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I

INTRODUCT 10N

1.1 The Backgrounds

In recent years, increased public investment in housing has
been widely recognised as one of the main ingredients of national
development programmese It is also explicitly recognised that
housing investmert plays a significant réle in the national economy.
A case is therefore being made for raising public investment to

provide subsidised housing for masses.

The case for subsidised public housing is evidently based
on the hypothesis that.improved sugsidised housing generates
a stream of social and personal benefits which are fair in excess
of fhose resulting from the kind of housing provided by the
uncontrolled operation of market forces, Better housing improves
the standards of living and health of individuals. In most cases,
it also improves their social environment. As a result, better

housing generates the additional energy, enthusiasm and strength



which in turn lead to higher efficiency. Besides promptimg

the growth of productivity, better housing can also prove to be
conducive to household savings. -‘Some case studies conducted in
other countries have testified the hypothesis that improuwed
housing can raise the capacity or desire to work resulting in
higher productivity in the form of increased output pef persan
per annum and lower absenteeismfg Another equally significant
hypothesis that is often advanced is that better housing prouvides
strong incentives to the occupant households to save more and.

. , . *2
leads to an increase in household savingse

It would be interesting to analyse the Indian experience
in this regard because such analysis would not only bring out
the egonomic effecté of public housing in India but it would
also provide an important input in the formulation of national
housing policy for the Indian economy., However, empirical
investigatioﬁ of the economic benefits of public housing in
India has so far remained a relatively unexplored field of research.
The present study tries to make a small contribution towards
filling this crucial gap in our understanding of the .economics
of housing in India by presenting the findings of a sample
survey relating to the economic benefits of public housing

in Ahmedabad City,



162 Review of Housing Conditions in Ahmedabads

Since the present study tries to examine the impact of
-public housing in Ahmedabad City, it would be useful to revieuw
the general housing conditions in Ahmedabad before describing
the objectives and plan of the studys. Major aspects of the

housing conditions in Ahmedabad City are brought out by

Tables 1, 2 and 3.

Table 1 shows that burpt bricks represent the most widely
used material in the construction of walls of the houses in
Ahmedabads The meterials which are generally classified under
'kuchcha' construction such as unburnt bricks, grass, and other
materials constitute predominant wall material in 8,36k of the

houses in Ahmedabad,

. Table 2 indicates that more than three-fourths of the
households in Ahmedabad live in houses having one or twc rooms,.
The average number of persons péf room is found.to be more than
three for aill households taken together. Over the period 1961~71,
we find some significant changes in the distribution of households
according tc the living rooms. The proportion of households
living in a one~=rocmed accommodation has declined significantly
from 65,5% in 1961 to 57.6% in 1971, This decline is accounted

for by an appreciable increase in the proportion of households



Table 1

Distribution Of Census Houses in Ahmedabad
Nccording to Wall Material, 1971

Wall Material Number of Percentage
‘Houses(1971) Distribution
1 2 - 3
Burnt Bricks 298,750 86.09
Cement Concrete 2,070 0. 60
G.I. Sheets 4,345 1.29
Stone ) 390 0.11
Wood 11,985 J3.55
Unburnt Bricks 9,545 2.83
-Grass, Leaves Reeds or Bamboo 570 0.17
Mud v 17,410 5.16
pther Material ] 685 ¢.20
Tota; . : 337,720 100. 00

Source: Census of India, 1971




Table 2

Distribution of Households by Living Rooms And Number of Persons Per
Room in Each Category. of Houssholds in thmedabad, 1961 and 1971

Category of Percentage Distribution Number of Persons
Households of Total Households = Par Rdom
1961 1971 1961 1971
(1) . (2) (3) (4) (5)
One Roomed 65.5 57.6 4,35 - 5.14
Two Roomed 23.0 27.5 2.87 2.84
Three Roomed Se5 7.8 2.05 2,08
Four Roomed 2.8 3.9 1.73 1.65
Five Roomed & above 3.2 3.2 1431 1.28
Total 100.0 400.0 J.11 3.22

Sources: Census of India 1961 and 1971




Table '3

Distribution Of Households in Ahmedabad According to Tenure Status,
1961 and 1971

Tenure Status 1961 1971

(1) (2) (3)

Number of Households

Owned : 39,820 63,590
Rented 186,230 205,010

Total 226,050 268,600

Percentage Distribution

Owned . ) 17.6 23.7
Rented B2.4 7663
Total 100.0 100.0

Source®! Census of India 1961 and 1971



living in houses having two to four rooms. There has, houwever,
been a considerable increase in the number of persons per room
in the case of households living in one roomed houses from

4.35 in 1961 to 5,14 in 1571. The average number of persons
per room has regained fairly éteady in the case of two roomed
and three roomed houses, while the remaining categories show

a decline, If we treat the proportion of total households
having more than two persons per room as an index of over-
crowding, we find that the index has declined between 1961 and
1971, although it is still found to be as high as 85,1% in

1971,

Table 3 shows the distribution of households in Ahmedabad
agcording to tenure status,s It is evidenf from this table that
more than three-=fourths of the househclds live in rented houses.
However, there has been a significant increase in the number
of households 1living in owned houses betueen 1961 and 1971,

The number of‘households living in owned houses has registered
an increase of about 60% between 1961 and 1971 uhereas the
corresponding increase has been of the order of only‘10% in the
case of hoauseholds living in rented houses. Consequently, the
proportion of households living in ouned houses has increased

from 17.6% in 1961 to 23.7% in 1971.



It follows from the abave observations regarding the
housing conditions in Ahmedabad that a majority of the households
in Ahmedabad live in rented houses having one or twoc rooms and
made up of matsrisls that can be classified under pucca cbnstruction.
However, there is a cleer tendency on the part of the households
to shift from one roomed houses to multi-roomed houses and

from rented houses to owned houses.

1.3 Objectives and Plan.of the Studys

The present study zims at identifying £he economic benefits
of public housing in Ahmedabad City., The main objectives of this
study ares (1) to examine the general economic benefits of public
housing using indicators such as househsld size, level of
education, hauaing conditions and household income; (2) to measure
the effects of public housing on the savings potential of thé
occupant hoﬁsehalds;‘(S) to assess the impact of public housing on
the.general level of productivity of the workers in the occupant
households; and (4) to examine factors underlying the demand

for public housing.

It is obvious that a study of this nature would require
collection and anmelysis of primary data., Accordingly, the
present study is based on the primary data collected during a sample

survey of 298 households in Ahmedabad City. Field work relating to



the sample survey was carried out during the period February-

November '78,.

The study is divided into seven sections.. The first
section being introductory in nature; reviews housing conditions
in Ahmedabad and describes the objectives of the study. The
second section examines the methodology adopted by the present
study. The third section discusses the general effects of public
housings The fourth seﬁtion makes an attempt to measure the
effect of public housing on the saving potential of the occupant
households, while the fifth section tries to examine the effect
of public housing on the labour productivity. The sixth section .
examines the factors underlying the demand for public housing.

The final section summarizes the main findings of the study.

11
ME THODQLOGY

2.1 Method of Measuring the Benefits. s

Measurement of the benefits of public housing involves
comparisan of the values of certain variables relating to the
occupant households over a period of time especially the values
of the variables opserved during the period of time before and

¢fter these h.useholds moved on to the improved dwcllings provided
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by the public housing agency. However, the change in the values of
the veriables abserved for the group of households (enjoying the bens-
fit of public housing) over the pericd .of time before and after

they experienced a change in the housing, by itself, cannot be regarded
as a satisfactory indicator of the actual effect of public housing.
The dbvious reason for this is that the cbserved changes in the
variables are likely to be due not only to the availability of public
housing, but tou a considerable extent they would also be due to a
variety of factors which are of a more general nature. Hence, to
ensure that we attribute only that part of the observed change to

the availability of public housing which actually measures the

n
effect of public housing alone, it is necessary to hold other things

1] ] t
constant . For the purpose of measurement, holding octher things
constant requirecs similar information on the observed changes in the
same set of variables in the case of another group of households

who have not been allotted the improved dwellings provided by the

public housing agency.

In view of the above consideratiocns, the methcdology that we
have adopted for ﬁéasuring economic benefits of public housing invol ves
the derivation c¢f the values of selected variables such as income,
saving, productivity etc., for two different categories of
househclds and for two different points of time, The first
category of households consists of those who have been reh .used in

the improved duellings provided by the public housing agency.



"

We may call this category of hcuseholds as the Test Group. The
information aon the specified variables is cOllected for the house-

" holds belonging to the Test Group for twoc points of time, time
period 'a' or the current period and time period 'b' or the

period prior to rehousing. The second category of households
coensists aof thosec who have not been able to get the benefit of
rehousing through a public housing agencys. We may call this
category of households as the Control Group. The information on the
same specified variables is collected also for the households
belonging to the Control Group for the same two points of time for

which the information is collected for the Test Group.

The information collected on each variable can be represented

in a matrix form as shown belows

. . N N -
\\‘*\\‘TFmE Period Before After
g - .

Household >~ Rehousing Rehousing
category T

Households in St St

the Test Group b a
Households in SC , ch

the Control Group h a

Fig. 1s Experimental Design for Measuring the
Effect of Public Housing
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The elements of the information matrix shown in Fige 1
represent the_obserued values of household saving, in accordance
with the celled pattern emerging from the experimental design
described above. The ohbserved change in the household saving
for the households belonging to the Test Group over the periad

before and after rehousing, is measured by Sé -5 The entire

o
magnitude of this change cannot, therefore, be treated as the effect
of public housing, because, the change in the household saving
depends upon a variety of information on non-housing factors also,
such as increase in the household income, change in the household
size, change in the amount and pattern of expendifture incurred by
the household, and several other factors. To estimate the part

of the change in .household saving observed in the case of the

Test Group that can be attributed directly to the availability of
public housing, it is necessary to eliminate the effect of changes
in the other factors influencing household saving, This is done

by measuring the change in the househsold saving which has

occurred over the-same period of time in the case of housesholds
belonging to the Contrpl Group, which is selected in suqh a way

that it turns out to be closely similar to the Test Grouﬁ, The

net effect of public housing on household saving is then
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measured ass

(S:—SE) - (SZ - s%)

where the first bracket represents the change in household saving

observed in the case of the Test Group, while the second bracket

represents the corresponding change observed in the case of the Contral
Group. The benefits of public housing as measured by the changes in

pach of the selected variables are estimated by using the method describ
above. :

2.2 Sample Design :

fFor the purpose of presenf‘study, we selected the sample
of households who have been enjoying the benefits of public
“housing from the group of households who have been allotted the
houses constructed by the Gujarat Housing Board (GHB) during the

period from April 1971 to March 1978.

The benefits of public housing derived by the cccupant
households may differ depending upon the broad income categories
of the households. Moreover, the extent of benefits derived from
the public housing might, at least in the ipitial stages, very
directly with the éeriod of.stay in such houses. For drawing the
sample it is necessary, therefore, to follow the method of stratified
random sampling. Accordingly, we have collected the data on the
total number of houses allotted by GHB according to (a) the year of

allotment, (b) the category of houses; and (c) the loeality in

which they constructeds
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To begin with, the total number cf households which were
allotted the GHB houses were classified into th categories
according to the broad income groups, vize, economically weaker
sections (EWS), Lower Income Group (LIG) and Middle Income Greup (MI
Househoulds within each of these categories mefe further classified
into two categrries .according to the period stay, viz., the
hcouseholds which were allotted the GHB houses before March 1974 and
the households which were allotted the houses after March 1974,
Finally, thc distribution of the total number of households falling
under all the six categbries takén together, which have been allotte
houses by GHB (hercafter reffered to as GHB h.useholds) during
the period 1971-78 among different lccalities in the city was

obtained from the GHB records.,

fFor purpose Df detailed household survey, we have selected
a sample of 14S GHB households out of the population of 6124 GHB
householdé. The sampling is done éeparately for each of the six
categories.on the basis of random sahpling with probability propor-
tional to the c§tegory of households and the duration of stay. On
the whole, the sample size in each category has turned out to be
about 2 to 2% per cent of the corresponding population in the
respective categories. The details regarding the number of houses
allotted by the GHB and the corresponding number of sample

househols selected for survey are shown in Table 4 and S,
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Table 4

Distribution Of GHB Households According To Income Categories
and Period of Stay

Distribution of the Houses Distribution of Sample Houses
Allotted by GHB
t
Category Houses Houses Total Houses Houses Total
ARllotted Allotted Allcotted Allotted
during the during the during the during the
Period Period - Period Period
April '71 April '74 April '71 April '74
to March'?4 to March '77 to March '74 to March '77
() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ()
EWS 600 2254 2854 19 52 71
LIG 348 1416 1764 7 35 42
MIG 636 870 1506 15 21 36

TOTAL 1584 4540 6124 41 108 145
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Table 5

Distribution Of GHB Households According To Income
Category and Locality

Distribution of the Houses Distribution of Sample
Locality Constructed by GHB Houses
Ews LIG MIG Ews LIG mMic
(1 (2) (3) (4) (8) (6) (D
adarsh Nagar - 528 - - 15 -
Amraiwadi 216 - - 3 - -
Bage Firdosh 1326 120 - 26 3 -
Bapu Nagar 544 - - 16 - -
Krishna Nagar 768 240 - 26 6 -
Pragati Nagar - 108 402 - - 11
Shastri Nagar = 768 468 - 18 10
Vijay Nagar - - 636 - - 15

Total 2854 1764 15806 71 42 36
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Table 4 shows the classification of households according to the
income category of households and the period of stay, while
Table 5 shows the classification of sample ‘households according

to income category and locality.

It is a fairly difficult tésk to identify the kind of
households who have not been able to get the benefit of public
housing and who could still be regarded as otherwise comparable
to GHB households falling under different cateqories. To attain
the highest possible degree of comparability, the procedure that
we have édopted for identifying the households who have not
derived the benefit of public housing is as followss Whenever GH8
constructs houses for specific income categories, it invites
applications for the allotment of these houses, 0Only a certain
proportion of the applicants are actually allotted the GHB houses.
The process of allotment can be considered as the process of
random selection out of the given population. We can, therefore,
consider the housesholds who had applied for the GHB houses of a
particular categﬁfy but.uho could not succeed in getting them;
as the kind of households who are broadly comparable to. the
corresponding category of GHB households at the time of allotment.
We can call such households as the Non=GHB households., Evidently,

the Non-CHB households represent the Control Group for the purpose
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of comparison and derivation of the benefits of public houéing
“which have accrued to the GHB households representing the Test
Group. From the list of such Non-GHB households available from
the GHB records, we have selected the sample of households
having an equal number in each income category as in the case of
the sample of GHB households, The distribution of the householSs
in the Non-GHB sample according to the category of households

and the locality is given in Table 6, The locality-wise spread
of the sample households, falling under both the GHB Sample

as well as the Non-GHB Sample is shown in the map of Ahmedabad

City indicating the specific location of the sample households
selected for the present study. As it can be seen from the map,
the sample households, especially those falling under the Non-GHB

sample, have been drawn from almost all parts of the city.

2.3 Design of uestionnaires 3

Since the economic benefits of public houshing can accrue
in various directions, we have desigred a fairly detailed

questionnaire to bring out various aspects of the benefits.
The guestionnaire is divided into ten parts.

The first part contains questions relating to primary
household data involving complets enumeration of all the members

of the households. It includes questions on age, sex, level of
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Table 6

Distribution O f The Non-GHB Sample Households Accoring To

Income Category and Locality

TOTAL

Total

Locality Ews LIG MIG
(1) (2) (3) (4) _(8)
1« Astodia - - 2 2
2¢ Bhadra - 1 ~ 1
3. D riapur - - 3 3
4. Ellisbridge - 1 3
5. Gheekanta 12 - - 12
6. Gombipur - - 4 4
7¢ Kalupur 3 6 - 9
8., Khadia - 4 3 7
8. Maninagar - 11 - 11
10. Naranpura 5 14 20
11, Nava Vadzj 9 4 - 13
12. 01d Vadaj 5 - -
13. Paldi - 2 1 3
14, Raipur - - - 1 1
15, Rakhial - 1 - 1
16, Ranip 17 - - 17
17. Sabarmati 10 - - 10
1B. Saraspur - 5 - 5
19. Shahibag - 1 - 1
20. Shahpur 8 4 7 19
21. Usmanpur - 1 - 1
22, \asna - 1 - 1
71 T 42 36 149
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of family education, primary and secondary oecupation and monthly
income of different members-of the household before and after rehous:
The second part of the questionnaire contains questions on the
description of the houses including housing conditions, while

the third part contains questiohs on the transportation expenses.

Various questions on the productivity of the head of |
héusehold and other family members before and after rehousing art
included in the fourth and fifth parts of the questionnaire. Th
sixth, ssventh, eighth and ninth parts of the questionnaire cove:
various aspects of househaold savings, expenditure, indebtedness,
purchases of consumer durables and commitments for future BXpenSés.
The last part of the questionnaire includes questions of a general
nature inviting the respondent to express his views and provide

his own assessment of the benefits of public housing.

The questionnaire designed for the GHB households has also

been canvassed with minor maodifications to the Non-GHB househol f's,

It was observed in the case of the GHB sample that the
ayerage duration and staty of the samplé households in the GHB houses,
was about 4 years for all sample hﬁuseholds taken togethér at the
time of survey. While canvassing the guestionnaire to the Non-GHB
sample households, the questions regarding the situation now and-

before rehousing have, therefore, been interpreted toc mean the
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current situation vis-a-vis the situation prevailing four years
>ago, (i.es, it involved a compariscn of the situafion in the
year 1978 with the corresponding situation in the year 1974).
The gquestiornaire canvassed to the GHB households is given

in the Appendix.

III

GENERAL EFFECTS OF PUBLIC HOUSING

3.1 Household S5izs

The effects of rehousing on the household size and the
number of earning members per household observed in the case of
GHB sample and also in the case of Non-GHB sample are shown
in Table 7. It can be seen from the figures given in this table
that the average household size observed for the GHB sample
is less than the corresponding household size observed in the
case of Nor-GHB sample. The difference in the household size -
bétueen the two Samplesbis however not very significant,
the sample houssholds in both the cases having an average si ze

of about five personse.

If we examine the change in the household size before
and after rehousing in ths case of GHB sample, we find that the

household size has increased significantly among the households
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Table 7

Changes In The Average Household Size And The Average Number Of
Earning Members Per Household In The GHB Sample And The
Non-GHB Sample

GHB Sample : Non=GHB Sample

Category Sam= Current Before Change Sam~ Current Before Change
ple Periocd rehou- ple Period rshou-
House-~ (1978) sing Housew(1978)  sing
‘holds ' hol ds :
©) (2) 3 (4 (5 (6) (1) (8) 9
Number of Persons Per Household
EWS 71 5.07 4.38 0.69 71 5435 4493 0.42
LIG 42 4,93 4,98 ~0.05 42 5.29 5.10 : 0.19
MIG 36 4.89  4.72 0.17 36 5431 5.11 0.20
TOTAL 149 4,95 4,63 0.36 149 S.32 5.02 ‘0,30

Numbesr of Earning Members Per Household

£EWS 71 1.35 117 0.18 71 1.49 1.25 0.24
LIG 42 1445 1.52 -0.07 . 42 1.38 1.19 0421
MIG 36 1.64 1.28 0.36 36 1467 1.3 0.39

TOTAL . 149 1445 1.30 0.15 ‘149 150 1.25 0.27
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falling under the EWS category, increased marginally among the
households falling under the MIG category, whereas it has daciined
marginally among the households falling under the LIG category.

We observe a similar pattern in the case of the Non~GHB sample
households also, the only difference being that the household

size shows a marginal increase rather than decrease in the case of
the Non-GHB households falling under the LIG category. The.
difference between the change in the household size after rehousing
observed for two samples (for all categories taken together)

turns out to be insignificant. This indicates that the advailability
of public housing does not éxercise any strong influence on

the overall household size, though there is some evidence
suggesting that in the case of houssholds belonging to economically
weaker sections, public housing seems to have somé infiluence

towards increasing the household size. One of the factors explaining
" this phenomenon is the facilitating gole played by the security

of public housing in encouraging the jéinﬁ family system especially
among the poorer sections fof the society. This is evident from
the significant increase in the number of "other members" in the
case of GHB households after rehousing as against no appgeciable

change noticed in the case of the corresponding Non=GHB households

belonging to the EWS category.
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342 Education

The effect of publié housing on the education-wise
distribution of the members of sample households is shown in
Table B, It is evident from the table that, on the whols,
ihe availability of public housing does not show any significant
impact_On the education of the members of the occupant households.
In the case of the households belonging to EWS and LIG categoriss,
however, ‘we find some positive effect. This is evident from
the fact that the increase in the number of persons having
primary and secondary education after rshousing observed for
the GHB sample is appreciably greater than the corresponding

increase observed for the Non-GHB sample.

3.3 Housing Conditions

The changes in the plinth area of the houses occupied
by the GHB hougeholds and the Non-CHB households before and after
rehousing are shown in Table 9, The figures given in this table
clearly show that thgre is a significant increase in the awerage .
plinth area per household in all categories of households
belonging to the GHB sample, whereas there is hardly any
noticeable increase in the average plinth area for any category
of households falling under Non-GHB sample, As a result, the A

difference between the change in the average plinth area
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Table B

Changes In The Educatiocnwise Distribution Of Tha Members

Of Sample Households-

GHB Sample
Level of . 1978 _ Before rehousing
Education EWS  LIG MIG - TOTAL EWs LIG mMIG TOTAL
(1) (2 (3 . (4 (5) 6) (D (8 (9)
No Education 108 21 13 142 98 40 20 158
Primary 83 42 28 153 63 29 28 120
Secondary 96 42 24 162 85 40 27 152
Matriculate 53 61 45 159 52 53 35 140
Graduates
and Above 20 41 66 127 13 47 60 120
Total 360 207 176 743 311 209 170 690
Non-GHB Sample
1978 1974
No Education 118 24 21 163 124 40 27 191
Primary - '61, 42 33 136 85 46 32 . 133
Secondary g7 54 32 183 82 55 35 182
Matriculate 93 66 46 205 69 47 53 168
Graduates and .
Abovs 11 36 59 106 10 26 37 73
Total 380 222 191 793 350 214 184 748
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Table 9

Change In The Plinth Area and Number Of Rooms Per
Household In The GHB Sample

and Non=GHB Sample

Increzse in Average Plinth Area Per Household (in Sg.Yar

Catsagory GHB Sample Non=-GHB Sample
1978 Before Change 1978 1974 Change
’ TeMousing

©) ) (3) (4) [©) (6) [&D)
Ews 38 28 10 36 34 2
LIG 55 45 10 30 29 1
MI1G 105 . 64 41 56 54 2
TOTAL 1] 41 17 39 37 2

Proportion Of Household Reporting An Increase In The Average
Number Of Rooms And Plinth Area

(Figures Indicate the Percentage of total sample household
in the respective categories)

Plinth Area _ . Number of Rooms

GHB Nor-GHB GHB Non=GHB
EWS 6662 + 113 7044 9.9
LIG 6745 4.8 62,5 2.4
MIG 84.9 25.0 6647 1.1

TOTAL ’ 70.8 12.8  67.4 8.1
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between the GHB sample and corresponding Non-GHB sample households
turns out to be significant for each category of households. This
indicates that the households who have moved to the GHB houses

are enjoying a significant increase in the per capita }iuing

spéce while the Non-GHB households continue to have the same per

capita living space as before.

'

If ve examine the situation with respect to the number of
rooms per household, we again find that the GHB households are
better off as compared to the Non~GHB households, Almost two-
thirds of the households in the GHB sample show an increase in
the number of rcoms, whereas only eight per cent of the households
in the Non-GHB sample have experiencedan increase in the number
of rooms. Moreower, the GHB houses for all categories of households
are made up of pucca eonstruction materials uvhereas some of the
houses in the Non-GHB sample appear to be made up of inferior
or some kuchcha construction materials Thus, we can conclude
that the availability of public housing has undoubtedly improved

the general housing conditions for the occupant households.

3.4 'Household Income §

The change in the average income per household observed
in the case of the GHB households as well as the Non=GHB households

before and after rehousing are shown in Table 10, It is evident
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Table 10
|

Change In The Average Monthly Income Per Household In
The GHB Sample and The Norn—-GHB Sample

(Figures in Rupees)

Category GH B nggiie Non=GHB Samgle ‘
1978 Change 1978 1974 Change
rehou=
sing ‘ !
(1) (2) (3) (4) —(5) (6) (D)

EWS 564,52 440,11 124, 41 522,17 590.56 131.61
LIG 1347.05 1013.33 333.72 881.79 652.74 229,05
MIG 1843.69 1232.50  611.19 1340, 42 956,53 383,89

TOTAL. 1094.16  793.14 301.02 821.23 601,21 220.02
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from the figures given in this table that there is a significent
increase in the monthly household income accruing to the house-

holds belonging to each category in both types of samples.

If we compare the average increase in the monthly
household income observed for the GHB households with the
correéponding increase observed for the Non-GHB housesholds,
we find that, for éll categories of households taken together,
the increase registered by the GHB sample is appreciably higher
than that registered by the Non-GHB sample. However, there is
a striking difference between the house¢holds in the EWS category
on the one hand and the households in the LIG & ﬁIG categories
on the other hands The average increase in the monthly
household income has turned out to be more or less of the same
magnitude for both types of samples in the case of households
- belonging to the EWS category. As againstAthis, the households
- in the GHB sample belonging_to the LIG &'MIC categoriéa show a
significently higher incresase in monthly income after rehousing
asrcomparedbto the ;orreSponding increase observed for the None
GHB households in these categories. This impliesrthat the-
availability of improved public housing has exercised a favourable
influence on the average household earnings at least in the
case of the households belonging to the relatively higher income

groups.
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IV

EFFECT OF PUBLIC HOUSING ON HOUSEHOLD SAVING

To measure the effect of public housing on average saving
of the occupant households, it is necessary to identify the
various components of household savings The major components of
household saving would include bank deposits, recurring deposits,
LIC premiums and provident fund, money sent to the relatives
in the native place or the loans given to others, iqveétment in
land, housing, shares, etc., and totai debt or outstanding
borrowing. 1In addition to this, in the case of GHB households, the
monﬁhly instalment which is paid by the occupant households to
GHB would also form a part of the household saving because it
constitutes a part of the total amount that Heeds to be paid in
order to acquire the ownership of the GHB house. from the point of
view of the houéehold, therefore, this payment is similar to
investment in land or housing. In facﬁ, monthly instalment paid
to GHB, represents some kind of a forced saving on the part of the:

‘occupant household.

Besides the above mentioned components of household saving,
we can also consider the annual expenditure on the purchase of

consumer durables as an indicator of the existing saving poteﬁtial
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of the households. The expenditure on consumer durables as such
may not constitute the saving, but it does result in an increase
in ﬁhe total asssts of the household. Moreower, if this expendi-
ture is not actually incurred, it results in an increase in
household saving. We have, therefore, also included this

component while computing the change in household savinge

The specific equation that we have used for measuring
the change in average annual saving per household betysen the

current period and the period before rehousing is as follows:

Change in direct saving pér household per annum
= change in bank deposits per household per annum
+ change in recurring deposits per household per annum

+ change in investment in land, housing, shares, etc.
per household per annum

- change in debt or beorrowing per household per annum

+ change in LIC premiums and providend fund per household
per annum

+ change in money sent to relatives in native place and
loans given to others per household per annum.
To the change in direct annual saving per household, so0 megsured,
we have added the change in indirect saving as reflected in the
monthly instalments paid to GHB (in the case of GHB households)

to arrive at the change in total saving per household. To the
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change in total saving so derived, we have added the increase
in the expenditure on consumer durables per household per annum
to arrive at the measure of change in total saving potential

of the occupant househclds,

The estimates cof changes in average saving per household
per annum derived from the information contained in the questionnaires

are presented in Tables 11 and 12. Table 11 gives the figures

relating to the CHB sample and Table 12 gives the figures relating
to the Non-GHB samples The estimated differences between the
increase in average annual savings per household chserved for the

GHB sample and the Non-GHB sample are presented in Table 13,

It is evident from Table 11 that the GHB households show a
significant increase in the average annual saving pér household after
rshousings However, the increase obsérved for the households.in the
LIG and MIG categoriés is much gfeatef than the increase observed
for the households in the EWS category. ~ Similarly, it can be
seen from Table 12 Fhat the Non-GHB househaolds in the LIG and MIG
categories also show an appreciable increase in average annuai
saving per household during the carresponding period, whereas the
households in the EWS category show a marginal decrease in

average saving, if we exclude the expenditure on consumer durables.
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Table 11

Changes In Average Annual Saving Per Houaehold>In The GHB Sample :

Component-wise inalysis

(Figures indicate
per annum)

Rupees pcr household

Consumer Durables

Eus LIG MIG TOTnls ALl
categories
(1) _(2) (3) (4) {5)
1. Change in Bank Deposits 102,39 270,93 1072.36 384,26
2, Add: Chang§ in Recurring 8,45 11.43 - 7,26
Deposits :
-3 Adds Changs in Investment in
land, housing and shares - 1497.62 2638.89 1059.73
stce.
4. Less: Change in Debt 336,97 1758.,26 2215.64 1191.51
3. Adds Change in LIC Premiums
and Provident Fund 120,56 387.43 358.00 253,15
6. Adds Change in Money Sent
to Native Place -46.62 11.90  161.711 20,07
Sub-Total: Change in Direct -152,19 421,05 2D14,72 532,95
Saving
B. Add: Change in Indirect -
Saving: Monthly Instal-
ment paid to GHB ° 897,46  26B4.57 3672.67 2071.73
9, Change in Total Saving 745.27 3105.62 5687.39 2604, 68
10. Adds Increase in Annual Expen— i
diture on the Purchase 239,41 853.81 1285.,36 665.31
of Consumer Durables
11. Change in Total Saving
including Expenditure on 984,68  3950.43 6972.75  3269,99
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Table 12

Changes In Average Anfdal Saving Per Household In The
Non-GHB Samples Cofmponent-wise Analysis

(Figures indicate Rupees per household
per annum}

FUS L16 MIC TOTAL

) All
. — . _ . . . ) categories
(1) . (2) (3 . (e (5
1« Change in Bank Deposits 67.96 438,40 57111 293,95
2, Adds Change in
Recurring Deposits B.45 90,00 373.33 119,60
3. Add: Change in Investment
P o— . | .
in land, housing and ., g 107.14 812,50 256,71
shares etc. :
4, Lesss Change in Debt 177 « 61 89.29 658,89 268,99
5. Adds Change in LIC
Premiums and Provi- /g4 129,904 213,33 94,85
dent Fund
6. Add: Change in Money
Sent to Native Place . 0,70 1.67 -1,39 0.47
7. Sub-Total: Change in ~23.09 677.82 4309, 99 496.59
Total Saving .
8. Adds Increase in Annual
Expenditure on the
Purchase of Consu= 64,99 315.21 579,31 259,79
mer Durables
8. Change in Total Savings
including Expenditure on 41.90 993,03

Consumer Durables

18859,30

756.38
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Taoble 13

Difference Between The Changes In Average Annual Saving
Per Household Bbserved For The GHB And The Non=GHB
Households: Companent-wise. Analysis

EWS LIG MIG TOTALs ALl
Categories
(1) _ (2) (3 (9 (5)
1. Change in Bank Deposits 34.43 ~167.47 501,25 90.31
2, Adds Change in Recurring - ~78.57 -373.33 ~=112,35
Deposits ‘ »
3. dds Change in Investment in -
land, housing and shares -63.38 1390,48 1B26.39 803,02
etc.
4, Less: Change in Debt 159.36 1668.97 1556.75 922,52
5. Addt Change in LIC Premium
and Provident Fund 106453 257.53 144487 158,30
6. Hdd: Change in Noney Sent to 47,32 10.23  162.50 19,60
Native Place
7. Sub-Totals Change in Direct -128.10  -256.77 704,73 36.36

Saving

8. Add: Change in Indirect
Savings Monthly Instal-
ment Paid to GHB

897,46 26B4,57 3672.67 2071.73

9. Change in Total Saving 768436  2427.80 4377.4 2108.09

10. Adcds Increase in Annual ‘
Expenditure on the 174,42 538.60 706.05 405,52
purchase of Consumer -
Durables

11.. Change in Total Saving
including Expenditure on 942,78  2966.4 5083.45  2513.61
Consumer Durables ‘

Note: Flgures indicate the difference between the values for the GHB sample
(given in Table 11) and the corresponding values for the Non-GHB
sample (given in Table 12).



The effect of public housing on househ9}d saving is
brought out by the figures given in Table 13. It is obvious
from thié table that the increase in average household saving
observed for the GHB households is significantly greater than the
correspodning increase observed for the‘Non—GHthouséholds. On
an average, the increese in the annual hcusehold saving observed
for the GHB househulds exceeds the corresponding increase
observed for the Non-GHB households by a margin of fs.768 far the
households in EWS category, by R:.2428 for the hcuses in LIG
category, and by Rs.4377 for the households in MIG cateqorys.
Moreover, the increase in the annual expenditure on the consumer
durables as reported by the (HB households exceeds the corresponding
increase in the expenditure reported by the Non-GHB households by a
margin of Rss17 for the households in EWS category by Rs«339 for the
housgholds in LIG category, and by Rs.106 for the households in .
MIG category. It follouws, therefofe, that if we include the
increase in annual expenditure on consumer durables as a component
of the household saving, the difference between the increase
reparted by the GHB houéeHDlds and the cerresponding increase

reported by the Non-CHB households will actually increase.

The analysis of changes in household saving between the

current period and period before rehousing presented in tables 11 to
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13 reveals that the availability of public housing brings about a
significant increaée in the average énnual"sauing per household
among the occupant households. The results given in Tables 11 to
13 are, however, in absolute terms. We can reolate the observed
changes in average saving per household per annum with the
corresponding change in the average income per household per annum,
and compare the propensities to save of the households in the GHB

sample and the Non~-GHB sample, This is done in Table 14,

The figures given in Table 14 indicate the proportion of
increase in income which has resulted in an increase in saving
among the households in different categories in the two samples.
It is evident from the table that the ratio of incremental saving
to incremental income observed in the casé of the GHB households
is significentiy higher than the corresponding ratio observed
for the Non-GHB households. The differernce in the proportions
of incremental income saved by the GHE houscholds on the one
hand and the Non-GHB household on the other hand, turns out
to be as high as 53.3 per cent for ali categories of households
taken together., The GHB houscholds in EWS category have saved
about 50 per cent of their incrementsl income, whereas their
counterpart in the Non-GHB sample actually show a marginal decrease
in saving. The GHB households in LIG category have saved about
78 per éent of the incremental income, whereas their counterpart

in the Non-GHB sample seems to have saved only 25 per cent of the
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Table 14

Comparison Of Thé Propensity To Save Of The Households
In The GHB Sample and In The Non-CHB Sample

Ratio of Incremental Saving to Ratio of Incremental Expen-
Incremental Income Per Houschold diture on Consumer Durables
Category "
Per Annum . to Incremental Income Per
: Household Per Apnum
(in per cent) (in per cent )
‘GHB Non—GHB Difference GHB Non-GHB Difference
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) -~ (6) (7)
Ews 49,9 =145 51.4 16.0 441 11,9
LIG 77.6 24,7 52.9 21.3 115 8.8
MIG 77.5 28.4 49,1 17.5 12.6 4,9

TOT AL 7241 18.8 53.3 18.4 9.8 8,6
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incremental income. Similarly, the GHB households in MIG category
hawve also saved about 78 per cent of their incrementel income,
while their counterpart in the Non-GHB sample have saved only

28 per cent of the incremental income.

The obvious conclusion which emerges from the asoue analysis
is that the availability of public housing exercises a strong
influence in increasing the saving potential of the occupant
households. The results af the sample survey clearly shou‘that
the households which enjoyed the benefit of public housing have
registered a significant increase in their annual saving yhereas
the corresponding group of broadly comparable households which did
not get the benefit of public housing has registered a much
smaller increase in annual savings. A major component of the
additional saving observed in the case of GHB households ié
obviously the monthly instalment which these households have
to pay to GHBs The reqguirement to make this payment regularly,
and the desire to own the house thereby, induaes the occupant
household to save as much of its incremental income as possible
and this, in turn, results in a significant increase in the
qverall household saving, as it is evident from the tébles

given ahove,
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EFFECT OF PUBLIC HOUSING ON PRODUCTIVITY

To measure the effect of public housing on the avcrage
productivity of the occupant household, we have adopted two
alternative methods. The first method involves measurement and
comparison of the change in average household income per earning
member (before and after rehousing) cbserved for the GHB sample
on the onc hand and the Non-GHB sample on the other hand. Since
average productivity is generally measured in terms of output
per worker , and since average earnings per warker can.be regarded
as a reasonably good proxy for the output per worker, thc methodl
of compering average sarnings per worker at tyo points of time
and for both types of sampi@é reprcsents the direct method of

measuring the effect of public housing on average productivity,

The second method that we have adopted can be regarded as
an indirect method of assessing the effect of rehpusing an
productivity. It inyolves an analysis of certain factors which
have a significant influence on the general productivity level
of the houéehold. Such féctors can Ee termed as the main componeﬁﬁs
or determinants of average productivity. The components that we

have consdered for the present analysis ares (a) increase in the

aver age number of hours work per day and decrease in absenteecismg
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(b) increased involvement on the pért of therﬁead of the hOuserld

in his occupation or profession and also in the extra activities like
social service or community welfarej (c) improvement in the general
level of health enjoyed by the head of the household and other

members of the family; (d) improvement in the employment opportunities
for other ﬁembers of the household; and (e) imprmuehent in the

ability of the head and other membsrs of the household to put in

hard work and the resulting increase in general productivity

level,.

Table 15 shows category-wise averages of monthly household
income per easrning member for the two periods in time (before and
after rehousing) and for the two samples. It can be seen from the
figures giuén in this table that the average monthly income per
earning member per hcusehcld has increased in all categories of
households falling under both samples. However, the comparison
of the increase in average income per earning member in the GHB
sample with the corresponding increase in the Non-GHB sample shows
that the former cxceeds the latter for each category of hcussholds.
for all categorics of households taken together, the increass inu‘
average income per earning member turns out to be Rs.142 in the
GHB sample, whereas it is found to be only .65 in the Non-GHB

sample, The difference.between the change in productivity observed



43

Tabls 15

Monthly Household Income Per Earning Member Per Household

In The GHB Sample And In The Non-GHB Sample

(in rupees)

Average Monthly Income Per
Earning Member '

Category
: 1978 Before Change
rehousing
(1) (2) (3) (4)

GHB Sample
EWS 417.51 376448 41.03
LIG 827.48 665400 262,48
MIG 1124,97 964.57 160.40

.

TOTAL 754,77 612.32 142,45

Non-GHB Sample
Ews 349,75 311.57 38,18
LIG 638.53 548.30 90,23
MIc 804.25 732,66 71459
TOTAL.- 546,27  481.61 | 64,66
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in the two samples is the highest for the households belonging
:to LIG category, whereas it is wery low for the households
belonging to EWS categorys The increase in avorage productivity
observed for the GHB sample exceeds the corresponding increase
cbser ved fér the Non-GHB sample by a margin of Rs.172 ‘for the
households in LIG category, by Rse88 for the households in MIG
category, and by Rse3 for the househclds in EWS category. Thus,
we can conclude on the basis of the results . given in Table 15
that the availability cof GHB houses has resulted in an increase
in the average productivity of the occupant households over and
above what would have occurrcd otherwisc, though the impact seems
to be relatively imsignificant amcng the households in the EWS

category as comparcd to the houscholds in other categaries,

Component-wise analysis of the improvement in productivity
observed in the two samples is prusented in Table 16. The figures
given in this table represent the proportion of sample households
which reported an incresse or improuement.in a2 given component of
average productivity in the current period as compared FD the period
before rchousing. It is svident from this table that barring a feuw
exceptions the proportions of GHB households showing an increase
in each of.the components is generally higher than the corresponding

proportion of Non-GHB househcolds in almost.every category of the

. householdse.
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For all categories of households taken together, we find that
10.7 per cent sf the GHB households show an increase in the daily
hours of work or a decrease in overall absenteeism as compared to
carresponding figurss of 7.4 per cent for the non=GHB householdg.
Similarly, 41.6 per cent of the GHB households have reported a
significant increase in their involvement in either their respective
occupations and professions or in'social service or in community
welfare activities as compared to the corresponding figure of
2448 per cent observed for the non=GHB households, Regarding the
improvement in genéral level of health of the head of the household
and other members of the family, we find that 49.7 per cent of the
GHB households have reported a significant im;rovement after
rehousing, whereas the corresponding proportion is only 25,5 per cent
among the non=GHB households. The proportion of houscholds reporting
an improvement in the ampioyment opportunities for the ot her membars
of the household has turned out to be morc or less the sams for the
two samples, thc figure for the GHB houéeholds being 21.5 per cent
whereas correspondinn figure for the non-GHB hcuseholds being
24,2 per cent. In response to the direct questicn regarding one'é
personal assessment of tho improvement in averéll ability to work and one's
general level of efficiency, 51 per cent of the GHB households have
reported a significant improvement, uhereas corrasponding proportion

for the non-GHB households has turned out to be 45.6 per cent.
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“After examining the rclat;ve position of the two samples
regarding the. individual coﬁponents of the averagec productivity,
it is useful to compare the proportion of households in the two
samples which report improvement at least one of the five companents
of productivity that we have considered here. The last column of
Table 16 shows this proportion. It is evident from the figuies
given there that a significant proportion of the GHB houscholds
show an improvement in at least one of the five components that we
have examined and the proporticns observed for the GHB sample
are also considerably highér than the corrcsponding prepertions

observed for the Non=CGHB sample for each category of the householdse

Thus, the component-wise anealysis cf the productivity
change attemptcd in Table 16 lends considerable support to the
conclusivn emerging from a direct comparison ¢f avcrage income
per earning member prcesented in Teble 15, On the whole, it appears
that the availebility cf public huusing dnes have a favourable
impact on the general ¢ oductivity luvel of the huusehold, though
its absclute impact is perhaps more significent among the
households belonging to ralatively higher income groups as
compared to the housceblds belenging to the catcgory of economically

weaker sections.
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VI

FACTORS UNDERLYING THE DEMAND FOR GHB HOUSES

After assessing the ecomnomic benefits of public housing,
it is useful to examine the main factors which explain the
demand for public hcusinge The final part of the guestionnaire
which was canvasscd to the GHB households and the Non-GHB houssholds
included some questions cn this aspect. On the basis of the
replies given by the respondents to these questions; we are in
a position to highlight the main factors which explain the

houséhclds! prefercnce or demand for GHB housese

Table 17 summariscs thu specific rcascns behind the hpuseholds!
preferanceslfor GHB houuses and inciceates the corresnconding number of
sample housscholds classified according to thcir income category.

It can be secn from the table that the desire to own a hcuse and
the desire tc have more space, better accommudation and better
lodality are the twoc major facturs which largely -explain the demard
for GHB huusese Morc than 80 per cent of the households belonging
to the EWS and LIG categories in the (HB sample have indicated that
keen desire to cwn a house was the main reason why they decided

te shift to the GHB houses. This factor was mentioned as the
predominant roason behind the preferences for GHB houses by a

significant proportion of the Non-GHB households also, the praportions
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| )

of Non=GHB households indicating this reason being 39 per cent
in the case cf households belonging to EWS category, 57 per cent
in the case of houssholds belonging to LIG category and 69 per cent

in the case of households belonging to MIG category.

Among the Non—GHB'households, the significant proportion
also menticned the desire to have more space and better accommo-
dation and thec desire to shift to better locality as the main
reason behind their prefercmce for GHB houses. The proportions of
Non=GHB households which indicated this reason are: 61 per cent
- in the case of houscholds belonging to EWS cstegory, 67 per cent
in the case of households belonging to LIG catcegory and 42 per cent
in the case of househoulds belonging to MIG category. The
corresponding proportions of the houscholde in the GHB sample which
‘indicated this reason ares 17 per cent in the case of EWS category,
Sé per cent in the case of LIG category and 25 per cent in the

case of MIG category.

Among the other factors underlying the demand for GHB houses,
uhiéh have been mentioned by the respondents, the major ones ares
(2) desire to migrate to the city, (b) desire to establish a
separate and independent family unit mainly to avoid overcroying

in a smaller accommodation; and (c) transfer of job or business,
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It is interesting to observe that thc desire to migrate to city
and transfer of job have been reported by a significant proportion
of GHB households as the main factors underlying their demand

for publie housinge

It should be noted heré that the factors. indicated in
Table 17 are of a fairly general nature in the sense that they
represent the factors underlying the demand for improved housing
in general. However, they can be regarded as the factors underlying
the preference for public housing in particular for the following
reasons The factors like desire to own a hcuse or desire to have
a spacious hcuse represent demand for such hcuses only if the
households eare willing to pﬁrchase the houses at the prevailing
market prices at which they are asvailable. Since most of the
households are not in a positicn to meke outright purchases by paying
the entire price a2t zny given point of time, the purchase of the
house take the form of a process which involves- periodical
payments in terms of certain fixed instalments, Thus, the
demand for improved housing of hcuseholds belonging to loyer
and middle income groups essentially depends upon the current
markst price or the total capitalised value cf the house on the
one hand, and the specified mode cf payment involving a series

of periodical instalments over a given period of time, on the
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other hand. The first of these twc facters involws choiece

between cheape; houses vis—a=vis costlier houses whereas the

second factor invalves the guesticn of the size of the instalments
and alsa of having faith in the selling esgency and a sense of
security while purchasing the thses.. according to a large majority
of respondents from the sample households, the houses provided by

a pubitic housing agency such as the GujaratlHuusing Board can

be regarded as comparatively cheaper. Moreover, the process

of owning the house provided by GHB invilves payment of monthly
instalments of a reasonable amount spread cver a feirly long period
of time. This reduces the immediate burden for payment on the part
of the occupznt househelde In addition to this, the households feel
a greater degree of sccurity while dealing with a public housing
agencys In view of this, we can regerd the facturs menticned in
Table 17 as the basic factors underlying the demand for public
housing viewed essentially in relation to the other alternatives in
the context of the markst price as well és the ﬁrocess of payment

involved in the purchass,.
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VII

CONCLUSIONS

'Finally we may summarize the major findings of our study.

The main conclusions that can be drawn from the above analysis

are as follows:

1,

3.

4

Economic bernefits of public housing derived by the
occupant households are of a significant magnitude

and varied in nature,

Availability of public housing leads toc a marginal
increase in the household size and also in the
general level of education of the members of the

occupant householdse.

Availability of public housing leads to a significant
improvement in the general housing conditions for |

the occupant households.

Availability of public housing exerc&ses a favourable
influence on the average household income and leads
to an increase inhieaverage annual expenditure

on consumer durables, both of which indicate a
significant improuemen£ in general living sténdard of

the occupant households.
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Public housing has a favourable effect 'on household

savings The availability of public housing induces the
occupant households to save more than before and
leads to a significant increase in their propensity

to save.

Public housing also has a favourable effect on the
average productivity of the household. It leads to
a significant increase in the average household

income per earning member among the occupant households.

#vailability of public housing seems to have an appreciable

effect on the overall degree of involvement of the head
of the household in his professicen or social service or
community welfare, It also seems to have the effect
of geducing the degree of absenteeism and increasing

the average hours of work per day,

Availability of public housing leads to an appreciable
improvement in the general level of health of the

members of the occupant households.

The major factors underlying the demand for public housing
are: (a) the desire to own a house; and (b) the desire to
have more space, better accommodation and a better locality,

on the part of the prospective users of such houses.
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The policy implicetions that emerge from the above
conclusions derived from our study are obviocus. On the whole,
it is evident that public hcusing generates o stream of economic
benéfits, a part of which accrues to the public housing agency
and the rest of uhich accrues to the cccupant hcuseholds.
It follouws, therefore, that evcluation of investment in public
housing cannot be done on ﬁhe basis of benefits that accrue
to the public housing agency alone. Such investment decisions
have to be taken on the basis of a proper assessment of the
larger social benefits that accrue the society as a whole,
The findings>of the above study show that the acverall economic
benefits of public housing whicih accrue to the oecupant households
are of considerable importance and must be taken into account
while taking decisions regarding the. allocation of resources for the
purpase of providing the facility of public housing especially'

to the economically weaker sections of the saociety.
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Name of
Investigators

Household:Cateqorys

Head of Households Nama:

1. PRIMARY HOUSEHOLD DATA
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APPENDI X

-+

~ECONGMIC BENEFITS OF HOUSINGs HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

Londucted by

Indian Institute of Manacement, Ahmedabad, 1978

Locality:

Respondent= Head/
(Name if not Head)

(1) When did you shift to this hou:ce

Datc of
Surveys

House Noj

Relationship to Head:

(2) Where did you live before shifting to

this house:

Time

of

Survey?

El.
Mo

Members nf
the Household
and Relation
to Head

AQE

Sex

NOW

Level

pecupation

urrent Morthly Income

of For-
mal Edu-
cation

Primary | Secondary
{Part-timg
activity)

Primary
Job

Secondary
or part-tinc
Job

-8ince

whan an
exrning
memher

BEFQO

R E

Level

of fFor-
mal Edu-
. cation

Gcocupatlon

Current Mothly Income

Primary |Secondary
(Pa-time
activity)

Primary
job

Secondary
or Part-time

Head

II

Wife

111

Sons/Dewchters
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

IV

Others stayé
ing in your
House*

»
Specify the relationship to Head

Household sizes M +F (Now) s

M

+F (Before)




2. Description of House

Plinth Area
Number of Rooms
Roof Heightr
Materials of Construction
Roof
Well
Floor
Ventilation

Monthly Instalment (1f
purchased/Rent-)

. Repalrs of House
frequency per year

Amount spent annually
on repalr

Annual cost of maintenance

3. Transportation

House to work place in (Kms)
for each sarning members:
1

2
3

House to nearest Hospital or
" Clinic (wherse you go)

O

Now

Bgfore
Bad/¥Fair/Good/V.Gond Bad/fair/Gond/V.Good
- Nil/Once/Twice Nil/Once/Tuwice
Now Before
Distance Mode of Amount | Distance Modeof Amountl
Travel spent Travel spent
per per .
month month




4.

4.1

4.2

443

4.4
4.5

4-6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

productivity’ (of Head of

Household)

Have you c¢hanged the job
after shifting?

What is the nature of your
Primary Work?

No.-of houtrs you work for
this per day

Your income from primary job‘

Are you doing any additional
work (Nature of Work)?

Number of hours fbr the
additlonal works

Your income from any addition-
al works:

Absence (average number aof
days) Prom Primary occupation
per month

If you have no permanent
employment, average number of
days per month you work

Your involvement in Extra-
activities in your locality
such as social service,
community welfare, etc.
(Describe in detail)

59

Now

Before

After shifting to this house are you able to work Better/No change/Worse

Has your involvement in
Company/0ffice/Profession
increased after shifting?
{Describe)

Is there any change in the
employment opportunity
(Full time or part time jobs)
for other members of your
family

If YES

Family members
(other than Head)

fRelation to Head
1
2
3

: YES/ .0

Increase Decrease
Hours per Rs. per || Hours per Rse. per
day month day month
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5. Health/Medical oo

The condition of your health

after shifting to this house Better No change Worse

The condition of health of

other members of your family Better No change Worse
Now(Ra) ‘ Bafore(Rs)

Total amount (Rupees) spent
per month for your treatment

Total amount (Rupees) spent
per month for the treatment
of other family members

6. Savings and Investment (of entire household)

6e1 Now(Rs ) Baefore(Rs)
Head Other Members | Head | Other Members
1 2 3 1 2 3

1. Bank Account & Balance

2. National Savings Certificate
3. Postal Savings |

4. Life Insdrance

5. Lending to nthers

Total 7 v | , [

6.2 : ' _ Now _ Before

1. Have you any other house/
land in Ahmedabad?

2. Have you any nther house/
land at your native place/
outside the City?

3. What is your total saving
per month (entire family)
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7 Expenditure Now N 2 Ba fore

7.1 State ybur monthly expenditure
ons
Foodgrain

Vegetables
milk

0i1

Fuel
Clothing
Edducation
Recreatlon
Others

Repayment of Loans

Total

7.2 Dsbt/Loan
(a) GHB {b) From Other
Amount of dUtstanding loan

Amount of repayment you are
able to make psr year

(a) GHB (b) others
7.3 How much money do you send to

your native place (average per
year)

|

8. State the cost of following articles you have bought after shifting to this

house?
(1) Utencils s (6) Fan :
(2) Pressure Conker: (7) Radio :
(3) Gas : (8) Clock 2
(4) Furniture : (9) Vehicle :

o
L 1]

(5) Sewing Machine (I0) Any other article



9.

10.

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.6

10.6

10.7

10.8

10.9
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Your commitments (How much did

Now ~~ Before-

you think you would be required ]
to spend on)t

Repayment of loan
Childrents marriago
Children's education

Any other major éxpense

Ceneral [sgsessments

"1s there any improvement in

your ability to save as a
result of your shifting to
this house H

Is there any improvement in your
productivity as a result of your
shifting to this house :

Are you able to repay regularly
your monthly hire purchase
instalment/rent

Is the enviranment of yout
house better compared with the
previous residence (Describe)

‘Have you celebrated any importent

snclal occasion after shifting
to this house H

What was the expenditure on
Social occasion you celebrated

Is there any improvement in your
social 1life on account of your
new residencs

Why did you shift to this housz

Is there any improvemsnt in your
overall living standard as a result
of your shifting to this house H

Reasons/Details

YES/NO

YES/NO

YES/NC

YES/NO

YES/NO

Rs.

YES /NN




