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FOREWORD

Kerala is the only State in India to formulate and implement Five-Year Plans. The Government 
of Kerala believes that the planning process is important for promoting economic growth 
and ensuring social justice in the State. A significant feature of the process of formulation 
of Plans in the State is its participatory and inclusive nature.

In September 2021, the State Planning Board initiated a programme of consultation 
and discussion for the formulation of the 14th Five-Year Plan. The State Planning 
Board constituted 44 Working Groups, with more than 1200 members in order to gain 
expert opinion on a range of socio-economic issues pertinent to this Plan. The members 
of the Working Groups represented a wide spectrum of society and include scholars, 
administrators, social and political activists and other experts.  Members of the Working 
Groups contributed their specialized knowledge in different sectors, best practices in the 
field, issues of concern, and future strategies required in these sectors.  The Report of each 
Working Group reflects the collective views of the members of the Group and the content of 
each Report will contribute to the formulation of the 14th Five-Year Plan.  Each Report has 
been finalised after several rounds of discussions and consultations held between September 
and December 2021.

This document is the Report of the Working Group on Housing. The Co-Chairpersons 
of Working Group were Prof. G.  Gopikuttan, Professor, NSS College, Pandalam (Rtd.) 
and Sri. PB Nooh IAS, CEO, LIFE Mission. Prof. Jiju.P.Alex, Member of the State 
Planning Board co-ordinated the activities of the Working Group. Smt. Josephine. J,  
Chief, Decentralised Planning Division was the Convener of the Working Group and Smt. 
Jaya Kumari.G, Research Assistant, Decentralised Planning Division was Co-Convener.  
The terms of reference of the Working Group and its members are in Appendix I of the 
Report.

Member Secretary





PREFACE 

Ensuring adequate housing to all is a social responsibility. In India, governments at the 
Central and State levels have been pursuing the goal of ‘housing for all’ by adopting nation-
al and state policies. The government of Kerala has gone further and initiated an innovative 
total housing project namely LIFE (Livelihood Inclusion and Financial Empowerment) 
in 2016 as a sustainable model of habitat development. Housing problem involves several 
dimensions; absolute houselessness (shortage); overcrowding within the houses; poor qual-
ity or dilapidated units; locational issues; landlessness and so on. Housing, being a local 
specific need and a lead economic activity in rural and urban areas, is an issue that could 
be better tackled at the LSG level. All the support services and resources from upper tiers 
of government (State and Centre) should come at the requisition of the LSGIs. The lack of 
co-ordination and integration between agencies and departments in the housing sector is a 
challenge. It is with this perspective that the Working Group prepared its report on housing 
for the State’s 14th Five Year Plan.  

Prof. G. Gopikuttan                                                                Sri. P B Nooh  IAS                                              
(Expert Co -Chairperson )                                                      (Official Co -Chairperson)
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Executive Summary

Adequate housing is a basic need and a human right. The UN Committee on Social and 
Cultural Rights has underlined that the right to adequate housing should be seen as a right to 
live in security, peace and dignity. Ensuring adequate housing to all is a social responsibility. 
In India, governments at the Central and State levels have been pursuing the goal of ‘housing 
for all’ by adopting national and state policies. The government of Kerala has gone further 
and initiated an innovative total housing project namely LIFE (Livelihood Inclusion and 
Financial Empowerment) in 2016 as a sustainable model of habitat development. In this 
model, housing is perceived as a composite and complex good that provides safety, security, 
identity, address, status, livelihood support services and linkages with the society. Being an 
investment good, the employment and income generation potential of the housing sector 
could be tapped to improve the livelihood outcomes of the beneficiaries of housing schemes. 
There is also provision for addressing the key issues of eco sensitivity, resource and energy 
efficiency, soil, water and waste management to ensure long term sustainability. Kerala’s 
initiatives and pioneering achievements in the social housing sector have been acclaimed 
world over. 

Kerala’s high human development achievements and relatively better social and economic 
life of the people are well reflected in her housing situation at present. During the past three 
decades the rate of growth of housing stock has been far higher than the rate of growth of 
population. The average growth of housing units which was 16% as against a population 
growth of 9.42% during 1991-2001 increased to around 17% in the next decade when 
population growth declined to 4.86 per cent. Net addition to housing stock ever since 
2010-11 was around three lakh units every year. Among them about 80% was in rural areas. 
Thus, the total stock of housing units in Kerala at present is more than the total number 
of households. The rough estimate is that between 10-15 lakh houses remain vacant or 
unoccupied in the State. More than two-third of the total households in Kerala reside in 
good quality houses. This rosy picture gives the impression that the housing problem in the 
state has almost entirely been solved. But, specific details indicate that significant proportion 
among the underprivileged and poor sections of society still do not have adequate housing. 
Housing Census 2011 indicates that, although the average size, quality and investment 
per house in Kerala were far higher than in rest of India, the State stood top in terms of 
housing inequality among the social groups.  Housing problem of those belonging to SC/
ST communities, fishing community, plantation workers and migrant workers continues 
to be a vexed issue.

Housing problem involves several dimensions; absolute houselessnes (shortage); 
overcrowding within the houses; poor quality or dilapidated units; locational issues; 
landlessness and so on. Issues relating to demand and supply of rental houses, vacant 
houses etc., are also important. Unlike any other customized durable consumer goods, 
‘residential houses’ are location specific and it cannot be transported from one place to 
another. Therefore, accurate or factual data on housing problem in each locality is required 
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for evidence based planning and implementation of programmes and projects for the true 
deserving. But, till date we do not have a comprehensive factual database at the LSGI level.  

Estimates based on secondary sources of data shows that the magnitude of housing problem 
is not uniform across the geographical locations of the state. Region wise, eastern region 
of South Kerala have the highest incidence of landless and houseless households. The 
Central South also have high incidence of houseless households. Within each district, 
housing shortage varied widely across the LSGI (Local Self-Government Institution) areas. 
It is noted that in 2015 the issue of houselessness was negligible in around one-third of 
the total LSGI areas and landlessness was absent in around 22% LSGIs. On the other 
extreme, over 20% households in around 20 LSGIs were houseless. These estimates need 
not reflect the real picture in each locality. Hence, instead of depending on estimates based 
on restrictive assumptions, we have to build up accurate database at the LSG level. The 
present LIFE Mission provides a good opportunity for building up such a database and also 
for identifying deserving beneficiaries of social housing. From these database households 
that deserve absolutely ‘free house’, partial support/grant/subsidies, support for repair/
renovation, and so on could be easily identified. 

The lack of co-ordination and integration between agencies and departments in the housing 
sector is a challenge. Several agencies are implementing housing schemes in the State today. 
Although the LIFE Mission project was planned to implement as a joint programme of 
LSG Department and social welfare department, there is no effective co-ordination and 
integration of departments dealing with housing schemes and projects addressing the same 
target groups.  The coordination and integration between all such schemes and agencies are 
essential to achieve the goal of housing for all within a stipulated time frame. 

A common agency or department may be empowered to co-ordinate and integrate the 
activities such as updating data base, keeping accounts and monitoring fund flows, 
monitoring physical targets, organizing support services and so on. Office of the Housing 
Commissioner may be strengthened to undertake these tasks. LSGIs (both rural and urban) 
may be capacitated to prepare database, undertake planning for project implementation 
using appropriate models, monitor and evaluate implementation and post-implementation 
programmes. Officials and end users need to be capacitated to use technologies, methods 
and materials that ensure efficiency in material use, and water and waste management. 
Kerala State Nirmithi Kendra and Kerala State Housing Board may be entrusted the 
responsibility to organize training camps for the collectives of end-users, NGOs, private 
consultants and small builders dealing with social and affordable housing. Community 
participation, IT enabled tools and social auditing is also required for ensuring accountability 
and transparency.

Environmental, economic and social sustainability indicators need to be incorporated in the 
house building technologies and building processes. The mainstream building construction 
sector in Kerala today is dominated by energy intensive factory produced materials, most 
of which are environment unfriendly. There is acute shortage of both natural and factory 
produced building materials. Injudicious and wasteful use of scarce resources and materials 
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are also posing threats to the already fragile ecology and environment of the state. Therefore, 
sustainability aspects need to be incorporated in the material use and building process. 
Materials and technologies used for construction should address the issues of shortage of 
natural resources, environmental degradation and affordability. Promotion of environment 
friendly and cost-effective construction will succeed only when the mainstream society - 
especially the upper and middle classes and government and public institutions – opts for 
it, thereby removing the stigmatization that it is for the poor. In order to achieve this habitat 
literacy campaigns may be required. 

Building tax rules need to be revised to discourage wasteful construction and encourage the 
use of environment friendly and cost effective materials and methods. Fiscal measures are 
also required to encourage rental housing and optimal use of vacant houses. Legal framework 
need to be revised to develop a credible rental market. Effective social control is essential for 
preventing the growth of unoccupied houses. Penal tax may be imposed for keeping houses 
vacant for long. Fiscal disincentives also may be required to discourage nuclear families from 
owning more than one or two residential houses within the State. Government control over 
the real estate market is another area that requires urgent attention. 

The major sources of finance for house construction in Kerala are own money, loans from 
banks or other financial institutions and government grants. The poor sections of society 
may have negligible own sources for housing finance. The chances of getting loans are also 
grim. Presently the plan and non-plan sources are the only means to help the poor. There 
are chances for creating an additional housing fund from the following sources. 

1. Cess on energy intensive and environment friendly building materials.
2. Additional/penal Tax on vacant houses/buildings.
3. One-time tax of minimum Rs 10000 per new houses/building with 200 sq.m built up 

area in urban and rural areas (higher amounts for bigger buildings)
4. Housing Cess for all big houses with floor area above 250 sq.m.
5. Builders of Flats/Apartments/High rise building and Gated Villas shall contribute an 

amount namely Social Housing Responsibility Fund (SHRF) to finance affordable 
houses to the EWS households. The number of affordable housing units suggested for 
each builder is 10% of the number of dwelling units constructed or plots developed. 
The cost of construction of affordable houses will be decided by the housing department 
in consultation with the respective LSG. 

6. A part of the CSR funds of companies, corporations etc. may be dedicated to social 
housing. 

7. Philanthropic contribution of individuals, families, NGOs, charity organisations for 
mitigating the housing problem in their respective LSG areas

8. Contribution of the co-operative sector.

Since grass-root democracy has gained sufficient strength and capacity to address diverse 
local issues in the right earnest, housing problem that remains in Kerala could be better 
tackled by assigning a lead role to the LSGIs. Empower and capacitate the entire LSGIs and 
housing agencies to focus in areas where the problem is acute and to implement mitigation 
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programmes with social participation using cost and energy efficient technologies, methods 
and materials. All the support services and resources from upper tiers of government (State 
and Centre) should come at the requisition of the LSGIs. Fund flows to the LSGIs should 
be need based and wherever possible arrangements should be made to tap all available 
sources - CSR funds, NGOs, individuals and so on - to meet the goal of ‘total housing’.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Adequate housing is a basic need and a fundamental human right. Adequate housing is 
a means to achieve the goal of a healthy life with dignity and security. Recognising its 
immense potential, the government of Kerala initiated a ‘total housing’ project namely 
LIFE (Livelihood Inclusion and Financial Empowerment) in 2017 and its implementation 
in a mission mode is progressing. It should be noted that the United Nations Committee 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has underlined that the right to adequate housing 
should be seen as a right to live in security, peace and dignity. A house, in that perspective 
is a composite and complex good that provides safety, security, identity, address, status, 
emotional satisfaction, livelihood support services and linkages with the society. A house 
should also provide a comfortable environment conducive to physical and mental well-
being. It is with this objective that the State Government launched LIFE Mission. Despite 
several setbacks including adverse climatic events like floods and landslides, the project 
gained massive public support for mitigating the housing problem of over 2.5 lac deserving 
households. The third phase of the project is continuing. It is in this context that we are 
planning for the next five-year plan period. 

Health benefits of adequate housing are well known today. But, owing to its dynamic nature, 
no country in the world, even the most developed one, could satisfy the housing needs of 
all forever. The UN-HABITAT estimated that around 1.8 billion people or more than 20% 
of the world’s population lack adequate housing. However, earnest efforts to address this 
issue are continuing and almost all the countries have policies, rules and laws to address the 
housing needs of all. In India both the Central and State governments have been pursuing 
the goal of ‘housing for all’ by adopting national and state policies. The Prime Minister’s 
Awas Yojana (PMAY) is India’s flagship affordable housing programme aimed at providing 
housing for all by 2022. Unlike in rest of India, Kerala has been focusing on social housing.  

Ever since the beginning of COVID-19 pandemic, expert’s world over reminds us the role 
of housing as a prevention and cure. The UN-HABITAT  suggests that ‘governments must 
take steps to protect people who are the most vulnerable to the pandemic by providing 
adequate shelter where it is lacking and ensure that the housed do not become homeless 
because of the economic consequence of the pandemic’ (https://unhabitat.org/housing-
is-both-a-prevention-cure-for-covid-19 accessed on 30/05/2020). Compared to the rest 
of India the average quality of housing in Kerala is relatively better. The total stock of 
housing units at present is far more than the total number of households. But, housing 
inequality is high. Problems of lack of adequate housing and extremely poor-quality houses 
of a significant proportion of households still persist. 

This is the jubilee year of decentralised planning in Kerala. We presume that grass-root 
democracy has gained sufficient strength and capacity to address diverse local issues in the 
right earnest. Housing, being a local specific need and a lead economic activity in rural 
and urban areas, is an issue that could be better tackled at the LSG level. All the support 
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services and resources from upper tiers of government (State and Centre) should come at 
the requisition of the LSGIs. It is with this perspective that the Working Group prepared its 
report on housing for the state’s 14th Five Year Plan.

Structure of the present report
Apart from the introduction, the report is structured in nine sections. An overview of the 
contemporary housing scenario of the state is presented in the second section. The third 
section presents an evaluation of the LIFE mission. Issues relating to accurate data and the 
need for a data warehouse are discussed in section four. Role of agencies and departments 
dealing with social housing and the need for co-ordination and integration are discussed 
in the next section. Section six focuses on design, materials, building process, sustainability 
concerns, technology options, training and the need for linking housing with livelihood, 
employment, empowerment and also better social and infrastructural facilities for a healthy 
living. The next section deals with financial implications and sources of finance. The 
penultimate section presents recommendations regarding the roles and responsibilities of 
institutions and agencies engaged in the housing sector and also an administrative structure 
for efficient operations and management. A brief summary of suggestions and conclusion 
are presented in the last section of the report.
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CHAPTER 2 
HOUSING SCENARIO OF KERALA

Kerala tops among the Indian states in several aspects of social and economic life including 
human development achievements 1. Kerala’s achievements are well reflected in her housing 
situation. The average quality and housing standards in Kerala at present are far better 
than in the rest of India. The State witnessed a housing boom from the late 1970s and 
construction has turned out to be the major economic activity2. Rich and powerful among 
the rural and urban households constructed big houses disproportionate to their household 
size and needs. Moreover, several households have more than one residential house. The 
hunch is that between 10 – 15 lakh houses remain vacant or unoccupied in the rural and 
urban areas of Kerala. Most of them belongs to upper middle class and rich families. The 
poorer sections, on the other hand, despite proactive state intervention failed to construct 
durable houses of their choice and a significant proportion among them continue to remain 
landless-homeless. 

Housing stock and quality
During the past three decades the rate of growth of housing stock has been far higher than 
the rate of growth of population. The average growth of housing units which was 16% as 
against a population growth of 9.42% during 1991-2001 increased to around 17% in the 
next decade when population growth declined to 4.86 per cent3 . Housing data compiled 
by the State’s Department of Economics and Statistics shows that the uptrend in the growth 
of housing stock is still continuing. During 2017-18 a total of 283045 new residential 
buildings were constructed (223018 in rural areas and 60027 in urban areas) in Kerala; in 
the next year the number was 323585 (253407 in rural areas and 70178 in urban areas); 
and in 2019-20 it was 337325 residential buildings (271172 in rural and 66153 in urban 
areas)4. It shows that the annual average growth of housing stock was around three lakh 
units. Among them about 80% was in rural areas. Net addition to the housing stock every 
year was hovering around 2.5 lakh units in the rural areas of the State since 2010-11. Table 
2.1 shows the number of residential buildings newly constructed in rural Kerala during 
2010-11 to 2019-20. 
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Table 2.1 Total number of residential buildings newly constructed in rural  Kerala during 
2010-11 to 2019-20

Sl. No Year No. of newly constructed residential buildings in rural Kerala

1 2010-11 253928

2 2011-12 266537

3 2012-13 272227

4 2013-14 247441

5 2014-15 241618

6 2015-16 224739

7 2016-17 234908

8 2017-18 223018

9 2018-19 253407

10 2019-20 271172

Source: Department of Economics and Statistics, Govt of Kerala

Given the real magnitude and volume of construction that has been taken place in Kerala 
the net addition to the housing stock or the number of newly constructed residential units 
is a poor indicator of the household investment in this sector. It may be noted that only 
a part of the construction gets into the addition to the stock of housing units and the 
others are either replacements or renewal construction. It is well reflected in the quality and 
standards. By any standards, quality of housing in Kerala is far ahead all-Indian averages. 
According to the 2011 housing Census there were 336 houses for every 1000 persons in 
Kerala, while it was 273 houses per 1000 persons in the country as a whole. Per capita 
floor area of residential houses both in rural and urban areas is about two times the all-
India average size5. Average amount spent per household who spent some amount for 
construction  or first-hand purchase of house/flats for residential purpose during the one 
year reference period in Kerala was double the all-India average6. About three-fourth of the 
total households in Kerala reside in good quality houses7. It is also noted that the structure 
of 88.4 per cent dwelling units in Kerala during the reference period (2018) had Pucca 
structure8  and only a negligible proportion (0.3% of the total households residing in own 
dwellings) had ‘Kutcha’ structure9. Thus, the overall situation and average figures give a 
rosy picture about the housing stock and quality. It gives the impression that the housing 
problem in the state has almost entirely been solved. But, a significant proportion among 
the underprivileged and poor sections in several locations of the State still remain either 
houseless or do not have a liveable house10. At the same time several houses located in 
hazard prone areas also need to be relocated. 

Another major issue is the mounting pressure on land and natural resources. Overexploitation 
of renewable and non-renewable resources far beyond their regeneration capacity and 
threshold limits has now led the State to the verge of ecosystem collapse11. Also, owing to 
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mismatch between the demand and supply, land prices, wage rates and building material 
prices have gone far beyond the reach of the poor12. Consequently, financial assistance 
under several social housing schemes has turned out to be inadequate for accessing land and 
constructing a house with basic facilities13. Attitudes and preferences of the people also have 
undergone dramatic changes. The traditional practice of community co-operation in house 
building has become idealistic. Several traditional occupations like those of carpenters have 
gone down in significance14. Modern materials and technologies alien to the local societies 
have become popular for reasons of efficiency, flexibility and elegance. As a result, people 
began to look down upon indigenous and traditional materials and methods of house 
construction. It is well reflected in the public housing schemes also. Several households who 
received grants, subsidies and other types of financial support under social housing schemes 
have planned for more expensive construction and ended up in debt trap and destitution15.    

Unexpected climatic events, flood havocs and landslides during 2018 and 2019 inflicted 
high damages in the housing sector. Over 17000 houses were damaged totally and another 
3.10 lakh houses were damaged partially in the flood and landslides16. Apart from safe 
and secure shelter sufficient living space with clean and hygienic micro-environment is 
important in the context of COVID-19 which has raised huge concerns around the hygiene 
of neighbourhoods in terms of access to water, sanitation and waste management.  

Estimates of the expert group set up by the State Planning Board indicate that the 
magnitude of the housing problem is not uniform across the different geographical locations 
in the State17. Region wise, eastern region of South Kerala have the highest incidence of 
houseless and landless households. The Coastal south also have high incidence of houseless 
households. Within each district, housing shortage varied widely across the LSG regions18. 
Housing issues of several categories of people, especially, Scheduled Caste and Scheduled 
Tribe communities, fishing communities, plantation workers, migrant workers and pravasis 
deserve special mention. The proportion of landless homeless households are high among 
the SC/ST communities, plantation workers and fisher folk due to issues with respect to 
land and livelihood.

SC/ST Communities
It is disheartening to note that the Kerala has the highest proportion of Scheduled Caste and 
Scheduled Tribe communities living in dilapidated houses. According to the 2011 Housing 
Census, a little more than 16 per cent households belonging to ST communities live in 
dilapidated houses while the corresponding proportion in Bihar was only 7.0 percent. A 
comparative picture of total, SC and ST households living in good quality and dilapidated 
houses in all the Indian States is given in Table 2.2
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Table.2.2  Proportion of households living in good quality and dilapidated houses by social 
groups in the major states of India, 2011 

Sl. 
No

States

Quality of houses and social groups 

 Good Dilapidated

Total SC ST Total SC ST

1 Jammu & Kashmir 54.1 49.9 32.8 3.9 5.6 5.7

2 Himachal Pradesh 72.4 65.7 68.4 1.6 2.5 1.9

3 Punjab 49.9 33.4 6.6 11.4

4 Utharakhand 66.8 55.1 58.2 3.4 5.6 3.8

5 Haryana 53.7 37.3 4.4 8.1

6 Rajastan 51.0 41.7 31.3 3.9 5.8 6.4

7 Uttar Pradesh 42.8 34.3 40.6 6.6 8.7 6.9

8 Bihar 36.1 25.2 30.6 7.4 11.4 7.0

9 Assam 32.8 32.2 32.4 10.9 10.0 7.5

10 West Bengal 40.9 31.7 27.5 11.8 15.0 14.7

11 Jharkhand 43.4 34.0 36.6 4.5 7.0 4.5

12 Odisha 29.5 23.6 19.1 8.3 11.9 8.6

13 Chhattisgarh 46.6 38.1 43.1 3.9 6.4 3.3

14 Madhya Pradesh 52.3 45.4 38.8 4.0 5.3 6.0

15 Gujarat 67.3 66.1 51.2 1.5 1.5 2.2

16 Maharashtra 64.1 56.4 48.0 4.3 6.3 7.9

17 Andhra Pradesh 69.7 63.1 57.8 3.5 5.3 5.7

18 Karnataka 60.1 50.2 50.0 3.9 5.9 6.3

19 Kerala 66.3 45.8 38.4 5.3 11.1 16.3

20 Tamil Nadu 70.2 62.7 59.8 1.8 2.6 2.8

India 53.1 43.0 40.6 5.4 8.1 6.3

Source: Housing Census 2011

The proportion of SC and ST households living in dilapidated houses is higher in both 
rural and urban areas of Kerala compared to the all-India average in 2011
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Table2.3  Proportion of SC and ST households in India and Kerala  by quality of residential 
house, 2011

India/Kerala
Rural/ 
Urban

Proportion of households by quality of houses

Good Liveable Dilapidated

SC ST SC ST SC ST

India Total 43.2 40.6 48.7 53.1 8.1 6.3

Rural 38.6 37.6 52.4 55.8 9.0 6.6

Urban 56.4 59.7 37.4 35.9 5.4 4.4

Kerala Total 45.8 38.4 43.1 45.3 11.1 16.3

Rural 42.2 34.3 45.9 47.7 11.9 18.0

Urban 51.4 64.4 38.7 31.8 9.9 6.8

Within Kerala Kasargod district had the highest proportion of ST communities living in 
poor quality houses (23.3%) followed by Wayanad (19.6%) and Kannur (18.0%). 

Although the SC and ST development departments have accorded top priority to housing 
during the past several decades, there is no remarkable improvement in the housing situation 
of the poor among them.  It is a serious issue that accurate information on the number of 
landless homeless, houseless with own land, number of households who have got housing 
support at least since the launching of democratic decentralised planning, number of LSGs, 
if any, that need not require further support etc., are not available. There is no mechanism 
to verify duplication, accessing benefits from more than one agencies or departments and 
so on. Despite the huge investments, housing of the poor among the SC/ST communities 
continue to be a vexed issue.  It should be noted that when new applications are invited 
under LIFE 2020 around 1.75 lakh SC households (67304 landless homeless and 107523 
houseless with land) and about 26 thousand ST households (5204 landless homeless and 
20318 houseless with land) have applied for new houses. In this context, we recommend 
in-depth studies to understand the real issues and suggest lasting solutions to the ever 
increasing houseless among the SC/ST communities.

Fishing community
Poor resource base, scarcity of land, high density of population, relatively big family size 
and difficulties in residing away from the coast due to occupational reasons, etc. are some 
of the reasons for the poor housing condition of the fisher folk in the coastal belt of Kerala. 
A survey conducted by National Institute of Rural Development (NIRD) in 2010 revealed 
that there were 2,01,659 houses in the 222 marine fishing villages of Kerala with 212683 
number of households. Out of the total 16359 fishermen families were homeless and 12850 
families were landless. About 8.5% among them lived in Puramboke and 8.1% in revenue 
land. Since then, there has been considerable improvement in the housing conditions of 
the fisher folk.  

During the 12th and 13th Five-Year Plan periods the Department of Fisheries had taken 
up various housing schemes for fishermen. During the period 2011-12 to 2015-16 the 
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department through various housing schemes provided housing assistance to construct 
15603 houses. In the initial two years of the 13th FYP period, 3555 fishermen families 
were selected for housing support and among them 3030 (85%) have completed the 
construction. Apart from this, the department considered 1854 fishermen families for 
rehabilitation and 1418 among them have procured and registered land and 1114 have 
completed house construction under various schemes for rehabilitation of those affected by 
natural calamities.

Ever since the launching of LIFE Mission the entire eligible homeless & landless homeless 
fishermen families have been included in the beneficiary list. Under Phase II (Homeless), 
out of the 2011 beneficiaries selected 1305 families have executed agreement and 1161 have 
completed house construction. Under Phase III (Landless & Homeless) Life Mission has 
approved a list of 374 beneficiaries and among them 194 have executed agreement out of 
which 17 have completed house construction.

Persistent sea surge and coastal erosion have resulted in the loss of life and property of 
the fisher folk. Every year hundreds of houses are damaged families are forced to shift to 
temporary shelters, many of whom have been stuck there for several years disrupting their 
normal livelihood and affecting their socio-economic and cultural status.  Government has 
considered the issue seriously and as a targeted intervention has decided to rehabilitate all 
the families residing within 50 meters of the High Tide Line (HTL). 

The project ‘Punargaeham’ for which administrative sanction was accorded during 
December 2019 for an amount of 2450 Crore, aims at total rehabilitation of the 18685 
families residing 50 m of HTL. The mode of rehabilitation envisaged is by identification 
of land and construction of house in the identified land by the individual, construction of 
flat apartments by resident groups in the land identified by the beneficiary group and the 
construction of flat complexes by the Government in the revenue land / acquired land. Out 
of the 10950 families selected for individual houses, 2453 have got their land values fixed 
by the district administration and 1801 families have registered their land out of which 640 
have completed house construction. 

It is envisaged for the construction of 92 flat complexes consisting of 772 individual 
apartments to rehabilitate the fisherfolk with an outlay of 78.20 Crores @ of Rs 10 Lakh 
per apartment. Already 337 apartments have been handed over to the beneficiaries in 
Thiruvananthapuram district, and 128 apartments have been handed over to the beneficiary 
families in Malappuram district. The construction of the other flat complexes is progressing. 
Besides the above, the Fisheries department is also planning to reintroduce the scheme for 
renovation/ repair of houses which was abandoned earlier. 

Plantation workers
The labour department of the state estimated over 57560 labourers (27979 Male and 29583 
Female) are employed in the plantation sector. As per rules, the plantation owners will have 
to provide adequate residential accommodation to the labourers within the plantation. 
Accordingly, there are 26735 dwelling units in 5320 Layams (settlements) all over Kerala. Even 
though the Planters are responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of the dwelling units and 
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Layams with adequate facilities and amenities for a dignified life, owing to various reasons 
they are not doing it. Most of the dwelling units are over 80 years old and are in a dilapidated 
condition. 

Recently the labour department conducted a survey on the housing status of retired and 
currently working labourers residing in the Layams. The survey results are summarised in 
Table

Table2.4 Housing Status of Retired and Currently Working Plantation workers in Kerala

District
Retired Currently employed

TotalLandless 
homeless

Homeless 
with land

Landless 
homeless

Homeless 
with land

TVM 182 34 229 56 501

Kollam 673 61 2077 303 3114

Pathanamthitta 269 38 1225 352 1884

Alapuzha 0 0 8 2 10

Kottayam 81 10 539 119 749

Ernakulam 21 6 315 96 438

Idukki 2422 726 14117 2261 19526

Thrissur 47 13 732 187 979

Palakkad 164 21 712 115 1012

Malappuram 0 01 121 45 167

Kozhikkode 6 1 120 199 326

Wayanad 438 126 2105 818 3487

Kannur 0 0 6 9 15

Kasaragod 0 8 83 153 244

Total 4303 1045 22389 4715 32452

Source: Labour department, Government of Kerala

About 60% of the houseless plantation workers are in Idukki district of the state. It may 
be noted that even after retirement 5348 workers are forced to continue in Layams. It is a 
social responsibility to ensure adequate housing with basic facilities and amenities to all.  

Migrant workers
During the past two decades Kerala witnessed a large-scale influx of labourers from other 
Indian states. The labour department in 2021 counted 373070 migrant workers in Kerala. 
Ernakulam district have the highest number of migrants (57652) followed by Kozhikode 
(53203).  Most of them are working in informal sectors such as construction, saloons, 
restaurants, shops and other services. At present they do not have accommodation facilities 
with basic amenities. They have to be provided with affordable rental accommodation with 
basic facilities and amenities near the place of their work for a healthy and dignified life.
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Senior Citizens
Given that the proportion of elderly in Kerala is fast increasing, planned shelter options 
providing facilities for leading a happy life with dignity, health and support services need 
to be encouraged. 

Gender aspects
Gender bias in the ownership of buildings exists both in the rural and urban areas of Kerala. 
It is evident in the details of buildings constructed and completed during the year 2019-20 
compiled by the state’s department of Economics and Statistics. Owners of over 70% private 
buildings are males. It is also noted that out of the 433999 buildings 337325 (77.7%) are 
residential buildings.

Women should have a positive role in housing. It is desirable to promote joint ownership 
with women. As far as social housing is concerned, participation of women in the household 
need to be ensured from start to finish – planning, material procurement, construction, 
maintenance and so on19. Increase in the number of women headed families and single 
women necessitates specific inclusive measures for safety and child care support.

Pravasi Housing
The entire ‘pravasi’ households may not be rich enough to construct houses of their choice 
with own sources. Many migrants to Gulf countries have returned after losing jobs during 
Covid-19 pandemic. Those who are looking for government and financial institutions for 
adequate housing need to be supported with some sort of institutional mechanism.     



27Housing Report

CHAPTER - 3
REVIEW OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LIFE MISSION

LIFE project is unique in several respects. It is visualised as a ‘total housing’ project with 
the aim of mitigating the housing problem in five years from its start in 2017. Apart from 
housing, it is envisaged as a project to provide the beneficiaries opportunities to garner the 
benefits of several schemes for the welfare and social security of the socially and econom-
ically deprived sections of society. As a comprehensive rehabilitation programme for the 
landless-houseless, it was expected to convert government programmes for their sustenance, 
social and financial security and skill upgradation targeting a better livelihood. The major 
objectives of LIFE were: (a) provide/facilitate construction of safe and decent houses for all 
landless houseless families in the state within the time frame of five years; (b) achieve this 
target by pooling up resources from all possible sources including CSR funds, philanthropic 
financial support and all other possible sources. 

The initial target was to support 4.32 lakh families (1.58 lakh landless houseless, 2.3 lakh 
families with own land and completion of 44000 unfinished houses of families in coastal 
and plantation sectors) which the expert group (constituted by the State Planning Board 
in 2016) estimated as a backlog. Besides individual dwelling units, two categories of apart-
ment complexes were also suggested in the LIFE project proposal – sustenance towers and 
aspiration towers. Dwelling units in sustenance towers would be for occupation under rent-
al basis. The households moving into these apartments would have freedom to use the 
unit as their own house for indefinite period by paying a judiciously decided monthly 
rent. However, they would not have ownership right or transactional/subletting powers. 
Apartments in the aspirational towers, on the other hand, could be purchased at a prefer-
ential price by those among the landless houseless who could mobilize funds/loans if they 
specifically wish to have ownership rights. The beneficiaries in the sustenance towers would 
be provided preferential rates for owning a unit in aspiration towers or alternatively, fami-
lies in sustenance towers who wish to own it could be given the option to save up and pay 
a pre-fixed monthly rate and obtain full entitlement at the end of a pre-decided duration.

The key idea of the LIFE project was that the residential units would be provided with 
assured basic infrastructure facilities like electricity, water supply, sanitation facility and 
security services besides a host of amenities and facilities (a detailed description is available 
in 13th FYP working group report of the SPB). Notable among the arrangements pro-
posed were: modern security systems; environment friendly resource management systems; 
scientific disposal of solid wastes, study facilities for students; skill development centres; 
management committees elected from among the heads of households of all residential 
units and social animators for interacting with each of the beneficiary family right from the 
beneficiary selection process to final settlement till they are acclimatized and jelled together 
to a community or large joint family. 

LIFE was planned to implement as a joint programme of local self-government department 
and social welfare department. Implementation of the project is coordinated by a Mission 
group controlled by a high level administrative committee constituted jointly by these two 
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departments. The mission is operated through the local self-government institutions. As 
part of the Life Mission, it was decided to consolidate the ongoing housing projects of the 
various departments of the government and to combine it with the central scheme PMAY. 
State, District and Local Government Missions were formed with the Chief Minister as 
Chairman at the State level, the District Panchayat President as the Chairperson at the 
District level and the Chairperson of the Local Body at the local level. At the state level, the 
Chief Executive Officer and at the district level, the District Coordinators coordinated the 
mission activities.

Achievements
The project made an excellent beginning with an initial survey to identify beneficiaries and 
fund management. After several verifications, scrutinises and first appeal 504967 house-
holds (341095 landless houseless and 163872 houseless with land) were identified in the 
first week of November 2017. (District-wise details given below). Beneficiary selection was 
transparent with well-defined criteria. The selection process was simple, ward-wise and LSG 
wise beneficiary list (both landless-homeless and houseless with own land) was endorsed in 
grama sabha meetings and development seminars of the LSGs. Fund flow was hassle-free. 
Non-government organisations, individuals and local institutions provided liberal support.  

District-wise details of households that satisfied the eligibility conditions are given in Table 
3.1. 

Table 3.1 Landless-houseless and houseless households with own land eligible for LIFE                              
support by Districts of Kerala (1st Nov 2017)

District Landless-houseless Houseless with own land Total 

Alapuzha 19604 12971 32575

Ernakulam 37961 10137 48098

Idukki 21814 15938 37752

Kannur 8856 4779 13655

Kasaragod 12387 7677 20064

Kollam 37965 14003 51968

Kottayam 16475 6746 23221

Kozhikkode 17553 9896 27449

Malappuram 24872 13391 38263

Palakkad 36894 23055 59949

Pathanamthitta 7881 3791 11672

Thiruvananthapuram 55379 23846 79225

Thrissur 35695 10704 46399

Wayanad 7759 6918 14677

Total 341095 163872 504967

Source: LIFE Mission, Government of kerala
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The first phase of LIFE focused on completion of partially abandoned and unfinished 
houses allotted earlier by various departments under various schemes in the State. Total 
52635 houses were completed with a proportional increase of the present subsidy amount 
of Rs. 4 lakhs and subsequent instalments. This phase was completed with the support 
of the general public, social organizations, political parties, trade unions, students, NSS 
volunteers, various organizations, employee unions and people’s representatives. 

Second phase
Provision of houses to eligible households with own land was the focus of the second phase. 
Funds were released to 98148 households and they started contract construction. Out them 
88651 houses were completed as on 31st March 2021. 

Third phase
Out of the total 341095 landless houseless families identified in the survey, only 1,58,688 
could submit necessary documents at the time of verification. Of these, 6907 had their own 
land and 1993 bought land with government assistance. Out of the total 11954 families 
started construction on contract basis. Among them 4029 houses were completed by the 
end of March 2021. Construction of 36 housing complexes has been started in the state for 
the homeless. District wise details of houses constructed till the end of September 2021, 
in association with other schemes such as PMAY (U), PMAY (G), SC Department, ST 
Department, Fisheries etc., are given in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 LIFE Mission details of completed houses as on 28-09-2021

District
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TVM 6049 15170 6247 10437 3077 2384 3 1617 152 41 39554

KLM 3617 84401 1058 5555 1477 1958 3 770 107 18 22999

PTA 1176 1971 426 1403 800 1248 7 10 75 62 7178

ALP 2728 9188 358 4343 796 1278 10 607 193 115 19616

KTM 1102 4215 747 2050 617 1240 42 79 81 114 10287

IDY 3129 9959 1251 1722 783 1227 114 15 97 39 18336

EKM 1059 5409 890 9147 799 1944 53 329 79 114 19823

TCR 2997 4897 729 6984 1666 2228 22 117 118 165 19923

PGT 7611 11936 517 5737 2149 2763 493 14 127 34 31381

MLPM 2729 6232 863 9265 2436 2553 29 481 678 66 25332

KKD 6483 4918 262 5541 1212 1311 12 311 124 138 20346

WYD 8440 3640 313 2513 934 1073 1716 0 218 28 18875

KNR 2644 2551 248 4113 708 777 345 212 176 29 11803

KGD 2871 3419 353 1644 639 623 50 122 138 2 9861

Total 52635 91945 8637 70454 18093 22605 2899 4718 2363 965 275314

Source: www.LIFE Mission
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Unlike the earlier housing projects, LIFE could kindle the idea that housing is a basic 
human need and that it is the responsibility of society to provide adequate housing to the 
poor who are really weak and needy. Completion of unfinished houses despite assistance 
from various government schemes has become a new chapter in the history of housing in 
Kerala. Also 100% completion of contracted houses is unique in the state. 

Limitations
One of the major shortcomings is the tardy progress in the rehabilitation of landless 
homeless families. Similarly, although the provision of livelihoods should have been given 
more prominence in the scheme, no significant progress could be achieved in respect 
of linking construction activities with the employment and training of the beneficiary 
households. Since the performance of Life Mission Management Information System 
was deplorable, the concerned authorities and the public failed to get the real picture of 
project implementation on time. Although it was intended that technical institutes would 
be used under the name of Third Party Technical Assistance in project implementation, 
no significant progress was made in that area. Another issue is the failure of attempts to 
integrate with the plans and housing schemes of line departments of the government. 
Despite maximum efforts, that could not be done effectively. Still the departments have 
complaints that they could not spend as much as they did earlier.  Issues with respect to 
effective linkage with PMAY projects is another concern. PMAY projects could not be 
linked with LIFE projects effectively since the DPRs prepared by the Municipalities are 
beyond the LIFE list. However, it is presumed that the implementation of the scheme 
would have been much better if the intervention of the various departmental officers who 
had earlier carried out the scheme had been at the local body level. 

New Applicants
Besides the earlier over 5 lakh applicants, when a provision was given for eligible households 
to apply for new houses under LIFE project 9.2 lakh families applied online. Such an 
overwhelming response was unexpected. District-wise details of the applicants are given in 
Table 3.3. 
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Table: 3.3 LIFE Mission- New Applicants in Districts of Kerala as on 20-2-2021

District Landless houseless Houseless with land Total 

TVM 41700 75065 116765

KLM 29252 53553 82805

PTA 8003 19831 27834

Alapuzha 15228 48715 63943

Kottayam 15150 29716 44866

Idukki 14362 45643 60005

Ernakulam 21701 35171 56872

Thrissur 30803 46868 77671

Palakkad 36470 99758 136228

Malappuram 21869 60572 82441

Kozhikode 13136 42061 55197

Wayanad 8105 30861 38966

Kannur 10542 28003 38545

Kasarkodu 12287 25836 38123

Total 278608 641653 920261

Source: LIFE Mission

Number of applicants varied widely across the districts. Also within each district, the 
number of applicants may vary across the LSGs. Just before the launching of the LIFE 
project, it should be noted that, Expert Group Report on Total Housing Mission of the 
SPB (2016) estimated the magnitude of housing shortage in the LSGs in Kerala. While the 
proportion of houseless households was below 2% of the total number of households in 
around one-third of the LSGs, it was over 10% of total households in around 100 LSGs in 
the State in 2015 (see Table 3.4). Similarly, landless houselessness was absent in around 22% 
of the total LSGs in the State (Table 3.5).  It is also reported that ‘among the geographical 
regions, eastern region of South Kerala had the highest incidence of houseless and landless 
houseless households. The Coastal south also had high incidence of houseless households. 
Within each district, housing shortage varied widely across the LSG regions’ (Expert Group 
Report, SPB 2016). Percentage Houseless Households and Percentage Landless Households 
in Kerala are given in figure 3.1 and 3.2.
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Table 3.4 Number and percentage of LGs by proportion of houseless  households as a 
percentage of total households, 2015

Sl No
Proportion of houseless 
households (% of total)

Number of LGs Percentage of LGs

1 0 74 7.3

2 0.01-2 262 25.9

3 2.01-5 305 30.2

4 5.01-10 246 24.3

5 10.01-20 105 10.4

6 >20 19 1.9

Total 1011 100%

Source: Expert Group Report on Total Housing Mission (2016)

Table 3.5 Number and percentage of LGs by proportion of landless houseless households as a 
percentage of total households, 2015

Sl 
No

Proportion of landless houseless 
households (% of total)

Number of LGs Percentage of LGs

1 0 217 21.6

2 0.01-2 558 53.6

3 2.01-5 184 18.3

4 5.01-10 32 3.2

5 10.01-20 10 1.0

6 >20 3 0.3

Total 1004 100%

Source: Expert Group Report on Total Housing Mission (2016)

Resource base, eligibility and attitudes and preferences of the applicants
Keeping the 2015 estimates in perspective, we examined the region wise proportion of 
eligible households for a ‘free house’, their resource base, attitudes and preferences of the 
new applicants by taking a purposive sample of five wards from four districts of Kerala – 
two wards from Pathanamthitta and one each from Alapuzha, Kottayam and Idukki20. One 
among them is a coastal ward, another from a mid-land area and the rest from partially hill 
areas. Due to time constraint we could not collect information from an exclusive hill area. 
For reasons of brevity and clarity, we consider LIFE applicants in selected wards from only 
two districts - Pathanamthitta and Alapuzha – for a detailed discussion with the help of 
Maps showing the proportion of homeless with land and landless homeless (taken from the 
SPB report 2016).   

The Maps (Figures) shows that the proportion of both homeless with land and landless 
homeless vary widely across the LSGs in Pathanamthitta and Alapuzha. There are 27834 
new LIFE applicants in the Pathanamthitta district of Kerala. Among them 8003 are landless 
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houseless families. Number of new LIFE applicants in the selected sample Ward from 
Ezhamkulam GP of the district was 46 and all of them except three possessed own land. As 
per the present selection criteria, 26 (56%) are eligible to be included in the beneficiary list. 
We enquired the details of eligible households with the help of ward member and informal 
interactions with the household members of the applicants. As per our assessment only 4 
households (15% of the eligible households) deserve absolutely free house since they do 
not have capacity to share the cost of construction.  Among the other eligible households 
(9) around one-third are willing and able to contribute 25% of the total cost of house 
construction in terms of either labour, materials or cash; another one-third is willing to 
share 25 to 50% of the total cost; and the rest is willing to contribute over 50%, if housing 
activities are properly linked with training, employment and other social security schemes 
of the government. 

The situation in Kotangal GP, which is a partially hilly area in the northern part of 
Pathanamthitta district, is entirely different. There are 38 applicants in the ward selected 
and six among them do not have own land. Around 90% of the households with own land 
and 17% of the landless homeless are eligible to be included in the beneficiary list. It is 
also noted that about 83% of the eligible households with land deserve free house; about 
14% reported that they can meet up to 25% of the total cost of construction; and only one 
household reported that they can meet 25 to 50% of the total cost. Percentage Landless 
Households and houseless households in a sample Panchyat in  Pathanamthitta  District is 
given in figure 3.3 & 3.4.

There are 63943 new LIFE applicants in the district. Among them 15228 are landless 
homeless families. We selected a coastal Ward from Mararikkulam South grama panchayat. 
In the selected ward there are 61 applicants in the Ward and nine among them do not have 
own land. As per the present criteria 32 (about 62%) out of the 52 applicants with own 
land are likely to be included in the beneficiary list. Further it is noticed that the resource 
base of 90% of the eligible households is so poor that they are incapable of sharing the cost 
of house construction either in cash or kind. Percentage Landless Households and houseless 
househulds in a sample Panchyat in Alappuzha  District is given in figure 3.5 & 3.6.

A clear picture of regional variation in the proportion of eligible households and those 
deserving ‘free house’ is discernible when we collate the entire sample (from four districts) 
in a single Table. Out of the total 186 applicants in the selected five Wards 156 are houseless 
with own land and the rest are landless homeless. 

Houseless households with own land 
The proportion of eligible households is not similar across the three regions. It varied 
between 56.5 and 79.3%. Among the eligible households, those households deserving a 
‘free house’ varied widely between 15% in midland region and 90% in low-land region (see 
Table). Those who deserve ‘free house’ do not have the resource base including manpower 
to contribute for house construction. 
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Figure 3.1
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Figure 3.2
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Figure 3.3

Figure 3.4
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Figure 3.5
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Figure 3.6
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Table 3.6 Number and proportion of sample LIFE applicants with own land eligible to be 
included in the beneficiary list and deserving free house by region

Region
Eligible out of 

the total
Deserving free house 

among the eligible
Total

Southern Coastal belt 32 (60.7%) 29 (90.6%) 52 (100.0%)

Midland region 26 (56.5%) 4 (15.4%) 46 (100.0%)

Mixture of midland and hilly regions 46 (79.3%) 35 (76.1%) 58 (100.0%)

All 104 (66.7%)  68 (65.4) 156 (100.0%)

It is noted that a significant proportion of the eligible households are willing and able to 
share the cost of construction either in terms of cash, kind or labour. It may be noted in 
Table 3.6 that 104 out of the total 156 (66.7%) are eligible to be included in the selection 
list. Among them 68 (65.4%) deserve ‘free house’. The remaining 36 eligible households are 
willing and able to contribute/share cost of construction, if it is linked with other training 
and employment activities of the government. In all, around one-fifth of the eligible 
households are willing to share up to 25% of the total cost and about 4% households are 
willing share over 50% cost of construction (see Table).

Table 3.7  Number and proportion of eligible households by expected contribution to house 
construction

Sl No Share of cost of construction (%) Number and Percentage of eligible families 

1 < 25 20 (19.2%)

2 25-50 12 (11.5%)

3 >50 4 (3.8%)

4 Incapable (Zero) 68 (65.4%)

All 104 (100.0%)

We examined the size of land owned by the eligible houseless households. Around 80% of 
the families owned less than 10 cents and a negligible proportion (around 4%) owned more 
than 25 cents (see Table 3.8).

Table 3.8 Eligible houseless households by land ownership (in cents)

Sl. 
No

Land size (in cents) Percentage of households(%)

1 < 5 cents 21

2 5-10 57.1

3 10-15 9.5

4 15-25 8.6

5 >25 3.8

All 100.0
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Landless homeless
Out of the total 30 landless households 18 (60%) are eligible to be included in the beneficiary 
list. It is noted that 4 among them (over one-fifth of the total) applicants are likely to get 
ownership of land in the partition of family share, another one (5%) is likely to get title 
deed; and yet another one (5%) is willing to contribute to land purchase. 

Regarding the present living arrangement of the landless households, it is noted that 72% 
among them are residing in rented houses; another one-fifth are living with their parents 
(joint family) and only one family is residing in a temporary structure. For our question 
about their preference, if an option for choosing the type of residence, it is noted that less 
than 10% of the landless houseless families prefer to live in Flats.

Lessons from the sample study
It may be kept in mind that the sample size is too small and it is purposively selected 
from only five out of thousands of Wards in Kerala and therefore, not adequate for reliable 
estimates and interpretation. However, we hope that the results would provide several useful 
insights for furthering the goals of LIFE Mission. The first insight is that all the applicants 
are not eligible to get housing support. Secondly, the entire eligible households do not 
deserve absolute ‘free house’. A significant proportion among them are willing and capable 
to share the cost of construction, if opportunities are provided. Thirdly, the proportion of 
eligible households and those eligible for ‘free house’ vary widely across the geographical 
regions. Fourthly, although a major proportion of the landless houseless families are residing 
in rented buildings, only a negligible proportion reside in temporary structures. Lastly, 
given a choice, less than one-tenth among the landless in rural areas prefer to reside in Flats.

Since the LIFE applicants were not given a chance for demanding funds for improving/
renovating the house in which they are residing at present, we also did not ask any question 
relating to repair/renewal. If that option was given, we hope that a significant proportion of 
the new applicants would have opted for renewing and strengthening their dwelling units 
instead of demolishing it.

Based on the above insights we would suggest the following for the 14th Five Year Plan.

Suggestions for the 14th Five Year Plan 
Conduct a detailed study of the resource base, attitudes/preferences and potentials of the 
entire LIFE applicants in all the LSGs of the State, in a better way than what we did in 
the selected five Wards. Study and verification process must be transparent and utmost 
care should be given to include the entire deserving families, even if they are not LIFE 
applicants. Based on an objective and well-defined criteria prepare ward-wise separate lists 
of households that deserve absolute free house, partial support/grant/subsidy and so on 
in each LSG area. Another important aspect is identification of households that deserve 
support for repair/renewal/improvement of housing units. Wherever possible organise the 
beneficiaries in small groups, conduct awareness and training camps to make them aware 
of the need for appropriate designs, technology, availability and use of building materials, 
linking MGNREGS/Ayankali EGS and so on.  



41Housing Report

Service of engineering and architectural students, arts and science college students taken as 
interns with stipend, with some practical training may be used for the preparation of user-
friendly designs and housing data collection21. Services of kudumbasree units, NGOs and 
volunteers also can be used for collecting accurate information. This information or data 
collected from Wards should be aggregated at LSG, District and State levels. That should 
form the baseline of the proposed housing data warehouse with provision for periodic 
updating.  

Another suggestion is that instead of clubbing provider and facilitator approaches, ‘free 
house’ should be provided only to the true deserving and others should be facilitated with 
grants/subsidies/loans to construct own house of choice after assessing their capability and 
resource base. As noted elsewhere, projects for repair and renovation are also required at 
different levels. Possibility of making use of used materials (second-hand materials) also 
needs to be probed. Training for material production, house construction and other 
activities related housing should be planned and implemented at the local level with the 
help of experts. 

The following specific recommendations also may be considered for achieving the LIFE 
Mission goals in the 14th Five Year Plan.

1. Prepare a priority list of eligible households using well defined and transparent criteria 
and free house should be limited to the most deserving and others should be given 
partial assistance based on their needs and capacity. 

2. Besides the data warehouse (as detailed in the next section) conduct meetings and 
awareness camps for the entire applicants of LIFE projects. Separate meetings should 
be organised for landless houseless and households with own land.

3. Housing complexes should be limited to local bodies (especially in urban areas) where 
there are more beneficiaries and each cannot find land.

4. Link social security, employment and social welfare schemes of the government 
with housing programmes to improve the livelihood situation the entire beneficiary 
households.

5. Wherever possible, instead of demolishing existing structures, help the families to 
repair/renew and improve their housing quality. Interest free or subsidised loans up to 
Rs 6 lakhs with a back end subsidy of Rs one lakh may be considered for that purpose.

6. Landless households who can afford to buy land may be given houses using the above 
methods. For those who cannot find land on their own, a public campaign to find land 
should be started with the involvement of the general public. 

7. House construction should be done using appropriate technologies and methods as 
described in section 5. LSGs should take the initiative to build/provide houses to the 
true deserving families.

8. A comprehensive web portal should be created to make all the details of the project 
available

9. A re-examination of the fund allocation strategy is urgently required. At present the 
major sources are 20% of the LG Development Fund, State share and HUDCO 
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loan. Given the fact that over one-third LSGs need not require external funds while 
a significant proportion of LSGs require additional funds besides the repayment 
commitments, a detailed examination of the resources and fund requirements at each 
LG level need to be carried out.

10. Besides the present organisational structure, inclusion of Ministers in charge of 
Fisheries, SC/ST and their Secretaries, representatives of Grama Panchayat President’s 
Association, Block Panchayat President’s Association, Municipal Chairperson’s 
Chamber, Mayor’s Council, Jilla Panchayat President’s Council, Director of IKM, 
Director General KILA and Director PRD in the State Level Committee of LIFE 
would facilitate easy and quick decision making. 

11. District Housing Cell may be constituted to co-ordinate all housing related activities 
with Project Director and Deputy Development Commissioner, Poverty Alleviation 
Unit (PAU), as convener and district heads of line departments as members. 

12. Poverty Alleviation Units and housing division of block panchayats may be utilized for 
LIFE Scheme. 

13. Compulsory Insurance coverage for the houses built under LIFE project should be 
arranged.

LSGs where the issue of housing shortage is very low should be encouraged to mitigate it 
without any state or central support. Then, a major share of the central and state funds could 
be diverted to the regions where housing problem is acute. Also inclusion of beneficiary 
contribution, wherever it is possible, will help to create ownership feeling and minimise the 
burden of the government.
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CHAPTER-4
NEED FOR ACCURATE DATA AND A DATA WAREHOUSE

In fact, the housing problem involves several dimensions; absolute houselessnes (shortage); 
overcrowding within the houses; poor quality or dilapidated units; locational issues; 
landlessness and so on. Issues relating to demand and supply of rental houses, vacant 
houses etc., are also important. A comprehensive data on housing should, therefore, have 
information on all the above dimensions. 

At present we have different sources of macro-level data on housing situation which do 
not necessarily match, depending on how we define the housing problem/shortage. Major 
sources are Decennial Census data, Socio-economic and Caste Census, estimates based on 
NSSO data and data compiled by the State Department of Economics and Statistics. These 
data sets give an overall picture about the quantitative and qualitative aspects of housing. 
Qualitative aspects are measured on the basis of arbitrarily fixed standards. From a macro 
perspective these standardized data sets are necessary and sufficient for financial planning 
at the national and State levels. But they are not sufficient for addressing location specific 
housing issues. It should be noted that unlike any other customized durable consumer 
goods, ‘residential house’ is location specific and it cannot be transported from one place 
to another. Therefore, accurate or factual data on the housing situation in each locality is 
required for planning and implementation of housing programmes and projects. Given the 
strength and powers of Kerala’s LSGs, it is not difficult to build up a factual data base.

As far as housing shortage of the poor is concerned, at present different agencies are following 
different criteria for beneficiary selection. For instance, ‘family’ is defined differently for 
different housing schemes. Instead, a convergence is essential. Why can’t we apply LIFE 
project selection criteria for others also?  With appropriate IT tools, quantitative and 
qualitative techniques and methods it is easy to collate accurate information on houses 
and households in consultation, kudumbasree units, elected representatives and officials. 
This accurate information should be the base for a housing data warehouse at the LSG 
level.  Also we have detailed data on size, type and ownership of all houses in each LSG 
submitted by builders and owners at various stages of building sanction, completion, house 
numbering and tax fixation. Public and private agencies, NGOs and co-operatives cannot 
implement social housing schemes without the knowledge of LSGs. Let the officials and 
elected representatives check the accuracy of the data. The present LIFE Mission data could 
be a good starting point for identifying beneficiaries of social housing. From this base 
identify households that deserve absolutely ‘free house’, partial support/grant/subsidies, 
support for repair/renovation, and so on. Those who are benefited from the public schemes 
should be deleted from the list and new deserving households, if any, should be included to 
update the data periodically.

Land
Scarcity of land and landlessness of the poor are major issues of concern. Accurate information 
on land available with different tiers of government that can be used for housing purposes 
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in each LSGI area is not available with precision. Issues relating to partition of ancestral 
properties and title deeds are also creating problems. Owing to supply-demand mismatch 
prices of land suitable for housing at present are far beyond the affordability of the middle 
class, let alone the poor.  A house provided in locations unsuitable to find employment, 
income and other livelihood sources, even if it is free, would not be acceptable to the poor 
who depends purely on unstable casual employment for livelihood. It is likely that they 
would abandon or dispose of such a house at throwaway prices and move to places where 
they could find some sort of employment to make a living. Such a situation is evidenced in 
several city slum improvement programmes and housing schemes for fishing communities. 
Thus, besides the accurate information on housing need and land availability, we should 
also have information on the capabilities, attitudes and preferences of people before local 
level planning for housing provision. 

It is also a fact that people living in vulnerable conditions and those who are impoverished 
due to health issues or accidents encountered by any member of the family or those who 
are in heavy debt due to loans availed for higher studies or marriage of daughters etc. are 
likely to lose their house22. Since the house would normally be the only asset of value they 
possess, these people would be forced to convert it into money when faced with pressing 
financial needs. An accurate data base would help identify such households and link them 
with social security schemes and employment programmes so that they could be saved from 
drifting to landless-homeless. 

Data on vacant houses  
Database at the LSG level must consist of details of vacant houses and their owners. 
Depending on their size, type, location, facilities and amenities the LSGs can prepare action 
plans for the potential use of vacant houses.  For example, in places of tourism importance 
several houses can be used as ‘homestay’ facilities.  In the light of concerns about the 
potential risks of mechanically cooled crowded office buildings and work places raised by 
COVID-19, there is possibility for converting several vacant houses in rural and urban 
areas to small office spaces, ‘smart homes’, play schools, day-care centres, day homes for 
senior citizens and so on.  For their effective use, it is necessary that all vacant houses shall 
be brought into a credible ‘rental market’, based on adequate guidelines and regulations. 

Data on Rental housing-both supply and demand
Rental housing is required in all places where there is high incidence of migrant population, 
people employed in transferable jobs, students and so on. They need housing facility with 
necessary social and physical infrastructure necessary for temporary stay. Their rental 
affordability varies widely according to their income status. As far as migrant workers are 
concerned their Employers or contractors and LSGs should facilitate rental accommodation. 
It should be adhered by the local police regulations regarding identification and registration 
with the labour office. 

Several others – individuals and families - may also need rental accommodation in rural 
and urban areas. Although vacant/unoccupied houses/flats are available throughout Kerala, 
owners may not give it on rent due to fear of future difficulties. This issue needs to be 
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addressed by strict rules and regulation beneficial to both the parties. The present Rent 
Control Act needs to be modified or new laws enacted on the lines of the Model Rent 
Control Legislation prepared by the Ministry of Urban Development, Government of 
India, so as to take care of the interests of both the owners and the tenants. Also, investors 
in housing development need to be encouraged to construct rental housing, especially in 
towns and cities. Night shelters in major cities and towns are also necessary for providing 
accommodation to the people on transit and others. 

Keeping housing units vacant or unoccupied is a social waste. Given that big houses would 
not be available for the houseless households belonging the EWS and LIG, we must think 
of alternative use of these buildings. There are three possibilities; (1) leasing it for rent, 
based on demands; (2) market sale to the new home buyers at a price agreeable to both 
the buyers and sellers and (3) converting it to ‘smart homes’, office buildings, play schools, 
small business houses, service apartments, homestays and so on. Therefore, the LSGs must 
have accurate data on vacant houses and they may be empowered to identify and facilitate 
their effective use. 
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CHAPTER 5
CO-ORDINATION AND INTEGRATION OF AGENCIES/

DEPARTMENTS IN THE SOCIAL HOUSING SECTOR

The history of social housing schemes dates back to 1950s with the village housing scheme 
implemented with the support of the Community Development Programme sponsored by 
Government of India. It was followed by the pioneering MN One Lakh Housing scheme 
launched in 1972 by the government of Kerala. The scheme was implemented with the 
massive support of Local Self Government Institutions. Later on several housing schemes 
for SCs, STs and EWS were taken up by the state government and many of them were 
integrated with the centrally sponsored employment generating schemes of NREP, RLEGP, 
etc. The flagship housing scheme of Government of India, Indira Awas Yojana was launched 
in 1996. Meanwhile, Kerala also launched many loan-subsidy linked housing programmes 
for EWS categories through the Kerala State Housing Board, which was established in 1971. 
A massive housing programme namely Rajiv One Million Housing Scheme (ROMHS) 
catering to all the sections of the society was launched by the Board in 1991. It was followed 
by the Mythri Housing Scheme launched in 1996 targeting the housing needs of the EWS.  
Ever since the launching of democratic decentralised planning the LSGs provided thrust for 
the housing of the poor. The Kerala State Nirmiti Kendra, established in 1987, pioneered 
many innovative experiments in the development of cost effective and environment friendly 
building technology. The EMS Housing (2009-2012), a ‘total housing project’ targeted to 
below poverty line households, constructed 1.28 lakh houses with the lead role of LSGs. 
MN One Lakh House Reconstruction Scheme helped to upgrade the quality of houses 
already constructed with public funding. Indira Awas Yojana, Pradhan Mantri Awas Yojana 
(Grameen) (PMAY-G), Jawaharlal Nehru National Urban Renewal Mission (2005 -2017) 
are some of the central government projects for providing shelter, basic services and other 
related civic amenities to the poor.  Major contributions of central and state government 
agencies, LSGs, Kerala State Housing Board and others are summarised in this section. 

Central Government schemes
The housing policy framework of India has been on rights based and the Central Government 
provide financial support to State and Local Self Government institutions to implement 
affordable and social housing schemes. It has been providing fiscal concessions for affordable 
housing and financial support for innovative, environment friendly and energy saving 
construction materials and methods. The state’s Kudumbashree has been the nodal agency 
to implement central projects such as National Slum Development Programme (NSDP), 
Valmiki Ambedkar Awas  Yojana (VAMBAY), Integrated Housing and  Slum Development 
Programme (IHSDP), Basic Services for Urban Poor (BSUP), Rajiv Awas Yojana (RAY) 
and Pradhan Mantri Awas Yojana (Urban) (PMAY –U) now in collaboration with LIFE 
Mission.

The Jawaharlal Nehru National Urban Renewal Mission (2005 -2017) was an integrated 
programme for providing utilities to the urban poor through projects for providing shelter, 
basic services and other related civic amenities. The mission had two components that 
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focus on housing, viz., Basic Services for Urban poor (BSUP) and Integrated Housing and 
Slum Development Programme (IHSDP). The major objective of the IHSDP was a holistic 
development of urban slums combining two erstwhile schemes viz.Valmiki Ambedkar Awas 
Yojana (VAMBAY) and National Slum Development Programme (NSDP). The project was 
beneficial since it provides housing and basic facilities to the slum dwellers. In all, 38350 
housing units were constructed under JNNURM in the state. Rajiv Awas Yojana, with 
the objective of ‘Slum Free India’ has been implemented in 6 corporations in the state. 
Proposals for redevelopment of 5 slums have been approved under the scheme. The project 
was launched in   two phases - the preparatory phase (2011-2013) and implementation 
phase (2013-2022). The latter, with Kudumbashree as state level nodal agency, was executed 
with the active participation and ownership of urban local bodies and now it is merged with 
PMAY.

PMAY is the latest Central Government programme launched with the goal of ‘Housing 
for All by 2022’. PMAY(U) is a ‘housing for all’ mission with focus on affordable housing 
in urban areas. It is sponsored by the Central Government under the Ministry of Housing 
and Urban Affairs (MoHUA). Kudumbashree, the state poverty eradication mission of 
Government of Kerala is the state level nodal agency for implementing the scheme in 
the state. Under this mission financial assistance to implementing agencies through State 
government is provided for ‘affordable houses’ to all eligible families. PMAY (U) has several 
components; the most important among them are Slum Rehabilitation of Slum Dwellers 
with Participation of Private Developers using Land as a Resource; credit linked subsidy 
schemes (CLSS); Affordable Housing in Partnership (AHP) with Public and Private Sectors; 
and Subsidy for Beneficiary-led individual Construction (BLC). The state government and 
the Urban Local Bodies are also extending financial assistance in addition to the central 
government grant. Commercial banks are also sanctioning housing loans to LIG and EWS 
beneficiaries of CLSS under PMAY (U).  It could be converged with other schemes to 
ensure that houses have toilets, Saubhagya Yojana electricity connection, UjjwalaYojana 
LPG gas connection, access to drinking water and Jan Dhan banking facilities, etc. 

Kerala provides a unit cost of Rupees 4 lakhs per beneficiary (Central share Rs. 1.5 lakh 
+ State share Rs. 0.5 lakh +Urban Local Body Rs. 2 lakhs) under the Beneficiary Led 
Individual Construction Scheme. The state has demonstrated commendable performance in 
implementing PMAY. It may be noted in Table that the Kudumbasree has constructed 59525 
houses for the poor during the five-year period 2017-2021 under PMAY(U) in collaboration 
with LIFE Mission. During this period, the Rural Development Commissionerate has 
constructed 18173 houses for the poor under the PMAY (G) and LIFE Mission. Also, 
sanction has been accorded for the construction of 774 dwelling units for the landless 
homeless families under the Affordable Housing in Partnership programme. Apartment 
complexes are constructed in the land owned by Urban Local Bodies. Construction of 
280 houses has been completed under this programme. Apart from the above, as part 
of the CLSS interest subsidy up to 6.5% has been sanctioned to 25732 beneficiaries for 
their loans from commercial banks. Also, benefits through convergence with Ayyankali 
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Urban Employment Guarantee Scheme 90 man-days have been provided to PMAY (U) 
beneficiaries. 

The Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs has launched Affordable Rental Housing 
Complexes (ARHCs) in 2020 to provide dignified living to urban poor/migrants in 
proximity to their work place23. ARHC is a sub-scheme of PMAY(U).  It is expected that 
the ARHC will promote inclusive urban development and prevent growth of slums and 
would provide support for a dignified living to urban poor/migrants near their work place.

State Government agencies
Although the state intervention in the housing sector of Kerala began in the 1950s, it was 
confined to implementation of schemes sponsored by the central government till the early 
1970s. But it took a new turn with the launching of one-lakh housing scheme in 197224. 
The successive governments implemented several schemes/programmes with focus on 
economically weaker sections (EWS) through various departments and agencies. More than 
20 major agencies are implementing housing programmes in the State today. The Kerala 
State Housing Board (KSHB), Kerala State Development Corporation for SC/ST, LSG 
Department, Commissionerate of Rural Development, SC Department, ST Department, 
Fisheries Development Department, Labour Department are some of the major agencies 
and departments implementing housing programmes. Apart from this, the Banking sector, 
Co-operatives, Kerala State Co-operative Agricultural and Rural Development Bank also 
provide financial assistance for various housing programmes. Kerala State Nirmithi Kendra 
and Kudumbasree are also implementing various housing schemes. The KSHB since its 
inception have constructed 3373 flats, 51317 individual houses and developed 3041 plots 
under the public housing scheme. During the last 50 years the Board has provided loans for 
678951 people (EWS – 637003, LIG – 23601, MIG – 15319 and HIG – 3028)25.  

Non-Governmental Organisations such as COSTFORD and Habitat Technology Group 
also play significant role in the social housing sector. 

Local Self Governments
Ever since the launching of democratic decentralised planning (DDP) in Kerala in 1996 
local self-government institutions (LSGIs) have been actively involved in housing support 
for EWS26. All the LSGIs – Jilla Panchayats, Block Panchayats, Grama Panchayats, 
Corporations and Municipalities - gave top priority to social housing projects with focus 
on EWS . The Jilla Panchayats in Thiruvananthapuram, Kollam and Thrissur implemented 
Total Housing Programmes with specific focus on EWS from the late 1990s. In 2009 the 
State government launched a total housing scheme namely ‘EMS Housing Scheme’ and 
implemented through the LSGs. Data compiled by the office of the housing commissioner 
show the details of houses constructed for homeless from 2017 to 2021 by the major 
agencies and departments (see Table). Now we have LIFE Mission project which is planned 
to implement as a joint programme of LSG Department and social welfare department. 
But, still there is no effective co-ordination and integration of departments dealing with 
housing schemes and programmes/projects addressing the same target groups.
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Table. 5.1 New houses constructed for the homeless by the major departments in Kerala from 
2017 to 2021

 Houses constructed for homeless from 2017 to 2021 in Kerala

Sl. 
No

Name of the Department

Number of Houses Constructed
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1 Kerala State Housing Board 442 407 55 25 9 938

2 Kudumbasree (PMAY-U) 2475 13250 32825 7170 3805 59525

3 LIFE Mission 15242 37405 74435 18221 5205 150508

4
Rural Development Commis-
sionerate PMAY (G)

7977 7356 1364 707 769 18173

5 ST Development Department 579 507 507 616 126 2335

6 Fisheries 78 650 924 690 143 2485

7 SC Development Department 10684 9870 3081 1321 213 25169

8

Kerala State development Cor-
poration for Christian Converts 
from scheduled caste and the 
recommended communities ltd 
Kottayam

251 238 199 126 1 815

Total 37728 69683 113390 28876 10271 259948
Source: Office of the Housing Commissioner

Need for co-ordination and integration
Except in theory there is no effective coordination and integration among the agencies and 
departments engaged in social housing activities. Convergence between poverty alleviation 
schemes and housing programmes for the poor is also absent. It is true that the government 
and public agencies have accorded highest priority to social housing specially to housing for 
the EWS. Eligibility criteria for identifying the poor for providing institutional support for 
housing are transparent. However, the norms, unit cost, type design, structure and pattern 
of funding, and the subsidies varied widely across the schemes27.  Guidelines of housing 
programmes of various departments/implementing agencies also vary widely. Several tasks 
from identification of beneficiaries, implementation and monitoring are done by the LSGs 
and Kudmbassree under the administrative control of LSG Department. Every time the 
LSGs collect and publish the list of beneficiaries eligible for housing support under each 
scheme. But, accurate information on the housing situation and families that require 
support are not  available in a common comparable format at the LSG level so that it can 
be compiled at the district and State levels28 .

Despite the proactive state intervention and impressive records in terms of both investment 
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and physical achievements, housing situation of a significant proportion of the marginalised 
sections continue to be poor. One-fourth of the entire houseless and those living in poor 
quality houses belong to SC/ST groups29. Several households do not have land with titles 
for house construction. Most of the hitherto public housing schemes bypassed the landless 
households. Although the major objective of the LIFE mission was to achieve the goal of 
‘total housing’ in five years with the coordination of the entire housing departments in the 
state and convergence of poverty alleviation and employment programmes for the poor, 
now it is realised that it is not that easy.  

Who will co-ordinate and integrate housing activities for the same target group and how 
can it be converged with available schemes for employment, skill development, building 
material production, health and hygiene, nutrition & food habits, avoidance of liquor and 
narcotics, forest management including afforestation activities, animal husbandry etc. No 
single agency or department at present do have the capacity and power to co-ordinate and 
integrate housing programmes addressing the same target group and to combine it with 
training and skill up-gradation programmes so as to ensure social security and welfare. LIFE 
Mission is a typical case in point. It should be noted that house construction involves the 
use of natural resources; location of the house is also important. Disaster-prone areas are not 
suitable for house construction. Programmes for housing provision should consider all these 
aspects along with the livelihood aspects of the beneficiary households. Recommended roles 
and responsibilities that could be undertaken by the major agencies and departments are 
detailed in section 8. 
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CHAPTER 6
BUILDING DESIGNS, MATERIAL USE, BUILDING PROCESS 

AND SUSTAINABILITY ASPECTS

It may be noted that the roof material of over 90% of the residential buildings constructed 
and completed in the year 2019-2020 in Kerala was concrete (RCC)30. Although it is 
perceived as a sign of better quality standard, it should be remembered that injudicious use 
of energy intensive materials poses threats to environmental sustainability and ecological 
balance of the region. The mainstream building construction sector in Kerala today is 
dominated by energy intensive factory produced materials, most of which are environment 
unfriendly. There is acute shortage of both natural and factory produced building materials. 
Injudicious and wasteful use of scarce resources and materials are also posing threats to the 
already fragile ecology and environment of the state. Therefore, the ever increasing demand 
for residential construction necessitates incorporation of sustainability concern in future 
housing. Sustainability aspects - environmental, economic, social and technological - need 
to be incorporated in the material use and building process. It is essential for improving 
the livelihood conditions and financial inclusion of the beneficiary households belonging 
to lower social socioeconomic ladder31. Materials and technologies used for construction 
should address the issues of shortage of natural resources, environmental degradation 
and affordability. Promotion of environment friendly and cost-effective construction will 
succeed only when the mainstream society - especially the upper and middle classes and 
government and public institutions – opts for it, thereby removing the stigmatization that 
it is for the poor. 

Socio- cultural Aspects
Social housing schemes for the poor should give due consideration to the socio-cultural 
background of the beneficiaries. It is essential to ensure their participation in the building 
process. Community involvement is also crucial for housing development. Thus, the 
following aspects are important for achieving socio- cultural sustainability: (i) involvement 
of households with the support of community; (ii) promotion of core housing concepts with 
flexibility for future expansion; (iii) flexible designs; (iv) careful neighbourhood planning; 
(v) access to basic infrastructure facilities and community services such as library / reading 
room, playground / park etc.; (vi) avoiding segregation based on income, religion or other 
social criteria; and (vii) discourage stigmatization of houses either through type design, 
material usage or any other methods.

Economic Aspects
Source of employment and income to meet the basic livelihood needs are important 
aspects of economic sustainability. It can be achieved at least partially by integrating social 
housing programmes with training and skill upgradation to participate in activities related 
to building material production, construction and maintenance of housing. Access to 
finance to supplement government support is also essential. Forming self-help and mutual 
help groups of beneficiaries of social housing would facilitate creation of social capital for 
collective development.  
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The use of cost-effective, energy-efficient and environment friendly building materials and 
appropriate technologies would reduce both the private and social cost of construction. 
Appropriate technology should satisfy the following conditions:

(a) Simple and easy to use
(b) Should not warrant heavy capital investment 
(c) Use of minimum skilled workforce
(d) Innovations in production of building materials
(e) Energy efficiency, weather-proof, thermally comfortable and durable finished houses
(f ) Hurricane/earthquake-proof constructions
(g) Cost effective compared to conventional construction

Labour cost reduction can be achieved by using improved design and modular construction 
techniques. Specifications should be prepared considering optimization of space and cost-
effective construction systems. Energy efficiency should be ensured by choosing the right 
orientation, building form, openings and materials used besides landscaping /outdoor 
environment.

Choice of materials is an important step towards cost reduction. The use of local materials 
reduces transportation cost. Material cost can be reduced by:
(a) Optimizing the built-up area
(b) Pre-planning every component of a house
(c) Rationalizing the design procedure for reducing the size of the component
(d) Minimizing the wastage and
(e) Using only components that are essential

Organizations or small groups of beneficiary households together with the involvement 
of community organisations such as ‘Ayalkootam’, self-help groups etc., can address 
several issues related to basic services such as water, sanitation and waste management. 
Another important factor is awareness about the resource availability and their efficient use. 
Thus, besides public support, habitat literacy campaign is also essential for addressing the 
sustainability concerns.

Technological Aspects
The poor have relatively little access to natural resources popularly used for construction 
such as River sand, Rubble, Timber and so on. Because of the ever increasing demand supply 
mismatch prices of these materials are soaring day by day. Although several traditional 
building materials such a bamboo and coconut stem are available in plenty, they are not 
widely used allegedly due to non-durability and non-flexibility. Technologies to increase the 
durability of indigenous materials are available with major research laboratories. But none 
of them is cost effective at present32. Academic research institutions and organisations like 
KESNIK have not sufficiently contributed towards inventions and innovations in building 
technology33. Hence, government and public support are essential to propagate appropriate 
technologies, cost-effective and environment-friendly building materials and methods.
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Technology promotion activities and awareness programmes should be accelerated to make 
the technologies more accessible and affordable to the users. Along with this, institutional 
arrangements for bulk purchase and distribution sale at reasonable prices (such as Kalavara 
model) need to be popularised to benefit EWS and LIG households. 

Effective dissemination of cost-effective and environment friendly technology through 
convincing examples and post delivery services need to be promoted. Service of institutions 
such as Kerala State Housing Board and KESNIK can be used to promote the access and 
acceptance of appropriate technologies. Research in appropriate technology needs to be 
promoted to explore the possibility of using waste materials that are facing disposal issues. 
Building standards need to be revised to include technological innovations. Fiscal measures 
are also required for incentivising cost-effective methods. 

Environmental Aspects
Accessibility to basic infrastructure facilities, conservation of natural resources and efficient 
use of resources in housing activities deserve more attention. Ensure thermal comfort and 
resource efficiency with regard to water, energy and waste through choosing appropriate 
typology and design. Harvesting of rainwater, effective utilisation of solar power and safe 
disposal of organic waste should be made mandatory through appropriate legislation. 

The nature of jobs and skill requirements for house construction at present are far beyond 
the means and skill sets of ordinary citizens. If we can combine government programmes 
for training, skill-upgradation, employment and income-generation with building materials 
production and house construction, several beneficiaries of EWS and LIG housing can earn 
income that in turn would enable them to gain upward economic mobility and better social 
status

Design of the dwellings of fisher folk and tribal communities should be consistent with 
their livelihood needs. Pre-plan consultations may be required to develop acceptable designs 
to these categories. Use alternative indigenous materials and methods acceptable to them 
through a consultation process. The present contracting system of tribal house building 
should be replaced by collective community participation in building construction. For 
this the beneficiaries need to be trained. Dwelling of fisher folk need to be relocated in a 
phased manner without affecting their livelihood. The State has already developed many 
fish landing facilities along the coast of Kerala. Residential clusters may be planned near the 
fish landing centres. Anyway, caste and religion-based segregation of housing clusters must 
be discouraged.   

Given the high market value and scarcity of land suitable for house construction, garden 
houses (detached houses in independent plots) may not be a feasible solution in urban 
and semi-urban areas. We need to promote low-rise apartments, cluster housing and row 
housing in these regions. Other options are development of land owned by private parties 
and ‘land readjustment’ which involves pooling or assembly of small rural and urban land 
parcels and developing it as a single parcel for housing purposes. Instead of converting 
wetlands and other ecologically fragile areas LSGs need to identify ‘zones’ suitable for 
residential developments. All future residential developments should be promoted in these 
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zones. It is essential to discourage construction in disaster prone steep slopes, flood prone 
areas, coastal areas prone to sea erosion and areas in flood plain of rivers and canals.

Post-Delivery services (Maintenance) 
The entire liveable houses need to be properly maintained with timely repair and maintenance. 
In the contemporary context of space and material crunch, it becomes imperative to promote 
a culture of repair and maintenance. Renovation and retrofitting should be promoted 
wherever possible so as to extend the lifespan of existing houses and thereby minimize the 
need for new construction. Beneficiary groups and community organisations should be 
trained to identify maintenance needs and conduct the maintenance works. 

Legal and Regulatory framework
Building rules and land development rules need to be appropriately modified for encouraging 
planned neighbourhood development with due consideration for environment and 
infrastructure. Although the LSGs are free to evolve own housing schemes and resourcing 
from their own fund, the size of subsidy for land purchase and house construction are 
regulated by government through guidelines. These regulations and guidelines at present 
do not allow flexibility to accommodate local specificities. Suitable changes in rules and 
regulations are, therefore, required for enabling LSGs to accommodate locational specificities 
in the allocation of funds for land and house for the poor34. Appropriate changes in legal 
framework, building rules and PWD codes need to be brought in to promote cost effective, 
energy efficient and environment friendly building materials and technologies.   
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CHAPTER 7
FINANCE

The major sources of finance for house construction are own sources, grants/subsidies 
from government and loans from banks and other sources (both institutional and non-
institutional agencies). According to NSS 76th round report 81.5% of households who 
spent some amount for construction or first-hand purchase of flats for residential purposes 
during the one-year reference period have financed from own sources; 10.1% got financial 
support from government and 40.7% had accessed loans from Banks. But, at the all-India 
level, the percentage of households that accessed loans from Banks was only 8.5% of those 
who spent some amount on housing35. While at the all-India level 7.3% households sought 
financial support from money lenders, the corresponding percentage in Kerala was only 
1.3%. 

There is no doubt that the richer sections can raise own money for house construction. 
But own sources might be negligible for EWS to set apart for housing. Loan facilities are 
available only to those who have asset and regular income to repay it on time. Although 
it is a priority sector, banks and other financial institutions give loans only to those who 
could produce income proof and provide collateral security. But, since a majority of EWS 
households are unlikely to have income proof and clear documents to produce as collateral 
security, they may not get bank loans. They depend mainly on the social housing schemes 
of the government and other sources. 

At the State level commercial banks are the major source of housing finance. Outstanding 
housing loan of the banking sector was hovering around Rs 40000 crores during the past 
five years since 2016 (see Table). In March 2021 the commercial banks had an outstanding 
loan amount of Rs 30783 crores and the co-operative banks had Rs 8725 crores, accounting 
for around 22% of the total banking sector loans. Average loan outstanding per account in 
commercial banks was around Rs. 6.5 lakhs and in co-operative banks was around Rs. 3.5 
lakhs in 2021. It should be noted that besides the banking sector, dedicated housing finance 
institutions are also providing housing loans
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Table.7.1 Outstanding housing loans of the Banking sector in Kerala (2016-17 to 2020-21)

Year Banks Total accounts
Total amount in  

(Rs lakhs)

Average 
per account                       
(Rs lakhs)

2016-17 Commercial banks 478829 3053017 6.38

Co-operative banks 252598 711371 2.81

Total 731427 3764388 5.14

2017-18 Commercial banks 468488 3218092 6.9

Co-operative banks 238246 764838 3.2

Total 706734 3982930 5.63

2018-19 Commercial banks 447216 2738612 6.12

Co-operative banks 304418 863888 2.8

Total 751634 3602500 4.8

2019-20 Commercial banks 452651 2896426 6.4

Co-operative banks 374445 835941 3.9

Total 827096 3732367 4.5

2020-21 Commercial banks 477473 3078256 6.4

Co-operative banks 233883 872470 3.7

Total 711356 3950726 5.55

Source: State Level Banker’s Committee

Given the ever-increasing price of inputs and cost of house construction, public assistance 
alone might not be sufficient to complete the construction on time. That is why, as noted 
earlier, the LIFE Mission had to focus on the completion of such houses in the first phase. 
Although several microfinance models were initiated under the leadership of Kudumbasree, 
most of them failed to yield the desired results36. Therefore, we have to look for other 
institutional arrangements to support the needy to raise supplementary housing finance at 
affordable rates. Funds utilised under LIFE Mission (as on 28/09/2021) by source is given 
in Table 7.15.
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Table 7.2 Funds utilised under LIFE Mission (as on 28/09/2021) by source

Source Funds utilised (in Rupees Crores)

Central share

PMAY (U) 932.63

PMAY (Rural) 123.6

Total 1056.23

State share

LIFE project 792.0

PMAY (U) state share 304.97

PMAY (Rural) state share 82.4

SC/ST/Fisheries 980.0

LIFE third stage 31.0

Total 2190.37

Share of LSGs

LSG share for LIFE projects 1693.5

PMAY (U) 602.45

PMAY (Rural) 480.65

Total 2776.6

HUDCO 

Loan for LIFE Projects 2020.0

Loan for Municipalities 950.0

Total 2970.0

Grand Total 8993.20

In the succeeding paragraphs an attempt is made to assess the financial implications for 
proving housing support to an imaginary number of two lakh landless homeless families 
(likely to be the pending LIFE project houses and new requirements during the 14th FYP 
period). We also suggest possible sources for tapping new sources so that the financial 
burden of the state can be minimised to the lowest possible level.  

We know that accurate numbers are required to prepare a realistic financial plan to address 
the issues of landless homeless and houseless with own land within a stipulated time frame 
of five years. In the absence of accurate LSG level data, we have to make unrealistic and 
heroic assumptions. As noted elsewhere, even though the survey shows huge number of 
landless homeless households, a significant proportion among them is residing in rental 
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houses or shared homes. Very few people are residing in slums and un-authorized colonies 
in Kerala. Hence, it presumed that there is a rental housing stock and sufficient demand 
for rental houses.   

Let us assume that we want to provide adequate housing to 2 lakh houseless households 
during the 14th Five Year Plan Period. If all of them are to be provided houses on an 
individual plot of 3 cents of land each, 6000 Acres of residential land would be required. 
If these households are to be accommodated in group housing/multi-storied houses or 
apartments, the land requirement would be about 2000 Acres. 

Regarding cost of construction, if landless homeless beneficiaries are to be provided with 
400 sft houses on an individual plot, it is estimated that the cost per unit would be Rs. 5 
lakhs and if multi-storied model/ group housing, it is estimated that the cost per unit would 
be Rs. 12 lakhs, which would require Rs. 24,000 Crores in addition to the land cost.

Table. 7.3 Resource requirement for 2 lakh houses for the landless homeless

Resources required Housing with Individual plots Group housing/ apartments

Land 6000 Acres of residential land. 2000 Acres of residential land.

Cost of construction 10,000 Crs. 24,000 Crs

So, the policy option whether to provide individual or group housing should be based on 
the availability of resources. Considering the scarcity and high cost of land in urban areas, 
it is proposed to have group housing in urban areas and individual houses in rural areas.

Considering the quantum of resources required to fulfil the objective of housing for all, the 
State Government alone would not be able to meet the cost within a period of five years. 
Hence, it would be desirable to classify the beneficiaries in to various categories based on 
their income and capacity to mobilize resources for housing. We can seek the support of other 
stakeholders and institutions not only for the finance mobilisation, but also for facilitating 
construction and repayment of loans. Based on an imaginary affordability measured in 
terms of monthly repayment capacity the two lakh potential beneficiary families are divided 
into four categories. Category wise tentative number of units, type of housing and nature of 
government support required are detailed in Table 7.17. 
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Table. 7.4 A tentative financial plan for 2 lakh houses for the landless homeless 

Type of beneficia-
ries

Type of housing
Tentative 
no. of 
units

Nature of Government support

Category-1. Having 
monthly repayment 
capacity more than 
Rs10,000 and able 
to mobilize resourc-
es/ finance from 
Banks/FI. 

>Individual houses 
  >  flats under   
Affordable   
Housing

(5 % of 
eligible 
house-
holds 
10,000 
units.

•	No Direct financial support from 
govt.

•	Govt. to facilitate the availability 
of housing stock in the market 
(Cost of DU from 15 to 25 Lakhs) 
through private builders, Housing 
board, LSGI’s.

•	Urban beneficiaries are eligible for 
PMAY grant, interest subsidy up 
to Rs. 2.67 lakhs under CLSS.

Category-2. Having 
monthly repayment 
capacity more than 
Rs. 8,000 but could 
not mobilize fi-
nance from Banks/
FI due to non-for-
mal income.

Group housing 
OWNERSHIP

(20 % of 
the  
eligible)
40,000 
units.

•	Financial support/ grant of Rs. 
4.00 Lakhs under LIFE/ PMAY.

•	Govt. to facilitate the availability 
of housing loan. 

•	Group of beneficiaries (Minimum 
6 nos)  form a housing co-opera-
tive and acquire the land (mini-
mum one cent per member) 

•	Housing loan through co-oper-
atives (Rs. 8 Lakhs per unit) by 
mortgaging the land.

•	Construction by beneficiaries. 
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Category-3. Having 
monthly repayment 
capacity more than 
Rs. 4,000 and could 
not mobilize the 
resources.

RENT

(25 % of the 
eligible  
households)
50,000 units
 

•	LSGI, Housing board, 
Kudumbashree to take up 
housing projects.

•	Land to be identified by the 
implementing agency OR 
provided under land pooling.

•	Cost of construction of 500 
sft of built up area with in-
frastructure facilities for Rs. 
12.00 lakhs/ unit.

•	State/ LSGI support of Rs. 
8.00 lacs per unit 

•	 loan from FIs. After clearing 
the loan, ownership to the 
beneficiaries.

RENTAL  
HOUSING

(25 % of the 
eligible house-
holds)
50,000 units

•	The available rental hous-
ing stock also to be used to 
accommodate the landless 
and homeless families.

Category-4
Landless and most 
vulnerable. 
No repayment 
capacity. 

FREE HOUSING

(25% of the 
eligible benefi-
ciaries)
50,000

•	Full state support of Rs. 12.00 
lakhs per unit.

•	Land to be identified/ provid-
ed by ULB.

•	State Government to con-
struct houses - ownership 
with Govt

•	Each beneficiary has to pay a 
monthly maintenance charge 
to the LSGI.
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By categorizing the beneficiaries and bringing their shares/ contribution to the cost of 
construction and also with the participation of major stakeholders and institutions, the 
State’s financial burden could be reduced to Rs. 11,600 Crores instead of the estimated Rs. 
26,000 Crores, for providing uniform support to all. Similarly, the land requirement also 
could be reduced substantially. 

How to raise additional funds for housing support?  
As noted earlier, the ecological footprint of household construction is very high. Popular 
materials currently in use are energy intensive and unfriendly to the environment and the 
ecology of the state. Imposing additional cess and penal taxes on wasteful constructions, 
energy intensive and environment unfriendly materials would discourage such constructions 
and generate funds for social housing. Scientific studies and assessment may be required 
for assessing how much cess or tax could be imposed on materials such as cement, steel, 
vitrified tiles, granite, costly fitting and fixtures and so on. Similarly, excessive use of natural 
resources such a quarry products and river sand also need to be controlled. Additional tax 
or cess could be one method for controlling their wasteful use. 

Effective social control is essential for preventing the growth of unoccupied houses. Penal 
tax may be imposed for keeping houses vacant for long, may be two years and more. 
Fiscal disincentives also may be required to discourage nuclear families from owning more 
than one or two residential houses within the State. Government control over the real 
estate market is another area that requires urgent attention. More specifically we would 
recommend the following for raising additional funds for social housing.

1. Cess on energy intensive and environment friendly building materials.
2. Additional/penal Tax on vacant houses/buildings.
3. One-time tax of minimum Rs 10000 per new houses/building with 200 sq.m built up 

area in urban and rural areas (higher amounts for bigger buildings)
4. Housing Cess for all big houses with floor area above 250 sq.m.
5. Builders of Flats/Apartments/High rise building and Gated Villas shall contribute an 

amount namely Social Housing Responsibility Fund (SHRF) to finance affordable 
houses to the EWS households. The number of affordable housing units suggested for 
each builder is 10% of the number of dwelling units constructed or plots developed. 
The cost of construction of affordable houses will be decided by the housing department 
in consultation with the respective LSG. 

6. A part of the CSR funds of companies, corporations etc may be dedicated to social 
housing (let it be Housing Responsibility Fund (HRF).

7. Philanthropic contribution of individuals, families, NGOs, charity organisations for 
mitigating the housing problem in their respective LSG areas

8. Contribution of the co-operative sector.

Besides the above, workers in sectors such as plantation, fishing, agriculture, traditional 
industries and so on may encouraged to save a part of their income and deposit it (in 
scheduled banks/co-operative banks) as a contributory housing fund. It may be released 
(along with matching grant/employer contribution etc.,) at the time of house construction. 
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Housing induced savings by women’s groups also need to be strengthened. Women headed 
self-help groups may be encouraged to save funds for house construction/repair/renovation.

Those pravasis who need financial support for housing may be encouraged to opt for 
affordable houses. Suitable financial instruments for savings and loans need to be planned 
for that purpose. Above all, Reverse Mortgage scheme benefiting senior citizens also need 
to be popularised.
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CHAPTER 8  
INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Local Self Government Institutions
LSGIs (both rural and urban) should prepare database, undertake planning for project 
implementation using appropriate models, monitor and evaluate implementation and post-
implementation programmes. For this a Housing Support Mechanism (HSM) need to be 
created at the LSG level. HSM may consist of three wings for undertaking specific activities 
– administration, financial support and training/technical assistance. Responsibilities of the 
administrative wing include the following:

• Preparation of housing database
• Identification and selection beneficiaries of social housing schemes and end-users of 

affordable housing schemes
• Identification and allotment of land to the landless and settling issues related to land 

tenue
• Planning, linking social security schemes and programmes for employment and 

income-generation with building material production, building construction, repair 
and maintenance. 

• Ensuring social infrastructure and facilities for drinking water, drainage, waste disposal 
and carrying out hygiene practices.

Financial support wing should undertake the following tasks:
• Ensure smooth flow of funds to the beneficiaries/end-users
• Arrange supplementary finance, if required, through micro-credit/savings linked 

schemes

Technical support wing should support all beneficiaries/end-users engaged in self-
construction in the selection of building plans, designs, procurement of building materials, 
methods etc. Other services include the following:

• Training and awareness creation for the use of environment friendly and energy 
efficient building materials and methods.

• Ensure availability of labour and materials to complete construction on time.
• Overall supervision and guidance
• Formulation of stakeholder groups to ensure smooth construction and post delivery 

services 

There are also a large number of heritage homes within the State.  Many of these heritage 
homes are monuments of traditional or vernacular architecture that deserve conservation 
for their historical importance. A separate institutional structure and mechanism is required 
for preserving such buildings. 

Map the possibilities for building material production in each LSG, link it with training 
and employment programmes for poverty alleviation. Prepare building plans, material use 
plans, production plans etc. Each LG should do mapping and estimation of natural building 
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materials (stones, sand, earth, timber, water etc.) available in their jurisdiction and prepare 
a long-term plan for their sustainable utilisation. The current use, future development and 
the scale of operation need to be judiciously planned. The use of natural resources should 
not be allowed to affect the ecosystem stability and cross the threshold limits. 

Many of the above activities could be done with the help of engineering, management and 
arts and science college students taken for internship programmes with stipend and retired 
professionals in respective areas. Engineering wing with the support of the MGNREGS/
Ayyankalai UEGS office of the LSGIs may provide the logistics and co-ordinate the activities 
of the student interns. 

Housing data warehouse management may be entrusted with the Assistant Secretary of the 
LSGIs. To ensure accountability and transparency at all stages, community participation 
and IT enabled technologies should be used. Social Auditing is another method suggested 
for ensuring transparency. As far as possible, the end users should self-declare their claims 
for eligibility. A third-party independent verification should be undertaken to authenticate 
the information. In case of wilful wrong declaration, fine/blocking from availing public 
schemes is suggested. 

Details about the houses and households should be linked to any one of the recognised 
primary documents such as Aadhar card number. The State should introduce the geo-
positioning of each house. Given the varied income/economic and social category of 
households and housing needs, factual database helps identification of the correct mix of 
housing provision/support models suitable to the needy households. 

Land for housing
(1) All vacant lands, currently owned by central, state and local agencies, suitable for housing 
purposes should be transferred to LSGs so that it can be used for housing development 
under different models. (2) Develop land owned by private agencies - in possession of 
individuals or organisations – with necessary public infrastructure and facilities and 
devote part of it for affordable housing and compensate the developer in form of Transfer 
Development Rights  (TDR)37 or increased FSI. (3) Land pooling is another possibility. 
It involves assembly of small rural and urban land parcels into a large land parcel. Provide 
all types of social infrastructure in a planned manner and return the developed land to the 
owners after deducting the cost of development of infrastructure and public space by sale 
of serviced land. If sufficient land is available development of new housing layouts also can 
be considered. Administration of land may be undertaken by the respective LSGIs with the 
support of Kerala State Housing Board under the overall control and supervision of the 
State Revenue Department.

Capacity building of officials at the LSGIs to deal with social and affordable housing is 
another area that requires immediate attention. If necessary, additional training may be 
provided to handle the following aspects.

1. Preparation of database
2. Need identification
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3. Housing action plan and Project planning 
4. Project management
5. Implementation
6. Preparation of programmes for post-implementation, operation & management and 

maintenance.
7. Co-ordination and integration of social housing programmes, poverty alleviation 

programmes, employment, training and skill-upgradation programmes
8. Monitoring and evaluation of housing programmes 

KILA, LSGD and the Housing Commissionerate should take joint responsibility for 
organising and conducting the training programmes. 
The Housing Commissionerate was formed in the year 1980 with the objective of 
planning and co-ordination of the activities in the housing sector. The Commissionerate 
need not conduct independent surveys and collect data for decision making in the sector. 
Instead, this office need to compile and collate data available with LSGIs, LIFE Mission, 
department of Economics and Statistics, IKM and other departments/agencies dealing with 
housing. Create a data base and present it in a common comparable format to form a data 
warehouse, which could be updated periodically. The warehouse so created should be an 
aggregation of accurate data from all the LSGIs, departments and other agencies. It should 
be made available for planning and policy making at all levels – Grama, Jilla panchayats, 
Municipalities and Corporations and State. This office may also be entrusted with the tasks 
of co-ordinating and integrating the social housing programmes and schemes of the line 
departments and public agencies in the state. It should keep accounts, monitor fund flows, 
monitor physical targets and achievements and also organise support services including 
training programmes for skill upgradation as and when required. 

Kerala State Housing Board, Kerala 
At present private sector participation in Affordable Housing projects is negligible. Generally, 
affordability is taken as three to four times the annual income of households. But, for those 
without regular employment and income most of the schemes envisaged under the PMAY 
(U) are not affordable. However, we propose three agencies for the construction of AH 
to those who can afford it: (1) Government agencies such as Kerala State Housing Board, 
Kerala State Nirmithi Kendra (2) Private agencies under the administrative control and 
supervision of ULBs (3) Housing through public private partnership. It is necessary that 
social infrastructure till the site of construction is provided by government agencies. 

Owner-led construction or self-construction is the common model of new and incremental 
house construction in the state. Like any other investment project house construction 
requires planning, design, selection of materials and methods for cost-effectiveness, 
thermal comforts and efficiency with regard to use of water, energy and waste. Although 
technologies and methods are available for adoption of efficient use of resources, adoption 
of faster, innovative and disaster-resistant construction, currently they are not reaching the 
end-users. For instance, central government’s Technology Sub-mission, Eco-Niwas Samhita 
and National Building Code and so on provides several useful guidance for efficient use 
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of resources, energy performance and thermal comfort. Institutional arrangements are 
essential for bring these aspects to the attention of beneficiaries and other end-users. Kerala 
State Nirmithi Kendra and Kerala State Housing Board should take the responsibility to 
organise training camps for the collectives of end-users, NGOs, private consultants and 
small builders dealing with social and affordable housing.

Kerala State Nirmithi Kendra
Given the acute scarcity of basic building materials, we have to strengthen the ‘Kalavara 
model’ to help all the beneficiaries of social housing schemes. Wherever possible encourage 
small scale production, marketing and use of locally available renewable building 
materials. Also, use the services of beneficiary households. Government programmes for 
rural development, poverty eradication, training programmes for skill up-gradation and 
MGNREGS/Ayyankali EGS etc., need to be dovetailed with social housing programmes at 
the local level. Also, it is essential to remove the stigmatization of appropriate technologies 
and alternative approaches are for the poor. Kerala State Nirmithi Kendra need to be 
strengthened to undertake the above tasks. Joint effort of government departments of 
Housing, Rural Development, LSG, ULB, Revenue, Social Justice and Finance is required 
for this purpose. Active participation of not-for-profit organisations such as COSTFORD, 
NGOs, Habitat and so on is also essential for the propagation of appropriate technologies 
and addressing the sustainability concerns.    

Organisational structure
At the state level an inter-departmental sanctioning and monitoring committee namely 
(State Level Sanctioning and Monitoring Committee – SLSMC) with Chief Secretary 
as Chairperson and Secretaries of Finance, Revenue, Housing, Local Self Government 
Departments, Social Justice, SC/ST Development, Fisheries, Member State Planning Board 
and Housing Commissioner may be constituted for sanctioning programmes/ government 
funds and monitoring the State Nodal Agency. 

Office of the Housing Commissioner under the guidance of Government Secretary, Housing 
should serve as a nodal agency in charge of housing database, and a single point contact 
for all social and affordable housing. This office shall coordinate and integrate the housing 
activities of all line departments and agencies. It must have three wings to manage the 
following: (a) data warehouse, (b) project management and monitoring, and (c) financial 
services/fund flows. 

Housing programmes and projects of government departments and agencies must be made 
an integral part of the state level programmes or projects (like LIFE) for achieving the goal 
of ‘total housing’ within a stipulated time frame. Housing Commissionerate should provide 
facilities for interaction between the entire government departments and agencies engaged 
in social and affordable housing. 
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CHAPTER 9  
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Housing, being a location specific durable customized good and construction a leading 
economic activity in rural and urban areas of the state, we recognize the critical role 
of LSGIs not only in the identification of beneficiaries but also in the creation of an 
accurate database, programme planning, implementation of sustainable solutions 
and monitoring. The approach to housing should be right based. The thrust of public 
action should be to provide adequate housing to the vulnerable sections and facilitate 
the socially and economically weaker sections and low-income groups to own affordable 
housing. Considering the importance housing has on the well-being and upward social 
and economic mobility, housing provision to the poor should be supplemented with basic 
services, infrastructure facilities and opportunities for employment, income-generation and 
improvement of livelihood.  

In order to achieve the desired goal of ‘adequate housing for all’ accurate information 
on housing and households should be created and maintained in the entire LSGIs in a 
comparable format so that it is easy to identify households that genuinely deserve ‘free house’ 
under social housing schemes and to decide who are to be facilitated to own affordable 
houses. This data sets should be aggregated at the district and state levels.

The analysis of available data on houselessness and landlessness in Kerala show that the 
problem is not serious in about half of the LSG areas. Also within each LSG, the housing 
problem varied widely across the Wards. Therefore, it is essential to empower and capacitate 
the entire LSGIs and housing agencies to focus in areas where the problem is acute and to 
implement mitigation programmes with social participation using cost and energy efficient 
technologies, methods and materials. Fund flows to the LSGIs should be need based and 
wherever possible arrangements should be made to tap all available sources – CSR funds, 
NGO, individuals and so on – to meet the goal of ‘total housing’.  

Co-ordination and integration of agencies and departments is another area that requires 
immediate attention. Office of the Housing Commissioner need to be strengthened to 
collate and manage the data warehouse and to act as a nodal agency for co-ordinating 
and integrating the social and AH housing activities. Officials and end users need to be 
capacitated to use technologies, methods and materials that ensure efficiency in material 
use, and water and waste management. A co-ordinated and concerted effort of the entire 
institutions and agencies involved in the housing sector is essential for achieving the goal 
of ‘total housing’. Community participation, IT enabled tools and social auditing are also 
required for ensuring accountability and transparency.

Being an investment good, the employment and income generation potential of the housing 
sector need to be tapped to ensure livelihood improvement to the beneficiaries. In the light 
of environmental degradation and extreme climatic events, sustainability concerns need to 
be incorporated in the choice of land for housing, material use, building technologies and 
building process. Besides providing/facilitating housing, planned habitat development is also 
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required. LSGIs should be strengthened to adopt a planned neighbourhood development 
incorporating all infrastructure needed for a comfortable and peaceful living – drinking 
water, environmental sanitation, open space, community facilities and so on. 

Building tax rules need to be revised to discourage wasteful construction and encourage 
the use of environment friendly and cost effective materials and methods. Fiscal measures 
are also required to encourage rental housing and optimal use of vacant houses. Legal 
framework need to be revised to develop a credible rental market. Similarly, building rules 
and PWD codes should be consistent with the norms for promoting the use of locally 
available environment friendly materials and cost-effective technologies. 

In brief, we would suggest the following for an inclusive housing development in the state. 
Firstly, the richer sections should be discouraged from the wasteful use of scarce natural 
resources and disturbing the fragile ecology and environment through appropriate fiscal 
measures. Encourage the higher income groups to construct houses consistent with their 
professional, functional and other needs avoiding extravagance in built-up area, fixtures and 
finishes. Secondly, support the MIG, LIG and EWS households to own affordable housing 
with fiscal incentives and appropriate credit mechanisms. Thirdly, facilitate and/or provide 
core houses with provisions for improvement to households belonging to socially and 
economically poor sections of society; Fourthly, in the contemporary context of space and 
material crunch, promote a culture of repair and maintenance to minimise the need for new 
construction. Renovation and retrofitting should be promoted wherever possible so as to 
extend the lifespan of existing houses. Lastly, provide adequate housing in the form of group 
housing, rental housing, cluster houses, housing complexes and so on to the absolute poor 
that consist mostly of landless-homeless, plantation workers, migrant workers and other 
vulnerable sections. Housing should be combined with adequate infrastructure amenities 
and basic facilities with all infrastructure for healthy personal and social life – drinking 
water, drainage facilities, environmental sanitation, open space, community facilities etc.
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Appendix I 

 

PROCEEDINGS OF THE MEMBER SECRETARY 

STATE PLANNING BOARD 
(Present: Sri. Teeka Ram Meena IAS) 

Sub: - Formulation of Fourteenth Five Year Plan (2022-27) – Constitution of Working  
          Group on Housing – reg. 

Read: 1. Note No. 297/2021/PCD/SPB dated: 27/08/2021 
           2. Guidelines on Working Groups  

ORDER No SPB/446/2021-DPD/WG6 Dated: 10/09/2021 

 As part of the formulation of Fourteenth Five Year Plan, it has been decided to 
constitute various Working Groups under the priority sectors. Accordingly, the Working Group 
on Housing is here by constituted with the following members. The Working Group shall also 
take into consideration the guidelines read 2nd above in fulfilling the tasks outlined in the ToR 
for the Group.  

Co - Chairpersons  

1. Sri. P B Nooh IAS, CEO, LIFE Mission,8281974722, noohbava.ias@gmail.com 

2. Prof. G. Gopikuttan, Professor, NSS College, Pandalam (Rtd.), Ph.9447391286, 
gopikuttanmrinmaya@gmail.com 

Members  

1. Sri. U.V Jose IAS (Rtd.), Former CEO, LIFE Mission, Ph.9995875524, 
uvjose@gmail.com 

2. Smt. P.I Sreevidya, IAS, Executive Director, Kudumbasree Ph. 9188112000, 
kudumbashree1@gmail.com 

3. Sri. N. Devidas IAS, Commissioner, Ph.9497601202,Housing Commissionerate, 
housing commissioner@gmail.com 

4. Sri. A.B. Moideenkutty, Director, Minority Welfare Department,                              
Ph.9447530013, director.mwd@gmail.com 

5. Sri.G Shankar, Founder and Chairman, Habitat Technology Group,                                     
Ph. 9847061414, habitat.technology@gmail.com 

6. Dr.Febi Varghese, Director, State Nirmithi Kendra,                                                         
Ph. 9446344955, directornirmiti@gmail.com,febivarghese@gmail.com 

7. Sri. K P Krishnakumar, Chief Engineer, Kerala State Housing Board (KSHB),                                
Ph. 9447100500, chiefengineerkshb@gmail.com 
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8. Sri. Benny Kuriakose, Architect, Chennai, Ph. 
9444388779,bennykuriakose@gmail.com 

9. Prof. Priyanjali Prabhakar, Professor, Department of Architecture, CET,                                           
Ph. 9497775694, priyanjali@cet.ac.in 

10. Prof. Sumam Panjikaran, Department of Architecture, TKM College of Engineering, 
Kollam, Ph. 9447018792,sumam@tkmce.ac.in 

11. Sri. P B Sajan, Joint Director, COSTFORD, Ph. 9447150810, pbsajan@gmail.com 

12. Sri. Binu Francis, Secretary, Thiruvananthapuram Corporation, Ph. 7012117096, 
tvpmcorpn@gmail.com, binuktde@yahoo.com 

13. Sri. Tomy Chacko, Joint Director, Scheduled Castes Development Department,                      
Ph. 9744663586, tomychacko45@gmail.com 

14. Sri.Shaji Clement, Joint Development Commissioner, CRD,                                         
Ph.9633661921,  shajiclementpkda@gmail.com 

15. Sri. Ignatious Mandro, Joint Director, Fisheries Department, Ph. 9961340403, 
mandrotvm@yahoo.co.in 

16. Sri. Krishnaprakash, Deputy Director, Scheduled Tribes Development Department, 
Ph. 9947368568, krishna33prakash@gmail.com 

17. Smt, Beena Philipose, Regional Chief, HUDCO, saphalyam complex, Palayam                   
Ph. 9446810860, beena.philipose@gmail.com 

18. K.C. Sahadevan, Chief General Manager, Kerala Bank, Ph. 9447889449, 
kcsahadevan1966@gmail.com 

19. Dr. Deepthi Bendi, Assistant Professor, NIT, Kozhikode,                                                    
Ph. 9966077589, deepthib@nitc.ac.in 

20. Ms. Roshni Pillai, Programme Manager (PMAY), Kudumbasree, Ph. 9048330315, 
kg.roshni@gmail.com 

21. Dr. Shamsher Singh, Assistant Professor, FLAME University, Pune,s Ph. 9632762553 
hamsherbham@gmail.com 

Convener 
 Smt.  Josephine. J, Chief, Decentralised Planning Division, State Planning Board,      

            Ph.9495006887 

Co- Convener 
 Smt.Jaya Kumari.G, Research Assistant, Decentralised Planning Division, State  

            Planning Board, Ph. 9446107830 
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Terms of Reference 

1. To review the implementation of the LIFE Mission. 

2. To evaluate the role of different institutions currently involved in the housing sector in 
Kerala 

3. To propose a long-term perspective on housing finance in Kerala. 

Terms of Reference (General) 

1. The non-official members (and invitees) of the Working Group will be entitled to 
travelling allowances as per existing government norms. The Class I Officers of GoI 
will be entitled to travelling allowances as per rules if reimbursement is not allowed 
from Departments.  

2. The expenditure towards TA, DA and Honorarium will be met from the following Head 

of Account of the State Planning Board “3451-00-101-93”- Preparation of Plans and 

Conduct of Surveys and Studies.  
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