regarding malpractices in fhe dishirsement of the amouiit, ¢ ‘Peprestn-
tative stated that in that case a report was asked for from the corc¥ned
State.

4.14 Regarding capability of the existing pattern in achieving the ob-
jectives of the programme, the Committee have been informed in a fote
that the pattern of implemontation needed some back-up like central subsidy.

4.15 When asked wheéther the Mimistry had over examined the
manner of implementation of the scheme in various States, the Ministry
in a note have stated :

“The Ministry have prepared the basic ypuidelines which remain
unaltered till day except in case sources and norms of finarcing.
Since this scheme is in the State sector and the objective perhaps
for transferring the scheme to State sector was to glve morc
freedom to the Statés/NUTs. Therefore, it was never felt that
Government of India should get into the domain of the State
Gavernments.”

4.16 Regarding having uniformity in the manner of impleientation
of the scheme all over India, the Committee have been informéd that it
was not possible to bring about uniformity in the manner of implementa-
tion of the scheme all over India, because India is a very big country with
different life styles and cultural ethos. The only uniformity which could
be introduced was in size of the plot, level of assistance and preference
to the highly deprived sectioms.

4.17 The Committée have begp further informed that “it was decided
by the Union Goverhment that there would be a regular monitoring of the
scheme by the officers of the Ministry of Works and Housing. Hence in
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the Ministry of Works and Housing a Monijtoring Cell was set up especially
for looking after the implementation of the s¢cheme of allotment of rural
house  sites.

4.18 After the scheme was incorporated in the New 20-Point Pro-
gramme in 1982 the monitoring efforts of the Ministry were further streng-
thened. Quite frequently Union Minister for Works & Housing, Deputy
Minister and also the Semior Officers of the Ministry visited States and had
detailed discussions regarding the implementation of the scheme. In 1984
the indepth review were also conducted at various State Capitals to assess
the performance of the scheme.”

4.19 1In regaid to the role of State Governments/U.Ts. for imple-
mentation of the scheme the Committee have been informed that ‘“the
scheme is being implemented by State Governments and Union territories
Administrations. At the outset of the scheme the State Governments were
expected to take urgent action to :

(i) Enact suitable legislation (whege this has not already been
done) conferring homestead rights on landless workers in
rural argas in respect of sites on which their houses/huts
stand at present.

(ii) Utilise available land owned by the State Governmepnt of the
Gaon Sabha in Villages for providing house sites, free of cost
to families of landless workers in rural areas who are not
covered by action under (i) above.

(iii) All administrative expenses will have to be borne by the State
Governments from their own resources.

(iv) The benefits of the scheme will be .admissible only to such
families of landless workers in rural areas as cannot be given
housge-sites in terms of the preceding sub-paras.

(v) The criteria for landless families are :

(i) Neither the head of the family nor any of its other mem-
bers own any land whatsoever (agricultural or otherwise)
in the villages/rural areas.

(ii) the family depends for its livelihood mainly on the un-
skilled labour of its members {(c.g. landless agricultural
workers), and

(iii) the members of the family reside in the village, rural
area for the major part of the year.

420 In October, 1974 the Union Government issued Guidelines to
the States/U.Ts. which are as follows :—

(f) The scheme should be implemented and projects sanctioned

by the State Governments, with reference to the provisions of
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the scheme as introduced by the Central Government. No
"deviation relaxation of the existing provision of the scheme
should be made without prior consent of the Ministry.

(ii) While sanctioning projects under the scheme the State Govern-
ments should adopt a check list to ensure that the pro;ccts are
properly scrutinised before the sanction is issued.

(iii) The State Governments should send this Ministry a copy of
the orders issued by them sanctioning each of the project under
the scheme, with a view to ensure that all such orders reach
this Ministry, the State Governments may number the sanc-
tion order serially.

(iv) The State Governments should submit to the Ministry of
Works & Housing quarterly progress reports separately in
respect of (i) and (ii) above.”

421 1In reply to a question, the representative of Ministry of Urban
Development informed the Committec that 24 States/U.Ts. as indicated
in Annexure VII had enacted a new Law or revised the existing legislation
rules conferring homestead rights on landless workers. Regarding the
States which had not so far epacted legislation, he informed the Committee
as under :—

“The States which have not so far enacted the legislation and which
are not listed here are; Assam, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Sikkim,
Arunachal Pradesh, Dadra and Nagar Haveli and Mizoram. Now
the position is the in case of Assam under the existing land revenue
regulation there is a provision for confirment of the right of land.
In case of Meghalaya, Nagaland, Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh and
Mizoram, the problem is slightly different because they are under the
Sixth Schedule of the Constitution, the administration of land vests
in the District Councils and they have a system of Tribal Chieftains
and the Tribal Chieftains give the land for cultivation as well as
land for home-stead and it is they who distribute the land. So
there is no question of any legislation there because the customary
rights and law prevail. In regard to only Dadra and Nagar Haveli
the information is not complete.”

4,22 When asked during evidence whether apart from depending on
the statistics furnished by the States which in certain cases was not correct
and thus could not be relied upon, what other agency had been developed
for watching the implementation of the scheme, the Committee, havc been
informed :

“As a matter of fact, in regard to the implementation of scheme,

wherever we found that the progress was not upto the mark we

have personally written to the Chief Secretary concerned drawing
his attention to this. We have a small monitoring cell here in the

Ministry. But, by and large, because this is @ Scheme in the State
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Plan, we depend ‘upon the Statc machinery and though at some
stage we had made proposal for having sone regional monitoring
organisation also under the Ministry but ep overall consideration
and after consultation with the concerned Ministry and the Plan-
ning Commission and the Finance Ministry it was thought that it
may not be practicable to have such regional organisations because
there are various implications. States may think that it might lead
to the undesirable developments.”

4.23 When asked whether elected Gram Panchayats were associated
with the implementation of the programme, as Gram Sabha were being
associated in implementing the anti poverty programmes and there were
clear instructions from the Central Government to that effect. the represen-
tative of the Ministry stated during evidence : :

“We will issue guidelines stating that Gram Panchayats should
be associated in the implementation.”

4.24 Asked to state the possibility of setting up an cxclusive agency
for identification of housing sites and to develop them, the representative
of Ministry stated before the Committee :

e firstly to have an exclusive central agency for identification
of house-sites and the development thereof would be an unwieldy
organisation. Secondly it would not be practicable for a ccntral
organisation to function because they have to function right at the
village level and at the Block level and there it could be only
through the instrumentality of the Block people, through the village
level worker and so on. Even if we try to set-up a parallel agency,
it would be very difficult for them to function for a limited scheme,
for rural housing. The other difficulty is, it would not be an
economically viable proposition to have an organisation which will
only take over the land and develop it. It will not have sufficient
resources unless it is subsidised in a large measure...... my sug-
gestion would be that at the State level the States might have sepa-
rate rural Housing Boards, they could very well have their branches
right upto Block level depending on their functioning and they can
channelise the various assistance given from the Plan and also from
HUDCO......"

4.25 The Committee are distressed to note that so far the Ministry of
Urban Development have mot been able to evolve suitable guidelines for
proper implementation of the scheme for Landless Rural Labour and collec-
tion of data and mostly they depend on the statistics supplied by the State
agencies. Even the Ministry have not isswed guidelines for associating the
elected GGram Panchayats in implementation of the programme which is
essential for having people’s imvolvement and participation in the scheme,
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The Committee are of the opinion that suitable procedare to test-check the
informations sapplied by the States ‘shomid be evolved. The Committee
siso urge that Govermment shomld immediately issue switable gwidelines to
Stmtes /UTs for involvement of Gram Panchayats in the implementation of
the programme,

4.26 The Commmittee note that the pattern of implementation of the
scheme for landless rural labour varies from State to State. The Committee
also note that because of the vastness of the country and other geegraphical
considerations it is not possible o attain uniformity in the implementation
of the scheme or in having an exclusive agency for identifying and develop-
ing the house-sites. The Committee agree that in the circumstances, uni-
formity in the size of the plot of honse and the level of assistance should
be maintained. They, however, impress that the highly deprived sections of
the society should receive preference in the matter of giving financial assis-
tance and allotment of house-plots.

C. Monitoring

4.27 When asked to state the position of staff in the Monitoring cell
set-up in the Ministry of Urban Development, the Committee have been

informed during the evidence as folows :

“The monitoring arrangemeat is this. There is an officer with a
cell. There is not arrangement for actual visit to the sites. We
do not have a field machinery for the purpose of monitoring.”

4.28 When asked if the staff strength in the cell was sufficient for con-
ducting regular monitoring, the Committee have been informed by the
Secretary Mipistry of Urban Development as under :

“Our present arrangement for monitoring is not sufficient as it is
very rudimentary. If a real effective implementation and supervi-
sion is to be done this arrangement has to be suitably stremgthencd.”

4.29 Regarding indepth review conducted at various State capitals in
1684, the Committce have been informed that :
“as a part of the monitoring, the Ministry of Urban Development
(earlier M/O Works and Housing) conducted in-depth reviews of
the schemes under new 20-Point Programme at variows Statc capi-
tals. The following in-depth review meetings were conducted from
1984 onwards :—
Review at Shillong on 16—18-1-1984—Assam, Manipur,
Meghalaya, Nagaland. Sikkim, Tripura, West Bengal and UTs—
Arunachal Pradesh and Mizaram.
Review at Bhubaneswar on 31-1-1984—Uttar Pradesh, -
Madhya Pradesh, Bihar and Orissa.
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“Review at Jammu on 23—24-1-1984—Jammu and Kashmir,

Review at Chandigarh on 24.1-1984 (Haryann) ~—_24-1-1984
—AN (Punjab). ‘

Review at Madras on 25-6-1984—Tamil Nadu and Kerata,
Review at Bangalore on 12-9-1984—Karnataka.

4.30 Asked whether any improvement in the implementation of the
Scheme has been noticed in the States which were reminded about the tardy
progress in their States, the representative of the Ministry of Urban Deve-
lopment has stated in his evidence before the Committee :—

“We had an evaluation done about four districts in Orissa by an
independent agency called the Centre for Evaluation Research Plan-
ning and Action......

4.31 The Centre for Evaluation Research Planning and Action have
inter alia stated in their study note that “survey reveals that in majority
of cases beneficiaries are those who happened to be already in occupation
of the land that was given to them... ... Systematic identification of pros-
pective beneficiaries is still to be completed. . .. .. However in some cases
the beneficiaries have neither occupied the house-sites nor shown any an-
xiety to occupy them....... Keeping this in view rules may be prepared
to the cfiect that where the house-sites are not occupied or construction
completed within a period of 6 months or one year from the date of posses-
sion ownership in these house-sites shall revert to the State and allotted
to other cligible beneficiaries. .. ... Beneficiaries should be able to make
do with much less area and surplus land should be utilised to rehabilitate
more and more of houseless population.”

4.32 The Committee are surprised to note that the scheme for Landless
Rural Labour is being implemented without creating a suitable and proper
monitoring cell at the Centre. They also note that a proposal for having
some regional monitoring organisation had been dropped due to certain
implications. The Committee, further note that the Central Ministry had
made certain in-depth studies at the capitals of various States which remain-
ed confined to the minutes of the meetings and for want of adequate staff,
no proper follow-up action on the findings of the studies could be taken.
The Committee recommend that monitoring cell in the Ministry should be
soitable strengthened, both qualitatively and quantitatively, at the sdminis-
trative as well as technical levels, in order to emsure proper monitoring
which will effectively improve the implementation of the scheme by the
States and UTs in letter and spirit.
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4.33 The Committee note that on the behest of the Ministry, the
Centre for Evaluation, Research, Planning and Action, New Delhi had
evaluated the implementation of scheme in the four districts of Orissa. The
Committee are of the considered view that more such evaluations should
be conducted in different States and UTs to pinpoint the weak spots in the
implementation of the scheme for appropriate remedial action.



CHAPTER V
MISCELLANEOUS
A. Fresh Survey

5.1 Regarding the need for a fresh survey to find out the exact number
of landless families yet to be covered, the Committee have been informed
in a note that some of the State Governments had -already started their
survey work. However, it was left to the States/UTs, to decide whether
there was any need for survey or not. The Ministry has clarificd that sur-
vey involved quite a bit financial burden and the Government of India
did not finance such activities. However, during the evidence, the repres-
entative of the Ministry stated that :

“The need for a housing census is there. We have been asking
for this but because of the pressure on the Census Commission
we have pot been able to have a census of it.” ]

5.2 When asked if it would be possible to conduct a survey with the
help of local bodies like Panchayats, the Committee have been informed
during the evidence by the Director, N.B.O. as under :

“As I mentioned earlier, the assessment of housing shortage can
only be based on national population census because there is no
separate housing census. The second thing is that while considering
this, we have to take certain degree of acceptance of a house—
pucca house, semi-pucca house. serviceable house, unserviceable
house and all that. What we have done is that we have assessed .
on the basis of the population data of 1981 the shortage in cach
State and have referred this figure to each of the States and have
also sent our officers there to ratify and to request them to examine
whether that shortage exists. Because of the geographical situa-
tions, the definition of house is different in North—Western region
than it is in U.P., Rajasthan or Punjab. So we have written to all
the States. Our Officers have also gone to the States. But, as has
been pointed out by the Hon. Member, it is a fact that no housing
census has been undertaken so far and I think we are trying our
best with the help of the national population census.”

5.3 The representative of the Ministry of Urban Development further
stated :

“There is a great need of housing census which would bring about

data. For the present, as suggesied by you, we are having a dia-
Jogue with the State Governments on what kind of housing is accep-

37
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table to them. Then we shall identify them. In estimating the
shortages, three main fagtars are taken into consideration. Onc is
the increase in population. Second is the breaking of the joint
family system and the third is the obsolescence of houses that is
the old houses getting dilapidated and. going out of use. Due to
natural calamities, thoysands of houses are washed away. These are
also taken inte consideration.”

5.4 Asked if the migratory nature of the landless rural labour is also
taken into consideration while making an assessment of the needs -of the
houses, the representatives of the Ministry of.Urban Development stated in
evidence before the Committee :

“As a matter of fact, one of the main guidelines in this scheme is
that when the Members of the families of the beneficiaries of the
scheme should be residing in the villages of areas for the major
part of the year. Subject of course to some variations, the practice
is that even if one or two grown up members of the family go te
work in the other area, same members continue to live in that accom-
modation. But there are certain areas where may be the whele
family migrates to places where they get work. Sumilarly in hilly
arcas, particularly where jhoom cultivation is practised, after three
years or so, they go to other areas, These are some of the dircc-
tives. There is no specific allowance in these projections because
the population covered by these operations would be marginal, may
be 1% or so of the total population of the country comes under
rural households.”

5.5 When asked that a fresh survey was urgently needed to indicate
the namber of families yet to be covered, the representative of the Ministry
during (he evidence deposed :

“We took it up with the Planning Commission and we wanted a
scheme to be included for an All India housing census or a Survey.
But there has becn no allocation for this purpose with the result
that we would have to depend on the State agencies, The State Gov-
ernment have to make an assessment of the requirements in this
connection. We have written to the State Governments to make a
fresh assessment and update their figures regarding their require-
ments in the housing sector, particularly for rural housing and
- rural landless.”

§.6 The Committee note that a part of national resources is beipg invest-
ed in the scheme for Housing for Landless Rural Labour. The Committee
‘further note that no proper sarvey to assess the number of homeless families
has bheen conducted so far and calculation are based more or less on the
1971 or 1981 censvs figures. The Committee recommend that in order to
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ensure that the benefits of the scheme reach the poorest of the poor landless
raral people it is essential to idenfify them on a systematic and continuing
basis and with that end in view it is essential that a national housing census
in the rural areas is underfaken. The Committee suggest that in order to
undertake such a giganfic venture, help of the States and U.Ts. and their
local bodies like Panchayats etc. should be souglit. Wiile conducting the
survey, détails of pucca house, semi-pucca house, serviceable house and
unserviceable bouse should be separately erumerated and the migratory
nafure of the landless rural labour should be taken into accomnt, This will
ensure hhplementafion of the scheme in a planned and systémafic way.

B. Perspective Plan

5.7 When asked if Government contemplated formulating a. tetal com-
prehensive perspective plan to provide houses/sites to the landless rural
labour within a specified stipulated time frame, the Ministry of Urban
Development in a note have informed the Committee as follows :—

“There is a wide gap between the housing requirements aad avail-
ability of houses. The housing conditions in the ceuntry aré rather
foor. A larpe number of people either live without awy shelter
whatsoever or fhc units are bélow 'the Jowest possible stamdacds.
The olsjectives of our Five Year Plans have been, therefore, to re-
duce substantiafly the number of absolutely shelteriuse peogie and
to provide conditions for others to improve their housing environ-
ment.
Based upon the Census data, the Natiomal Buildiggs Qrganisation
(NBO) estimated the housing inadequacy in the country duriag
1985. During 1985, the heusing shortage was of the order of 24.7
million dwelling units (18.8 million "in the rural areas and 5.9
million in the urban areas) keeping in view the following criteria :—
(a) Every household, utrban or rumal, should have n housing unit
to itedlf; '
() In urban arcas, a houding uhit may either be pucca or semi-
pucca, and
(c) In rural areas, the housing unit may be pucca, semi-pucca or
serviceable kutcha.

On e dame basis, it is estimated by 2000 A.D., the housing shortage
would be 39.1 million dwelling ufiits (29.8 million in rural arens und 9.3

million in urban areas).

A review of the past performance in the public sector as well as
the private sector housing investment makes it clear that country’s
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housing' problems, both rural as well as urban, cannot be solved
in one plan period. Keeping in view the projected shortage of
housing by 2000 A.D,, it should be feasible to catch up with hous-.

i ing requirements of the countgy if a sustained programme of in-
vestment and construction is undertaken over the next 15 years,
‘The housing activities are, therefore, required to be boosted by en-
couraging private savings, extension and fiscal incentives, liberalisa-
tion of bank finance, etc. In the public sector, Plan funds are no
doubt the main source of finance to Statc Government’s/UTs.
HUDCO’s role in providing housing finance has been quite effective.
It has been observed that HUDCO is already prepared to finance
well-conceived housing programmes including rural housing pro-
grammes.”

5.8 The Secretary of Ministry of Urban Development further informed
the Committee during the evidence that, “‘as a matter of fact, our perspective
has been that from the very beginning we have been planning over a time
span of 15 years or so. And apart from that, we have also accepted the
U.N. Assembly Resolution relating to the International Year of the Shelter
for Homeless 1987 (1.Y.S.H.). But the objective is that by the end of this
century, there should not be any person without one housing unit of a
reasonable quality. This is the 15 year framework in which we have
to work.”

5.9 The Committee are happy to note that the Government have accepi-
ed the UN. Assembly Resolution for observing 1987 as International Year
of the Shelter for the Homeless, and feel that as a befitting response the
Government should give an impetus to the scheme of housing for landless
rural lgbour by accelerating the pace of implementation of the scheme with
the end in view that by the turn of century there does not remain a single
rural landless family sheiterless. The Committee are of the opinion that
direct involvement of the beneficiaries with the implementation of the pro-
gramme is a condition precedent in making the scheme a success and en-
suring that the benefits of the scheme flow only to the right persons. The
Committee would also like to emphasise the importance of comstructing
houses in clusters where common facilities like water supply, approach
road, sanitary facilities could be economically provided and houses so
located thnt they are near the place of work of the labour.
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C. Cooperative House Building Societies

5.10 In a note on Cooperative House Building Societies, the Committee
have been informed by the Ministry of Urban Development that :

. “The importance of co-operative activity in the ficld of housing is
well recognised in all the countries. The main advantage of pro-
moting housing through cooperative efforts lies in pooling the sav-
ings of the persons even in the lowest categories, raising resources
through financial institutions on their collective security and collec-
tive development of land and  construction of housing thereby re-
ducing the cost of construction and creating livable and pleasant
environment in human settlements, Housing cooperatives are
also efficient agencies for providing utility services at economical
.cost ensuring efficient architectural plapning to achieve economical
space utilisation in designing dwellings by getting services of com-
petent architects, planners and engineers.

The Apex Housing Coopergtive Societies are charged with the
- responsibility of financing the primary - housing coeperatives and
also to provide general guidance and advice in administrative, tech-
nical, financial and legal matters. The Apex Cooperative Housing
Finance Societies are, at present, operating in Andhra Pradesh,
Assam, Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, J&K, Karnataka, Kerala, Madhya
Pradesh, Maharashtra, Manipur, Punjab, Orissa, Rajasthan, Tamil
Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal, Meghalaya and in the Union
Territories of Goa, Daman and Diu and Delhi. There are now
about 37,000 primary cooperative housing societies in the country.

A National Cooperative Housing Federation was registered in

1969. TIts headquarters are in Delhi. This® Federation represents

* the Cooperative Housing movement in the country and has got
affiliated to it most of the State level Apex Societies.

By ‘and large, the cooperative housing Societies in the country
depend on their share capital, loans available from the State Gov-
ernments. Members’ contribution and the loans from LIC

and
HUDCO.

It may, however, be added that the administrative control over
the National Cooperative Housing Federation (the National level
organisation of cooperative housing assistance) has been transfcr-
red from .the Department of Agriculture and Cooperation to the
Ministry of Urban Development. This is being done so that the
aclivities of cooperative sector come under direct and effective

supervision of the Ministry of Urban Development. Which is the
nodal Ministry of Housing.”
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5.11 When asked to state thc working of the cooperative housing
schemes in rura] areas, the Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development sta-
ted in the evidence before the Committee :

“ranenres Uptill now, cooperative housing as a subject was not with
the Housing Ministry; it was with the Ministry of Agriculture.
Qnly recently on our persistent request, it is proposed to transfer
cooperative housing to the Ministry of Urban Development. Ano-
ther thing is this. What we are proposing now is, on the samc
pattern as in the case of agricultural cooperatives where money
is being given, similarly for housing cooperatives aiso there should
be a flow and a chaanel of funding. All those ideas, we are trying
to work out in consultation with banks.”

5.12 The Committee unote that the administrative control over the
National Cooperstive fousing Federution has been transferred from the
Ministry of Agriculture to the Ministry of Urban Development. This
arrangemsent, the Commiltee are sure, will result im better amd effective
implementation of variems housing sehemes. The Commsiites recommmend
that Ministry should ensure adequate flow of funds for reval housing through
the homsing coopecatives in the field of housing for landiess rural labour.

D. National Policy

5.13 In a note on “Natiomal Policy” submitted by the Ministry of
Urban Development, the Committee have been informed that the “National
Policy” for providing housing to the lapdiess labour was first formulated in
1971 im the Ministry of Works & Howsing (now M/o Urban Develop-
ment). The scheme aimed to provide house sites to landless agricultural
labour free of cost with a view to ameliorating the lot of the raral poor.
Under this scheme, 1009 grant assistance was provided to the State
Govts./UT Administrations. The scheme remained in Central sector upto
the end of 4th Five Year Plan and transferred to the State sector with
effect from 1-4-74 on the recommendations of National Development
Council. It was also included in the Minimum Needs Programme, funds
for which are specifically earmarked by the Planning Commission in the
Annual Plan outays of the States/UT Administrations.

Originally, the scheme was intended to benefit landless agricultural
workers, who did not own any land whatsogver, agricultucal or other-
wise, in the rural areas. Subsequently, the scheme was extended to the
rural artisans.

The latest housing pokicy is reflected in the Seventh Five Year Plan
document, which also provides allotment of house sites and construction
assistance mowsns. The salient feature of the scheme remains unchanged
except the norms of financing.”
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5.14 When asked during the evidence if the Ministry has formulated
any National Policy for providing houses to the landless labour, the Secre-
tary, Ministry of Urban Development informed the Committec as under :

“Apart from whatever has been stated in the Seventh Plan, we do
not have anything. This is also a question which is being discus-
sed, whether we should have a National Housing Policy like the
Industrial Policy or Textile Policy or Education Policy. But so
far this has not materialised, and we arc guided by whatever is
stated in the Seventh Plan document in this connection.”

5.15 The Committee feel concerned to mote that Government have not
yet conceived a Natiomal Housing Policy. The Committee feel that the
time has come when Government should give a serious thought and evolve
a ‘National Housing Policy’ without further loss of time for planaed deve-
lopment of livable human settiements keeping in view the basic require-

.ments and need for having pleasant environment., The Policy should be
explicit about the time schedule for achieving the set target.

NEew DELHI;
CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI
April 21, 1986 . Chairman
Vaishakha 1, 1908 (S) Estimates Commiittee

4—B4LSS/86






APPENDIX

Statement of Recommendations/Observations

No.

Para No. Recommendations/Observations

2

3

1.16

113

The Committee note that rural house scheme in Indin,
was not included as a separate item as a Plan scheme in
the First Five Year Plan bnt rural howming, as =
part of the Community Development Programme, did
receive some attention during the First Plan period. The
Commiitee regret to note that no detailed survey had been
conducled before the formulation of the scheme to find out
the magnitude of the rural housing problem. The Committee
are constrained to note that during the last three decades
of planning the Government has not taken the problem of
providing houses to landless rural labour with the impor-
tance it deserves, although the Committee in their earlier
Reports in 1967-68 and 1972-73 had drawn attention to the
unsatisfactory performance of the Village Housing Scheme
during the earlier Five Year Plans and the apathy of the
State Governments towards the Scheme. The Committee, are
of the view that an important social welfare scheme like
the rural housing scheme which effects a vast majority of
the poorest section of the population should have been
propared after a careful -and realistic assessment of the
needs of the rural people of the country and mot without
making any detailed survey. The result is that much
valuable time was lost on account of not tackling the
problem -on a scientific and practicable basis and the cost
escalations during the last three decades have made the
task of the poor in putting up a shelter ever the piece
of land given to them much more difficult. All concerned
have to take a lesson from this if things are not be
allowed to go awry in future in matters which cover millions
of the poorest of the poor in the country.

The Committee note that on the basis of 1971
population census, the Planning Commission had projected
the requirement of bousing for landless rural labour as 145
lakhs by 1985 while on the basis of 1981 population census
the National Buildings Organisation had estimated it as 188
lakhs. Making allowance for increase in landless Ilabour
force consequent upon increase in population and adding
the’ other landless workers in the rural area e.g. artisans and
fishermen who are an inseparable part of the village com-
musity, the projection would be much higher. The Com-
‘mittee fail to undersiand that when N.B.O. could project the

47
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2

3

requlremcnt on the bam of 1981 censns why the Mlmstry
could not collect the realistic data om that basis and make
projections accordingly. This shows glaringly the continuved
apathy and lack of zoal on the part of the Ministry towards
the scheme. The Committee, need hardly emphasise that
only urgent and concerted multipronged result oriented steps
can solve the rural housing problem. The Committee feel
thay ia order to fulfil this social obligation, mobilisation of
financial, physical, human and institutional resources is called
for on a priocity basis with a time bound programme.

The Committee note that during the 1st Five Year Plan
there was no specific scheme for rural housing in the
country. However, the Second Five Year Plan cavi-
saged 8 rural housieg scheme called “Village Housing

and an allocation of Rs. 10 crores was
made. Again during the 3rd Plan (1961-65). Annual Plans
196669 and the 4th Plan 1969-74, an amount of Rs. 12.70
crores, Rs. 3.19 crores and Rs. 5.25 crores respectively was
allocated for yural houting. The Committee fell concerned
by low priority given and the Jow provision made in the
Ptans for rural housing. What paios the Committee
more is that even these low allocations were not fully
utilived and only Rs. 3.7 crores were spent in the Second
Plan a2s agaimst aMecation of Rs, 10 crores. Like-
wise, during the 3pd Plan omly Rs. 4.22 crores were
spent as mgeinst Rs. 12.7 crores. During the Annual Plans,
2¢ sgaimst Rs. 3.19 crores only Rs. 2.56 crores were spent.
In the #h Plan, the expenditure was Rs. 4.27 crores against
an allocation of Rs. 525 crores. The Committee are
distressed t0 find a comtinuing trend of according a very
low priority to the rural housing schemes and still a
lower priority to its implementation. Although the rural
housing was recognised as a “social measure of vital impor-
tance” in 1968 yet the magnitude of the rural housing prob-
lem was not realistically assessed and projected in the sub-
soquent Five Year Plams. The Committee are surprised to
note that while preparing the 7th Plan Document, census
figurce of 1971 were depended wpon although the Ilatest
census figures of 1981 were available for quite some time.
The Committee can clearly perceive the lack of interest om

the part of the Planners towards the rural housing despite
the declared national policy of the Government to accord
high priority to rural housing, the Committee are of the
view that housing for the rural poor, which is a basic human
necessity, should be accorded appropriate high priority by
the Planning Commission.
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2

3

5

2.7

2.17

The Committee wnote that scheme for providing houses
to the landless agricultural labour was transferred to
the State Sector as a result of the decision taken by
the National Development Council in its meeting held in
December, 1973. They also note that upto 31-3-1974, when
the scheme was under the Central Sector, 8,85,502 house
sites were allotted to the landless rural workers by the States/
Union territories where as from 1-4-1974, when the scheme
was tramsferred to the State Sector, and upto 31-3-1985, the
number of house sites allotted by the various States/Union
territories was 1,21,87,671. The Committee agree that there
is meed for learming from the past experience and gear-
ing up the implomentation amd follow up efforts. Apart
from adlotting house wites, there is also need for pro-
viding other bmsic wmainimsum w®esds like drinking water,
roads etc, if it is to be emsured that landless rural poor
get the best benefit of the land given to them and are
not tempted to part with it due to non-availability of
drinking water and other basic amenities. The Committee
hope that the State Govermmemts would be persuaded to
share their responsibility towards this social obligation earnestly
and to implement the scheme wxpeditiously and vigorously in
their respective States, The Committee recommend that
Staves should be asked to ensure that funds provided for
housing schemes in the annual Plans are not diverted to any
other development projects.

During their visit to fisherthen colonies at Neorodithorai-
Muttam end Malamidalam in Kanyakumari District of
Tamil Nadu the Commiittee foand that in most of the coloni-
es infrastructural facilities like drinking water etc. had not
been provided. The Committee noted that at Neorodi-
thorai Muttam and Malamidalam the fishermen lived in
thatched huts of their own which apart from being in-
sufficient to provide them housing facilities could not face
the vagaries of weather in some cases the land allotted
was not developed for putting up any construction. The
Committee recommend that the matter may be taken up with
State/U.T. government so that a Committee consisting of
local M.P., M.L.A., Municipal Councillor and Sarpanch of
Panchayat is formed to sort out the difficulties of beneficiaries
and to advise the State/UT. Government in identifying
the land for allotment to beneficiaries which should be
developed for putting up construction and for providing
them requisite construction assistance and minimum
basic iafrastructure for drinking water etc.

The Committee are aware that the Ministry of Urben
Development has a programme of providing Housc-sites-
cum-Construction Assistance to the Landless Rural Labour
including Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes, and the
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2.18

3.7

3.8

3.9

Ministry of Agriculture (Depanmem of Rurﬂ Br.velopmcnt)
also provides Construction Assistance fo the landlpss Sche-
duled . Castes and Scheduled Tribes. The Committee
fell that for better coordination and implementation of the
scheme and also to check the overlapping of funds, the
Government should consider the feasibility of entrusting the
work relating to administration of both the schemes to one
Ministry,

The Committes are in agreement with the view that while
allotting house sites to Tandless workers belonging to
different castes, communities and religions it should be en-
sured that it leads to integration in social and economical
spheres of life and does not result in segregation of
familiee belonging to Scheduled Castes and Scheduled
Tribes and that they are suitably interspersed with other
families settled in the same locality.

The Committee note that there is a progressive in-
crease in different Five Year Plans in the amounts sanc-
tioned for the housing for landless rural labour. Despite the
fact that the amounts spent in the previous Plan was far
less than allocated, the allocations were increased. The
Committes learn that subsequent instalments of amounts
under the scheme of “Housing for Landless Rural Labour”
are being released to States/UTs without getting the proper
utilisation certificates from them for the previous imstalment.

" The Committee are distressed to note the lack of interest on

the part of the Ministry to go into the reasons .of non-
utilisation of the amount sanctioned under the previous Plans
and in just mechanically releasing the subsequent instalments
without insisting on any utilisation certificates for the earlier
instalment and without knowing whether the amounts have
been sgctually spent for the programme for which it was
given,

The Committec agree that the funds for such social-
oriented schemes for the landless poor should be released
with utmost speed so that the projects in band are not held
up for paucity of funds. At the same time the Committee

" would expect the Governmeat to go by the normal financial

procedures in getting the utilisation certificates before re-
leasing any further instalments” and thereby ensuring that
money has been actually spent for the purpose for which it
was given.

The Commitice also recommend that the fueds for the
Housing for landleas rural labour under the Minimum Needs
Programme should be routed by the Planmning Commission
through the Ministry of Urban Development so that the
Ministry can exercise better control over  their
utilisation.
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11,

12,

13.

14,

3.16

3.2

The Committee urge the Government to examine the
possibility of associating HUDCO with their rural housing
schemes for proper screening and implementation of the
Schemes and also induce the State Governments to-
make use of HUDCO's promotional activities in their res-

pective States,
The Committee note that HUDCO is promoting the con-

. struction of houses for rural landless labour by providing

3.2

3.30

50% of Rs. 6000 which has beon taken as anticipated cost
of a rural howse. The Committee are, however, distressed
to note that the performance of banking sector im the field
of rural housing is far from satisfactory. The Committeec do:
not agree that the banks are not receiving applications for
loans from the beneficiaries. The Committee understand
that wide publicity, as necessary, has not been given to loan
programmes of the Banks, The interest being charged at
the commercial rate of 11% to 12% for the loans is also
not conducive to construction activities of weaker section of
the society. The Committee feel that like Kerala State,
other States/UTs should consider collaborating with volun-
tary agencies and HUDCO for rural housing. The Committee
appreciate the proposal put forward for the setting up
of a National Housing Bank for financing the housing
sector and recommend that Government do fina)ise it
at the earliest.

The Committee note the work being done by National
Building Organisation in the field of construction of
cheap houses. They are happy that thc Ministry of
Urban Development with the help of the National Building
Organisation has set up 12 Regional Centres for research,
training and extension. The Committee feel that through
research, suitable designs of low cost houses which ensure
economy in space utilisation and functional efficiency should
be evolved for different climatic conditions with the use of
locally available building materials and skills while ensuring
more durable and economical construction by adoption of
improved construction technology.

The Committee note that thc quantum of subsidy being
provided to the beneficiaries has been found inadequate and
if the concept of incremental housing is accepted as essential
then it should be possible for the States to provide shelter
within this amount. The Committee also note that the pro-
posal of augmenting the level of subsidy and linking it with
institutional finance has been under consideration of the
Plasning Commission. The Committes would like to the
Ministry to apprise them of the decision taken by the Plamming
Commission in the matter.
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3

15,

16.

17.

4.7

4.8

4.25

4.26

The Committée note that some States e.g. Andhra
Pradesh, Gujarat, Karnataka, Mdharashtra, Rajasthan, Tamil
Nadu, U.P. have done well and exceeded the target flixed
for allocations of house-sites during the period 1971-1985,
but regret that States like Bihar, J & K, Kerala, Orissa’
and Punjab have not shown the necessary intereat in the
execution of the ‘Housing for Landless Rural Labour’
scheme and are lagging behind the targets fixed. While
the Committee reafise that the implementation of the
scheme is the responsibility of the State Governments, they
feel fhat the poor progress in the implementation of the
scheme by the States /UTs is partly due to lack of interest
amd effective follow up measures by the administrative
Ministry. The Committee recommend that Ministry should
persue the matter vigorously with the States /UTs lagging
behind in performance and impress upon them the need
to follow the scheme in letter and spirit.

The Committee are surprised to note that the Ministry
of Urban Development had not cared to test-check the
correctness of the figures furnished by the States/UTs in
respect of implemnentation of the scheme and instead they
ure only going by the rcports received from them. The
Commitice deprecate the laxity on the part of the Ministry
is not verifying the veracity of the figures furnished even
in respect of the Union territory of the Andaman and
Nicobar Islands where the Union Government is directly
responsible. The Committee would impress upon the
Government to take adequate interest to assess the practi-
cal working of this social welfare measure.

The Committee are distressed to note that so far the
Ministry of Urban Development have not been able to
evolve suitable guidelines for proper implementation of the
scheme for Landless Rural Labour and collection of data
and mostly they depend on the statistics supplied by the
State agencies. Everr the Ministry have not issued guide-
lines for associating the elected Gram Panchayats in imple-
mentation of the programme which is essential for having
people’s involvement and participation in the scheme. The
Committee are of the opinion that suitable procedure to
test-check the informations supplied by the States should be
evolved. The Commitiee also urge that Government should
immediately issue suitable guidelines to States/UTs for
involvement of Gram Panchayats in the implementation
of the programme.

The Committee note that the pattern of implementation
of the scheme for Jandless rural labour varies from State
to State. The Committee also note that because of the
vastness ‘of the country and other geographical comidera-
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19.

4.32

4.33

5.6

3

tions it is not possible to attain uniformity in the |mple-
mentation of the scheme or in having an exclusive agency
for identifying and developing the housesites. The Com-
mittee agree that in the circumstances, uniformity in the
size of the plot of house and the level of assistance should
be maintained. They, however, impress that the highly
deprived sections of the socicty should receive preference
in the matter of giving financial assistance and allotment

of house-plots.

The Committee are surprised to note that the scheme for
Landless Rural Labour is being implemented without creat-
ing a suitable and proper monitoring cell at the Centre.
They also note that a proposal for having some regional
monitoring organisation had been dropped due to certain
implications, The Committee, further note that the Central
Ministry had made certain in-depth studies at the capitals
of various States which remained confined to the minutes of
the meetings and for want of adeuqate staff, no proper
follow-up action on the findings of the studies could be
taken. The Committee recommend that the monitoring cell
in the Ministry should be suitably strengthened, both qualita-
tively and quantitatively, at the administrative as well as
technical levels, in order to emsure proper monitoring which
will effectively improve the implementation of.the scheme by
the States and UTs in fetter and spirit.

The Committee note tbat om the behest of the Ministry,
the Centre for Evalustion, Research, Planning and Action,
New Delli had evaluated the implementation of scheme in
the four districts of Orissa. The Committee are of the
comsidered view that more such evaluations should be con-
ducted in different States and UTs to pinpoint the week
spots in the implementation of the scheme for appropriate
remedial action.

The Committee note that a part of national resources
is being invested in the scheme for Housing for Landless
Rural Labour. The Committee further note that no proper
survey to assess the number of homeless families has been
conducted so far and calculation are based more or less on
the 1971 or 1981 cemsus figures. The Committee recom-
mend that in order to ensure that the benefits of the
scheme reach the poorest of the poor landless rural people
it is essential to identify them on a systematic and continuing
basis and with that end in view it is essential that a national
housing census in the rural areas is undertaken. The
Committee suggest that in order to undertake such a gigan-
tic venture, hglp of the States and U.Ts and their local
bodies like Panchayats etc. should be sought. While con-
dm:tmg the survey, delalls of pucca house, oemu-pucca
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22,

23.

5.9

5.12

house, serviceable house and unserviceable house should be
separately enumerated and the migratory nature of the land-
less rur?l labour should be taken into account. This will
ensure implementation of the scheme in a planned and
systematic way.

The Committee are happy to note that the Government
have accepted the U. N. Assembly Resolution for observing
1987 as International year of the Shelter for the Home-
less, and feel that as a befitting response the Government
should give an impetus to the scheme of housing for land-
less rural labour by accelerating the pace of implementation
of the scheme with the end in view that by the turn of
century there does not remain a single rural landless family
shelterless. The Committee are of the opinion that direct’
involvement of the beneficiaries with the implementation of
the programme is a condition precedent in making the
scheme a success and ensuring that the benefits of the
schemet flow only to the right persons. The Committee
would also like to emphasise the importance of construc-
ting houses, in clusters where common facilities like water
supply, approach road, sanitary (facilitics could be econo-
mically provided and houses so located that they are near
the place of work of the labour.

The Committee note that the administrative control over
the National Cooperative Housing Federation has been trans-
ferred from the Ministry of Agriculture to the Ministry of
Urban Development. This arrangement, the Committee are
sure, will result in better and effective implementation of
various housing schemes. The Committee recommend that
Ministry should ensure adequate flow of funds for rural
housing through the housing cooperatives in the field of
housing for landless rural labour.

The Committee feel concerned to note that Government
have not yet conceived a National Housing Policy. The
Committee feel that the time has come when Government
should give a serious thought and evolve a ‘National Housing
Policy’ without further loss of time for planned develop-
ment of livable human settlements keeping in view the
basic requirements and need for having pleasant environ-
ment. The Policy should be explicit about the time schedule
for achieving the set target.
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ANNEXURE--HII

Statement indicating State-wise allocation for SC/ST Housing under RLEGP

(Para 2°11)
(Rs. in lakhs)
Sl States/UTs. Amount
No.

1. Andhra Pradesh 982 -00
2. Assam 215-00
3. Bihar . 1417 00
4. Gujarat . 32000
5. Haryana . 85 00
6. Himachal Pradesh . 60 -00
7. Jammu & Kashmir . 74 00
8. Karnataka . 467 00
9. Kerala . . 459 -00
10. Madhya Pradesh . 725 :00
11. Maharashtra . . . 791 00
12. Manipur 11-00
13. Meghalaya 1500
14. Nagaland 10 -00
15. Orissa 448 00
16. Punjab . 13700
17. Rajasthan 33800
18. Sikkim 800
19. Tamil Nadu . . 887 00
20. Tripura . 3300
21. Uttar Pradesh 1697 -00
22, West Bengal . . . 768 00
23, A.&N.Islands . . 8-00
24. Arunachal Pradesh . . . 8-00
25. Chandigarh 2-00
26. D. & N. Haveli 400
27. Delhi . . 400
28. G.D. &Diu . . 900
29. Lakshadweep . 200
30. Mizoram . . 8 00
31. Pondicherry . 800
Total : . . 9900 -00
Experimantal Rural Housing, Research & Development 100 00

6!

10000.00



ANNEXURE-IV

Statement showing Funds released under the Scheme for Provision of house sites to Land-
less Workers in Rural Areas, ypto 31st March, 1974.

(Para 3-1)
Sl. Name of State Central financial
No. : - Assistance released
(Rs. in Lakhs)
1. Andhra Pradesh 3278
2. Bihar 1571
3. Gujarat 76 65
4. Haryana . 0-06
5. Himachal Prades 0-38
6. Karnataka 59 84
7. Kerala 35844
8. Madya Pradesh T 4991
9. Maharashtra . 4114
10. Orissa 2+10 Refunded
in March,
1974.
11. Punjab . 1656
12. Rajasthan 719
13.. Tamil Nadu . 5664
14. Uttar Pradesh 771
15 West Bengal 485
TOTAL 729 -96




ANNEXURE—V

Minimum Needs Programme—Rural Rouse-sites-cum Rouss construction Schemes

(See Para 3°1)
(Rs. in lakhs)
Sl Statos/UTs Qutlay
No.
1980—85
1. Andhra Pradesh 7675
2. Assam 1000
3. Bihar 1100
4. Gujarat 3085
5. Haryana . 990
6. Himachal Pradesh . 25
7. Jammu & Kashmir . 100
8. Karnataka 5500
9. Kerala 1200
10. Madhya Pradesh 29900
11. Maharashtra . 3500
12. Orissa . 800
13.. Punjab . 1200
14. Rajasthan 475
15 Tamil Nadu 2500
16. Tripura 100
17. Utlar Pradesh 1800
18. West Bengal 1200
U.Ts. .
1. A & N Islands 5
2. Dadra & Nagar Havell . 10
3. Delhi . 45
4, Qoa, Daman & Diu 50
5. Pondicherry 90
TOTAL 35350

Source ; Planning Commission.

Note :

The Scheme is not in operation in Manipur, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Sikkim

& UTs. of Arunachal Pradesh, Lakshadweop & Mizoram. Programme in

Chandigarh was not significant.
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ANNEXURE—VII

Name of the States|/Unlon Territories which enacted Legislation or where the Legislation
or rules were already existed. (Para 4-21)

Andhra Pradesh

. Bihar

. Gujarat

Haryana

Himachal Pradesh

Jammu & Kashmir

Korala

. Madhya Pradesh

. Maharashtra

Karnataka

. Manipur

. Orissa

. Punjab

. Rajasthan

. Tamil Nadu

Tripura

. Uttar Pradesh

18. West Bengal .
19. Andaman & Nicobar Islands
20. Chandigarh

21. Delhi

22. Goa and Daman & Diu

23, Lakshadweep, Minicoy, Amini Dweep Islands
24. Pondicherry

Note—Information regarding rest of thc States/Union Territories not readily
available.
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