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Sh. Jairam Ramesh, 
Minister of Rural Development, 

Government of India,

N. Delhi

Dear Mr Ramesh,

Sorry, we have delayed sending our response to your reply to our questions. But as we are a campaign with several networks and state campaigns, it had to be whetted by all constituents and therefore the delay. We would like you to seriously study our response and if possible please get back to us. 

Comments were submitted to you by the RTFC on SECC 2011 on both methodological as well as process related issues. The MoRD has responded to all the points that we had raised. We appreciate this effort. However, while some of the responses do show a desire to make the SECC 2011 a better process by integrating our comments and suggestions, many of them amount to mere excuses in order to not make any substantive changes in the questionnaire or the methodology including in the deprivation indicators [See Part II]. We thus reiterate our demand to halt the SECC 2011 forthwith and not to proceed until the various questions related to definitions, methodology and process are sorted out. Below we provide reasons in details supporting our demand.    
What we have to say is in two parts. 

Part- I
In English and Computers we seem to Trust - NOT People and PRIs

On the points raised by us about process issues, such as the process being highly non-transparent and unaccountable, the response has been quite opaque with a continuing repetition that a survey canvassed with handheld computers is going to be more accurate. The entire survey is being done with handheld computers and that too in English; this will ensure that an overwhelming majority of the households will have no way to check if their responses to the questionnaire are being honestly recorded in the handheld computer. The MoRD itself admits this openly and states that such households as cannot read what has been recorded in the computer can ask the enumerator to read out the information and then satisfy itself that information has been entered correctly. Not only that, the respondent will also have to sign a certificate saying that s/he has satisfied herself that information has been entered correctly. A very helpful MoRD of course suggests that in case one is illiterate, affixing her/his thumb impression will do. Ironically the acknowledgement will be on paper. The MoRD thus wants a paper proof from the respondent that s/he has authenticated the information recorded, while it is unwilling to give a paper copy of what has been recorded to the respondent. What is even more alarming is that a large number of the enumerators will also not be able to read what has been entered in the computer and will depend entirely on the part-time Data Entry Operator whose recruitment has been outsourced. This too has been admitted by the MoRD in its Instruction Manual for Enumerators. 

The process keeps the Gram Sabha and the PRIs more or less out of the survey process, allowing a token participation at the end of the survey. Gram Sabhas and PRIs are not even being formally informed about the process or if they have any role to play in the same. While the MoRD has removed an earlier directive that the enumerators keep away others (naturally including Gram Sabha members and PRI members as well) while interviewing a respondent household, nothing has been done to enable such real time monitoring and transparency mechanism. This betrays a serious lack of trust for Gram Sabhas and PRI members which underline the entire survey process. Computers are supposed to reduce the human element and the MoRD seems much more willing to trust a part-time Data Entry Operator than the people and their elected representatives. 

Survey Methodology is Final - No Substantive Changes are Acceptable
It is obvious from the MoRD’s responses that despite having agreed to our point of view on several counts that require changes in definitions, questions, etc., there is strong resistance to making any substantive changes in SECC methodology whether in definitions, indicators or processes. Obviously the MoRD is committed to the present methodology and believes that there is no need for any change.

First Complete the Survey - Computers can Correct it Afterwards

The most prominent response of the MoRD to the plethora of complaints about the unreasonable exclusion criteria, inadequate inclusion criteria, and deprivation indicators that would deprive the maximum number of the poor and marginalised from getting identified as deprived, is to complete the sruvey anyhow. No heed has been paid to our repeated requests that considering the flaws in the criteria and the questionnaire, the survey should be halted for a while and the problems should be sorted out first. The computers, argues the MoRD, can take care of the issues raised afterwards; picking the real poor from the mass of data that will emerge from the SECC. The MoRD’s SECC Team continue to reason that all the problems in the survey design and process can be solved after the survey itself is over. This is like using an Electronic Voting Machine with mislabelled buttons and then expecting that computers can then find out who the people voted for. Is this because the team really believes that computerised information processing can solve the errors in the criteria and the questionnaire or are they in such a hurry to finish the survey that it really does not matter what the quality of the survey is? Completion of survey by the given date using already decided methodology appears to be more important than anything else. 

The current survey
Despite the ongoing discussion between the RTFC and the MORD being incolsive, the SECC has started in many states. It is sad to note than even the changes that the MORD says have been already made to the software and the instruction manual, are not part of these surveys. The examples from Odisha are quite revealing. For instance the size of dwelling room that  was supposed to have been changed from 2 metre X 1.5 metre X 2 metre (LWH), is mentioned in the instruction manual for enumerators in Odisha in the same way as before. Similarly while MORD’s response states that kitchen, veranda etc. will not be included as dwelling rooms, the Odisha manual states that in case such a room is used for sleeping or dining etc. it will be considered as a dwelling room. In spite of MORD’s response that Sex Categories will be revised to include the Transgender, the Odisha manual provides for only a Male/Female Response. While it was mentioned in the MORD response that if a household is nomadic, then the enumerators will be asked to mention the same in the comments section, the latest instructions in Odisha do not include this. Under Assets, MORD responded that enumerators will be instructed to list only such motorised boats as require registration, but the Odisha manual does not make this clear. 
In fact the Odisha survey process, as also the survey processes in other states where the survey has begun after the MORD wrote its response, points out that any kind of changes that are promised without first bringing a temporary halt to the SECC process will be only in word. That is why we request the MORD to call for an immediate halt to the process or risk being proven incorrect and insensitive to the poor after the survey is over.  

The Need to Pause and Think
Thus for the reasons detailed above it is obvious that the ongoing SECC 2011 would be full of errors and limitations and therefore it is most appropriate that the MoRD take a pause and rethink the survey rather than making changes on the go which is going to lead to an inconsistent survey process. There is a need to innovate on ensuring that respondents are able to comprehend if their responses have been entered correctly or not. This calls for computers to record and display information in the local language and/or to have paper backups that record information in local language. There is a need to ensure that the Gram Sabhas and the PRIs and civil society have meaningful roles in monitoring and participating in the process.  There is need to rework the inclusion criteria to adhere to the norms suggested by the Supreme Court as regards the Antyodaya Selection Process. There is a need to rework the exclusion criteria to take out such exclusion criteria (such as motorised tricycles used by Persons with Disability or Landline phones issued on the basis of disability) as are likely to exclude the non-poor from the BPL List. Another similar exclusion criteria is emerging from the clubbing of Income Tax Payment with Professional Tax Payment and treating both as exclusion criteria. The current state of SECC 2011 can be aptly summed up as “More haste less speed”. There are already indications that the survey that was supposed to be completed by December 2011, is not going to be even 25% complete by that date. The exceptional dependence on machine and machine operators has put a spanner in the works with delays in availability of the first and delays and lack of quality personnel in case of the latter. It would be best to pause, think, revise and begin a more serious and well thought out process.
PART II 

A Point by Point Response by the RTFC on the MORD reply to the crtique provided by the RTFC to the SECC. 
(The reply of the RTFC is underlined highlighted in red and follows each point).  
The Right to Food Campaign (RFC) made two sets of comments, one, opposing the BPL approach and two, regarding the methodology of the SECC 2011. The observations of the organizations and our comments are given below:

I Approach to BPL targeting:

RFC: The RFC states that the official poverty lines are very low and hence BPL Census does not serve the purpose of identifying these households. It also states the BPL Census is highly unreliable and the criteria are conceptually flawed with enormous exclusion error especially in the last three BPL Census. It also restricts the entitlement of functional public services like TPDS etc.

MORD Response : The Joint Press Release  of Deputy Chairman, Planning Commission and MRD, states  that the state-wise poverty caps as estimated by Tendulkar Committee will not be used to impose any ceilings on the number of households to be included in different government programmes and schemes and that the eligibility and entitlements of rural households in the country for different central government programmes and schemes will be determined after the SECC, 2011 survey results are available and have been analysed.  Therefore the concerns of the RFC on these issues have been addressed. 

RTFC Team Response: In fact the change has not been towards solution but towards more confusion. Who will now be considered to be poor? Those answering in the affirmative to one deprivation indicator? Those answering in the affirmative to two deprivation indicators? Three, four, five? Zero? i.e. effectively accepting an exclusion based approach with all those not excluded, automatically included? Nothing has been said. In fact doing the survey first and then deciding the cut off line or the percentage continue puts too much unaccountable authority in to the hands of those who’d finalise the list. What are the minimum set of conditions the fulfilment of which will term a household as poor?  This in fact appears to be trick to buy time to complete the indefensible survey. How can survey begin without finalisation of the indicators and the methodology?  

II. Problems that need to be sorted out before the SECC can proceed 

1.   Enumerating Household:  

The SECC survey proposes to use the household as defined as 'a group of persons who commonly live together and would take their meals from a common kitchen unless the exigencies of work prevented any of them from doing so', which would leave out a large number of migrant and vulnerable households who do not have a separate dwelling.  The new guidelines allow the household to identify themselves as a separate household for the survey but it will not have meaning unless an alternative definition is provided to the enumerators. 

Use the definition used by the MNNREGS Operational guidelines wherein the household’ will mean a nuclear family comprising mother, father, and their children, and may include any person wholly or substantially dependent on the head of the family. Household will also mean a single-member family 
MORD RESPONSE: The SECC survey is using a flexible definition of households which allows migrant and vulnerable households even if they share food from kitchen to be treated as separate households. Single member households are also allowed and those households who want to use the definition of nuclear households to identify themselves as part of a household are allowed to do so. The relevant sections of the instruction manual are pasted below. 

Page13 section 2, definition of household

“ In a few situations, it may be difficult to apply the definition of household strictly as given above. For example, a person living alone in a Census house, whether cooking meals or not, will have to be treated as a single member household.

 If any female member of a household decides to declare herself as a separate household, she should be recorded as a separate household. Widowed, separated, second wives, single women are some examples of women who could declare themselves as a separate HH.

 Similarly, though servants, paying guests, workers of the household who are normally living together and taking food from her/his master’s household are not eligible to be treated as a member of her/his master’s household. For the purpose of the SECC, such persons are to be treated as a separate household(s) and the enumerator must enter them as separate households and canvas the questions to them separately.”

Guidelines provided for developing the Abridged House List also clarify that households that were canvassed during the NPR may be split into two or more households (if for instance, any of the situations listed above arise), and provision is made to record each of these separately.  

These points will be further emphasized during training of enumerators.    

The problem of definition of household remains. Clear definition of nuclear family- husband, wife and dependents should be given with explanations. 

2.  BPL Criteria Questionnaire Disconnect

These are points for which a post-survey data processing will not be able to correct any errors and which require changes in the questionnaire and/or instruction manual for enumerators before the commencement of the survey. 

Side A Type of Household: The definition for Households without Shelter lists only those sleeping in the open or in certain kinds of public buildings. (Houseless household: Houseless household is defined as ‘households which do not live in buildings or houses but live in the open or roadside, pavements, in Hume pipes, under flyovers and staircases, or in the open areas near places of worship, mandaps, railway platforms/stations etc.’) . Thus households that are nomadic and live in tents on public land or on private land belonging to other people, are not to be listed as ‘Households without Shelter’. Similarly any household that is effectively without shelter but has raised a temporary shelter on land not owned by it should be treated as being without shelter. The questionnaire does not collect any information on whether or not a household owns homestead land. Survey with the current questionnaire and instruction manual will not ensure that households without shelter are effectively listed.

MORD RESPONSE: The SECC is expected to cover all households, including nomadic households who are present in the enumeration block at the time of the survey, and those living with or without shelter.  For nomadic households, instructions will be issued to enumerators to record that the household is nomadic and not a permanent resident of the Panchayat in the comments section. 

RTFC Team Response: The comments section is not collected from the household. Hence if a household is nomadic and it has no opportunity to get that fact recorded, it will be at the mercy of the enumerator who is under no compulsion to write a comment – s/he may or may not. In any case, the latest instruction manual does not instruct enumerators to record such information.  

All houseless households are expected to be canvassed on a specific day of enumeration in each EB/sub-block (typically the last day).  The definition of houseless households provided in the instruction manual lists some examples of such households.  It makes no assumptions about whether tents/temporary shelters are on public versus private lands. However, as pointed out, it is possible that a household that is living without shelter but has raised a temporary shelter on land not owned by it, may get classified as a ‘Normal’ (i.e., not houseless) household.  For all such households, information is being collected on the type of material used for wall and roof, and ownership status of house. These two questions will be jointly used, in a back-end exercise, to identify those households that live in temporary shelters (like plastic/polythene or grass/thatch etc.), on land that they neither own nor rent (ownership status is ‘other’). 

RTFC Team Response: This is a welcome step. Can we assume this to mean that all such households as are identified as living in non-permanent shelters on land that does not belong to them, will be classified as houseless? In any case this necessitates changes in the explanation of “Ownership Status” in the instruction manual.   How this back information is going to be used in terms of deprivation indicators? This is possible only when definition of homeless is redefined to include all those households who are living on someone else's land without authorisation. The issue raised by the RTFC thus remain unresolved on this count.

Side A Column 4: There are only two Sex Categories, Male / Female. The survey will thus miss out on recording information on even the existence of transgender individuals.

MORD RESPONSE: The questionnaire will be revised to include a separate code for transgender. In states where data collection for the SECC has already been completed, or are in the process of partial completion, instructions will be given whereby those who wish to declare themselves a s transgender can come forward at the time of filing claims and objections 

RTFC Team Response: The Change is welcome. Till now the questionnaire has not been changed. New training etc. should naturally be held in abeyance till this and other corrections are made. Those who wish to declare themselves as transgender will have to first get information that it is possible to ask for this correction. Secondly the process has to be sensitive and not seek people to stand up in the Gram Sabha and ask for making changes and so on. It’s for ensuring that oversights like this are avoided, that civil society consultation should have been had before the survey was initiated and a process should have been instituted to compile learning from the first phase in July. 

Side A Column 11: There are only 6 religion Categories and no space for those answering ‘Other’ to the religion question. This goes against Census norms and will most likely force many households to choose among the 6 listed religions. This will have the most negative consequence for Tribal people. 

MORD RESPONSE: There are no codes for religion in the questionnaire or in the instruction manual for rural areas. The SECC is collecting the actual name of the religion as reported by the respondent. In addition, it should be noted that religion is not used either as an exclusion indicator or as a deprivation indicator. 

RTFC Team Response: Thanks for pointing this out. While codes were indeed there in the draft questionnaire circulated in the beginning, now there are no codes in the questionnaire.

Side B Column 1 and Column 2: The questionnaire asks about the predominant material of wall and the predominant material of roof. A household with different rooms built with different material will have the predominant material listed. For instance a household with an IAY house with two pucca rooms and a kutcha room in addition to that will logically have predominant material of wall as well as roof listed as pucca materials. Such a household will be excluded on the basis of the ‘Three Pucca Room’ criteria. On the other hand a household with three pucca rooms and four kutcha rooms will have predominant material of roof as well as wall listed as kutcha materials. Such a household will naturally not be excluded. 

MORD RESPONSE: The questions on type of roof and wall have been included in this format for two reasons.  First, the SECC questionnaire is structured, wherever possible, to be consistent with the questionnaire that was canvassed during the population census.  This will allow a village-by-village cross-check of the data produced by the SECC against the population census, and provide a mechanism to re-check information when there are major discrepancies between the two sources of information.  It provides a valuable cross-check on the quality of SECC information that is collected.  With this objective in mind, the SECC asks about predominant material of wall and roof, in the same way as the Census did.  Second, the questionnaire is kept as simple as possible; collecting information on walls and roof of each room separately will make the questionnaire more complex.  The examples mentioned above are likely to be exceptions. 

RTFC Team Response: It is unfair that when a family could be excluded on the basis of such a response, to merely gloss over the point as an exception. If this criteria (3 pucca rooms for exclusion) has been verified during the Pilot Survey and found to be correct, that should be shared. The BPL Census must be treated as a process that ultimately decides eligibility for entitlements and not merely a statisticians attempt to come to an estimate. We reject this response as being insensitive to the poor. Even if MORD wants to go ahead with this information, the question is better asked upfront: “Does the HH have at least three pucca dwelling rooms?”. It seems such questions are being avoided as computers are being considered better evaluators than the enumerators. The MoRD instead of sorting out the problem has provided lame excuse to continue with the undesirable question. Why can’t the MoRD change the question. The questionnaire is not being printed. Only change is required to be made in the Tablet PC which is not at all a difficult task. 
Side B Column 1 and Column 2: The questionnaire lists burnt bricks as a category and mud as another category. Presumably while the former will be treated as pucca, the latter will be treated as kutcha. There are large number of rural households which are made from burnt brick with mud used as mortar. As per the instruction manual such households will be treated at par with houses made of brick and cement mortar and the only information available from the questionnaire will be the material code 8 for wall. 

MORD RESPONSE: Thank you for alerting us to this issue.  We note that the SECC is only collecting information on the predominant material for construction, without using the word pucca and kutcha anywhere in the questionnaire. Classification of predominant material into pucca and kutcha is a back-end exercise, and the concern raised should be kept in mind while deciding on the exact definition. 

RTFC Team Response: The information being collected will not be differentiating between the “burnt brick with cement mortar” category from the “burnt brick with mud mortar” category. Post survey data processing to differentiate such HHs will not be possible. Once again the response only avoids any changes in the questionnaire. 

Side B Column 4: The count of how many rooms are in possession of the household will be based on the definition of a living room as at least 2 metres long, 1.5 metres wide, and 2 metres high. Unless this is corrected the enumerators will keep counting even goat sheds as living rooms. Interestingly one pucca room of the aforementioned size will mean that the household will get no point for being short of home space while three pucca rooms of this size will exclude the household from the BPL List. Three such rooms will total 96 square feet. NABARD’s norm for space needed for male goats is 20 square feet per animal. A 96 square feet house with 5 members means 19 square feet per person. A single pucca room of 32 square feet (6 square feet per person) or two kutcha rooms of 64 square feet (12 square feet per person) will in any case ensure that the household gets no deprivation score. The questionnaire also does not collect whether the houses were built as part of disaster response programme in which case the size of the house would not reflect the economic situation of the household at that time. For instance in the 2004 Tsunami rehabilitation programme, many poor fishing households have been provided pucca houses with two bed rooms, one living room and a kitchen apart from toilet and bathroom. Such households will be excluded from the BPL List as per the current survey. The size of houses provided by Red Cross, for instance, was about 330 square feet excluding toilet and bathroom. Three rooms as per the SECC norms, could total under 100 square feet.
MORD RESPONSE: In response to feedback from you and others, a revised instruction manual was issued in August.  The current instruction manual does not specify any size for room.  It is also specified that rooms used for Kitchen, bathroom, latrine, store room, passageway and veranda will not be treated as dwelling rooms. 

RTFC Team Response: The response is incorrect in two ways. First the 2X1.5X2 metre criteria has been merely restated as long and wide enough for a person to sleep in. Our accusation that coffin sized spaces will also be counted as rooms is better illustrated from the new definition. Second, it is said that if a kitchen or store room is also being used for sleeping or , it would be counted as a dwelling room. 

Side B Column 11: Different states have different levels of exemption for Professional Tax. There are many states where PT is levied on salaries below 10,000 rupees. In Kerala PT is applicable on a salary of 2,000 rupees, while in Gujarat and West Bengal PT is payable on a salary of 3000 rupee; in Tamil Nadu and Assam PT is applicable on a salary of 3500 rupees; in Maharashtra, and Andhra Pradesh it’s applicable on a salary of 5,000 rupees. In the first five states mentioned, the salary at which PT is applicable, is less than the minimum wage rate for unskilled workers. As information on whether the household pays income tax or professional tax is collected in one column, the survey will not be able to identify if a household is an income tax payer or only a professional tax payer. 

MORD RESPONSE: In this context, a separate question is being asked on salary earned.  Thus as a back-end exercise, households that pay professional/income tax but do not have any member earning Rs 10000 or more can be exempted from exclusion based on the tax indicator. 

RTFC Team Response: Hence it effectively implies that the exclusion criteria, and hence the question, is redundant. This is as good as taking off the Income Tax Criteria. This further implies that households in the income tax bracket will not be excluded if they are not salary earners. A small change in the software will easily sort it out and make the survey more useful. The response thus again avoids to make any substantive change in the survey format. 

Side B Column 13: The question on ‘Main Source of Household Income’ clubs too many different types of occupations under ‘Non-Agricultural Own Account Enterprise’. For instance it lists a factory owner under this criteria as well as weaver. Once the survey is over it will not be possible to identify whether a household’s main source of income is from low-income occupations such as of weavers/ barbers/fishers etc. or from higher income occupations such as ownership of a hotel / factory. For instance Sri Mukesh Ambani and a weaver household will be clubbed under the same category. It also includes those working under the Jajmani system which is a violation of the Bonded Labour Section 2G of the Bonded Labour System Abolition Act 1976. In fact by not including such households as Bonded Labour the MORD will be violating the Bonded Labour Act as well as recent NHRC order in the matter under case no.13/18/2006-07.

MORD RESPONSE: For the purpose of simplicity and ease of data collection, the codes listing different household occupations have been limited to a small number.  The listed codes and information collected elsewhere in the questionnaire are sufficient to measure the list of exclusion and deprivation indicators.  

However, we should also note that in the present format, if more detailed information on household occupations is needed (e.g., differentiating weavers from the rest), the information will be available from Block D which also collects information (un-coded) on occupations for every individual in the household. 

RTFC Team Response: It may often be difficult (and inaccurate) to infer the chief source of family income from the livelihoods of individual members. That is why, in the first place, a separate question was asked to elicit the information. There can be a simpler solution. That is to ask the household about its principal source of income and record it verbatim and assign codes only if they fall under the pre-decided codes. For the rest, a category other with specific mention of the occupation should be better than a forced coding without recording the actual occupation. The questionnaire already uses this for the Religion Category and that is a good step.    

Side B Column 14: Small shopkeepers even in villages sometimes have refrigerators to store items for sale. The survey does not differentiate between households that own a refrigerator for domestic use (indicating a better standard of life) and those which own one for their livelihood. 

MORD RESPONSE: although the concerns expressed are valid, there is no way to verify the use of the assets. This is not only applicable for refrigerator but for all other assets. 

RTFC Team Response: So naturally these exclusion criteria must be got rid of. We are not asking for more. This will especially impact PWDs who have been given assets such as PCO Booths etc. By admitting that this clubbing of household assets with livelihood assets will happen across all listed assets, the MORD has in fact exposed the weakness of the survey.

Side B Column 15: There are poor households, especially persons with disability who have been given licenses to operate telephone booths as a livelihood activity. The income from such activities is not very high. The survey will not differentiate between such households and households that have taken a landline connection for their personal use. In case the survey is done in the present manner, the ‘landline’ criteria cannot be used to exclude any households.

MORD RESPONSE: This is a valid concern. Ownership of landline and motorized vehicles as an exclusion criterion for households with disabled members will be examined.  Thank you for drawing this to our attention. 

RTFC Team Response: Thanks for the acknowledgement. Please do keep us on the loop about how this is planned to be done. In any case this should be decided before large scale surveys begin, as the current information collected will not allow separation of assets owned as assistive equipment from other assets. It will not be possible, for instance, to say whether a three wheeler listed under a household, is an auto-rickshaw or a motorised tricycle used by a PWD. 

Side B Column 16: The census collects a Yes / No answer for whether the household owns a motorised two-wheeler/three-wheeler / four-wheeler. Once the survey is over, it will not be possible to distinguish between owners of two-wheelers from owners of four-wheelers. It’s already becoming clear that many poor households own two wheelers that they have bought for as little as 5,000 rupees and below and which they use for petty trade. This especially affects tribal people le living in hilly areas for who a motorised two wheeler is a greater necessity than plains people who may be better able to do with bicycles. In case any changes to the criteria are to be made subsequently and two wheelers (or three wheelers) are taken out of the Exclusion criteria, it will not be possible to get information on which households own two wheelers / three wheelers and do not own four wheelers. 

An even more unfortunate outcome of the current survey process would be that motorised three wheelers and modified two wheelers used by orthopedically handicapped persons will be not treated differently from two wheelers and three wheelers used by the non-disabled. This would mean the exclusion from the BPL list of all such disabled person who have received motorised mobility vehicles from the government or from nongovernmental organisations.  

The caste census handbook specifies that only motorised boats requiring registration will be used as an exclusion criteria. But the instruction manual asks the enumerators to write the response as ‘Yes’ whether or not the boat requires registration or not (Page 36 of Instruction manual of 20th June 2011, as uploaded at the ministry website).  Thus at the end of the survey information on which are the households with motorised boats requiring registration and which are the households with motorised boats that do not require registration will not be available. 

MORD RESPONSE: The survey is collecting information separately for two, three and four-wheelers. 

RTFC Team Response: This is indeed a good step. The previous version of the Instruction manual suggested otherwise. Hope this has also been the case in the states / UTs where the survey has already commenced /been completed.
Regarding motorised fishing boats, both the questionnaire and the manual (p.36, column ‘Asset’) clearly state that information is being collected on boats requiring registration.  This will be emphasized in training. 

RTFC Team Response: But survey in some places is already over. That is why we are asking for a halt to the survey process to save Government money and efforts lest it has to be redone.

Side B, Column 22: While the exclusion criteria mentions exclusion on the basis of ownership of pump-set along with tube well / bore well, the questionnaire only records information about pump-sets and not about tube/bore wells. At the end of the survey there will be no information available to exclude any household on the basis of ownership of irrigation infrastructure.

MORD RESPONSE: The SECC collects information on the possession of irrigation asset which is diesel pump set or electric pump set. It does not collect information on possession of wells nor is possession of wells a criterion for exclusion. The confusion arises because of difference in nomenclature of diesel operated pump-sets and electric pump-sets (in some states they are called tube wells). 

RTFC Team Response: The criteria for exclusion as per the documents circulated by the MORD (http://rural.nic.in/sites/downloads/circular/Proposed_Methodology_of_the_BPL_Census2011May.pdf and http://rural.nic.in/sites/downloads/circular/bplcensus_040720110001.pdf) as downloaded on 1st November 2011 clearly mention the following as exclusion criteria:

(xi) Households owning  2.5 acres or more irrigated land with at least one irrigation equipment such as diesel/ electric operated bore well/ tube well;  

(xii) 5 acres or more land irrigated for two or more crop seasons; 

(xiii) Households owning 7.5 acres  or more  land with at least one irrigation equipment such as diesel/ electric operated bore well / tube well;

Wherever irrigation equipment is mentioned, its mentioned not as diesel / electric pump set but diesel/electric operated bore well /tube well. Hence the questionnaire makes a departure from the criteria which will end up excluding large number of such households as do not stand to be excluded as per the original criteria.   

3.    Suggested by Pilot Process but not incorporated in the SECC

The Pilot Survey had suggested that information on Chronic Illness be collected and used for assigning BPL Status. The SECC does not collect any information on Chronic Illness and hence it will not be possible to address this concern once the survey is over.

MORD RESPONSE: The pilot survey did not suggest that chronic illness be used as an indicator. 

RTFC Team Response: Till now no report about what the pilot survey ultimately suggested has not been shared. In the absence of any report we used the Investigators Manual used for the pilot survey which mentions both Disability as well as chronic illness. Interestingly the Urban Questionnaire already includes chronic illness such as Cancer, HIV-AIDS, TB and Leprosy. Its rather strange that chronic illness is considered to be a poverty indicator in urban areas and not so in rural areas. 

IV

Overall Process Issues

The original instruction manual circulated to the enumerators (the basis for the survey for all states in which survey has already started) had asked the enumerators to ensure that no one other than the enumerator, the data entry operator and the members of the given household should be present during the canvassing for any given household. The new guidelines say that enumerators can be accompanied by Gram Panchayat / Gram Sabha members as well as by other citizens. Even now in the absence of a pre-survey mandatory Gram Sabha the process will essentially keep the Gram Panchayat / Gram Sabha and others in the dark about when and how the survey is going to take place. In such a situation how can they send representatives to accompany the enumerator? It is essential therefore that no survey should take place till Gram Sabhas have been organised to intimate them about the process and the rights and responsibilities of the Gram Panchayat and the Gram Sabha in the process. The Gram Sabha should come up with the list of representatives of the Gram Sabha who should accompany the Enumerator. Gram Sabha should also be the point where new households are identified. 

MORD Response : The state governments have been requested to give wide publicity to the SECC. Similarly Gram Sabhas will also be directed to give wide publicity to SECC and encourage their representatives to accompany the enumerator. Separately the Ministry is  readying media  tools such as posters, radio clips  etc to spread the awareness on SECC.. Also the draft lists of households are  placed in the gram Panchayats  and other public  places. The modalities for claims and objections of households at the time of gram Sabha will be posted on the website  and sent to the state government for wide dissemination.  

RTFC Team Response: Media tools are now being readied but the survey in some regions are already over. We request you to stop further surveys before you are fully ready. It is also strange that these are not yet ready while your own plans were to finish work in a majority of the states by the end of October. We’d still make a specific request that Gram Sabhas be called to discuss the Survey process before the survey begins. This will ensure that Gram Sabha are able to understand the process and are also able to identify and depute persons for overseeing the process.

Most households and Gram Panchayat members will not be able to read what has been entered in the Tablet Computer. This will ensure that the process is not-transparent. Unless it is proven that the household or a Gram Panchayat / Gram Sabha representative accompanying the enumerator is comfortable with a tablet computer, there paper forms should be used to ensure transparency. Tablets are not proven technology and there are no reports of these having been successfully used for pilot runs. Also it is interesting that the Population Census process was done with paper and not with Tablet Computers.

MORD Response: The tablet PC has a number advantages which  include that once the data is saved after enumeration, the same cannot be retrieved which  prevents subsequent manipulation of data. The data is also  uploaded on the local server and then on to the main server which can be viewed by all the stakeholders on a daily basis so as to  correct any anomalies as and when they are found.. 

RTFC Team Response: Which stakeholders can view internet based data daily? Now we also understand that the survey will not only be entered in a computer, it will only be entered in English. Even the Instruction Manual circulated by the MORD acknowledges that many of the enumerators will not be able to read what has been entered in the computer and will have to depend on what the Data Entry Operator reads out to them. This is extremely unfortunate. In a country which is at the cutting edge of IT, it’s really sad that the survey software could not be designed to accommodate local languages. Ironically, the acknowledgement from the Households will be taken on paper!

The Tripura Survey must have been completed by now. It would be an ideal time to take a break and look at how the survey has performed. The big issue in a BPL Survey is not whether any household is surveyed or left out of the survey. The big issue is if it has been properly identified as poor or non-poor. For all its technological innovations this is one area that might not have been addressed properly. A close look at the Tripura process will help correct problems with the survey before it moves on to other areas of the country. Else like 2002 the government will end up pushing the process because it has made preparations to do so and leave it for the next government to point out that this survey was full of exclusion and inclusion errors in the same manner as the 2011 survey seeks to dub the 2002 survey as a faulty process without taking lessons from what made that process as faulty as it was. 

The Abhijit Sen Committee formed to oversee the SECC does not have representatives of any of the deprived groups that are likely to get left out. Two such groups are Person with Disability and Single Women. Members. 

 MORD Response:  All the States/ UTs have launched or are launching SECC by December 2011 and the work of enumeration is  under way .Data is flowing in and the same is being looked  at to ensure that corrective action  is taken on a   continuous basis.  Also a decision has been taken that number of households to be included in different government programmes and schemes and  their eligibility and entitlements for different central government programmes and schemes will be determined after the SECC, 2011 survey results are available and have been analysed. Therefore all possible efforts are being undertaken to ensure that the poor households will be included in the lists . 

RTFC Team Response: Unless you give a firm commitment that in places where the survey is faulty, a resurvey will be done, these are just empty words, on the whole insensitive to the poor and with no accountability whatsoever. 
WE hope you will send us your responses, 
With regards, 

Kavita Srivastava (National Convenor) on behalf of the
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