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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA

FOOD, CIVIL SUPPLIES AND CONSUIER AFFAIRS
DEPARTMERT

-

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT NATIONAL FOOD SECURITY

I.

II.

BILL

Right to Food Security

In the original draft of the National Food Securnity Bill prepared by
the National Advisory Council {NAC), the right to  Food Securiry
was enshrined as a right of all citizens in the Country. However in
the draft NFSB, this has been omitted.

Remarks:

Government of Kerala is of the view that enshrining food securiny
as a right of every citizen through the NFSB helps elevate this ideal
of food security from being equated to a an extended or more
comprehensive nutrition programme. It would be apt to declarc in
the NFSB, that Government recognizes food security as &
fundamental and inalienable right of our citizens.

Suggestions:

1. Therefore, it is recommended that consistent with the draft
of the NAC, the Right to Food Security may be recognized as a right
of every citizen and legislated through the draft NFSE. Appropriate
amendments in the draft NFSB may be therefore made.

Computation of poverty estimates

1. In Chapter 1, Section 2, Definitions (p} of the Draft NFSE,
“puverty estimates’means such percentage of population living
below the povertv line as mayv be determined bv the Central
Government {from time to time.

2. Section 13(2} of the draft NFSB provides that the State-wise
distribution shall besdone by the Central Government based on
State-wise rural and urban poverty ratics determined and specified

bv 1t, from time to time in consultation with the Planning

. Commssion.
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Govirnmen: Gl herala s, t:nnsjsltnd}' Iainigine thist
Identifiey Hon of 1. Population below the POveriy line in Kcmi»s,
I% being done currently pag ledd 10 the exclusion or 2 S1gnifi.,
Numbcer of Persons who are “Cluallv pejoy- Lhe RPOvern: he

“Tom
dawy avallabje With the Dn‘tcturarc of Civi] Suppljes, there are
2056535 BPL famjles Covered Under ke PDs (14.6 Ialch BpL Curd

ho]cr‘cr‘s, and 3,ug lukh AAY carg ho]dcrsj. Gr_n-'frrmnf'nt of Indig has
reckoned the Dumber of BPL familics in Keraly around 15 laky.o
The Eslimateg draw, up through the Lgeg] Self Got;@rmmms
ASsessy the Number o BPL lamiljes atr 32 Lakiyg Evidemh', the
methodolog}' adopted DY the Go\'emment of Indig 1)
dertrmination of Poveriy CSUmares based op Stalisticg) Mmethodg
ciearl}-' leads tc g signiﬁcanr EXClusion of poor families from The
Coverage. In short, {he basis adopted by the Planning Commissic;n
for the detcrmination of Bpj], familicg I8 g Statisticy] estimate

Local ge)r Governmems in the aCtng] dc—'lzerminarion of Poverny,
levels iy the States.

Coverage Under Npgp

Subsidizeq foodgrain, Under (he Targereg Public Distributie,,
S_ysr_em, shall be a4 SPecified in Sched ). HI of the Bijl,

popu]atio}a, with gzt least 289 Population belonging o priorit:

households shall pe brought Under the ambit of the Food Securjt_;‘
System.

Remarks:
==IMmarks:

1. For g food Braing deficien; State Iike Kerala, the State

referreq 0 above Ration Cardsg have bce;i 1SSued to 76 lakhs
famijljeg In the State. -




IV.

=

2. Several official estimates in Government of lndia preparcd in
ihe past, have assesed the tetal number of APL and BpL
households covered by the Targeted Public Distribution Svstem 1o
be approximately 18 crore. This impli¢s that the current TPDEg
covers roughly 80% of the population, However, by setring 4 cap of
75 per cent houscholds in rural India and 30 per cent in urban
India several lakhs of familics holding APL cards will stand
excluded from the PDS,

3. In the draft finalised bv the NAC, it was proposed 1o cover
90% of rural households for the provision of  subsidized
foodgrains.

Sugpestions:

1. The total coverage in rural areas should be retained at 90,
of the rural population as was envisaged by the NAC in its original
draft. :

2. The Central Government should alsa also draw up a phased
plan  and time frame for universal (100%) coverage of «ll BPL
families, with appropriate exclusion criteria, {or the provision of
subsidised food grains and include this in Schedule 11 of the draft
NFSB.

Food grain entitlements

1. Sections 3(1) and 3(2) in Chapter 2 of the draft NFSB specifv
the entitlements under the Targeted Public Distribufion System as
such quantity of foodgrains at such prices as may be specified in
Schedule I.

2. Sections 23 (1} and 23(2) also provides the obligations of the
Central Government to allocate from the central pool the required
quantity of foodgrains to the State Governments under the
Targeted Public Distribution System, as per the entitlements and
at prices specified in Schedule 1.

3. . Bchedule 1 stipulates that the entitlement per person per
month shall be seven kilograms of {oodgrains for priority
households and three kilograms of foodgrains for gencral
housecholds.

4, Schedule II of the draft NFSR provides that General
Houscholds shall be supplied food grains at 50% of the Minimum
Support Price.

Remarks:
1. Currently in Kerala, a BPL family is entitled to 32 kilograms

of foodgrains per month (25 kg of rice and 7 kg of wheat) and an
APL family 1o 15 kilograms of foodgrains per month (12 kg of rice
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and 3 kg of wheat). N

2 Al present an APL family is supplied rice at Rs.8.90 per ke

and wheat a1 Rs.6.70 per kg.

Suggestions:

1. In the draft NFSB, the basis of allocation is changed from the
present quota of 35 kg per family 1o an individual-based System
fixed at 7 kg per person for a BPL family. This wilf end up to the
disadvantage of States like Kerala who have done wel] on adoption
of population control measures.

2. Instead of reducing the present quota of 35 kg for a BPL 3
family with four members it is suggested that the minimum
aliocation at 35 kg for a family. Thereafter for every additional
person over {ive persons in the family, a certain stipulated quantity
(say S to 7 kg) should be additionally provided,

3. Similarly in the case of of APL families, a minimum
entitlement of 15 kg of foodgrains may be made per family, with =
certain stipulated quantity (say 2 w0 3 kg) provided for every
additional member over five persons in the family. :

4, Linking the issue price at which foodgrains will be supplied
1o APL cardholders 10 the Minimum Support Price will clearly
introduce problems of g different nature. This will create a set of

Expenditure incurred for implementation of
schemes for realization of entitlements

1. Chapter 2, Section 7 in the draft NFSB provides that the
entitlements under sections 4, 5 and 6 shall be realized through
-specific schemes, which shall be implemented by the State
Governments in accordance with guidelines, including cost sharing
between the Central Government and the State Governments in
such manner as may be prescribed by the Central Government.

2. Chapters III in the draft NFSB provides for entitlements of
special groups. Chapter IV in the draft NFSB deals with
identification and relief of persons living in starvation. Chapter V in
the draft NFSB €nvisages a Food Security Allowance, if there 1S &
failure to provide the gntitled quanitities of foodgrains or meals 10
the entitled persons, as prescribed by the Central Governinens
from time to time.




VI.

- :’
g

o

- Chapter VIII of the draft KF3SB contemplales SCLtng Up &
(irievance Redressal Mechanisms, which inchudes L-i.]D]')Di]lIl‘!-"IEI‘;I of
District Grievances Redressal Officer and constiiuting 2 CQirare Food
Qecuriny Comnission, i

Remarks: .

1. In the draft Bill prepared by the NAC, 11 was provided that
the Central Government shall provide to the State governments (&1
Food gramns free of cost, including costs of storage and
transporaion, or -the cash equivalent of the procurement costs
borne by State Governments in case of decentralized procurement,
0 State Governments; (b) Administrative expenses of a minimum
of six percent for the implementation of National Food Security.

2. it was also envisaged that other COSIS incurred for the
iniplementation of National Food security, shall b shared between
Central and Stats governmeaents i surn a wav ithat Central
Government bears at least 70% of ail costs.

Suggestions:

i All expenditure necessary for implementing rutritlonal
support contemplated for pregnant womel, lactating motlicrs «nc
children as well as the expenditure 0 be incurred under Chapter
VIII (sefting up a gricvance redressal mechanism and constifuting
the State Food Securlty Commission) should be also computed as
the total cost of implementation of the NFSB, as was the approact:
in the draft Bill presented by the National Advisory Committee.
The cxpenditure to be incurred by the States for providing the
entitlements under all the schemes envisaged under National
Food Securitv Bill should be chared as was contemplated in the
original draft Bill prepared by the NAC. Needless to sav. i this Is
not done, the expenditure would make a serious dent on the
State s finances and can make the implementation of the NFSB
unviable.

2. Kerala has a universal PDS which is at present the backbone
of its social security system. The 5State Government incurs 2
substantial outlay every year 10 maintain the PDS. The guidelines
including cost sharing should not be unilaterally determined by the
Central Government. It should be decided in a consultaive
manner. Unilateral determination of cost sharing by Governmernt
of India, will lead to exacerbating the fiscal situation in States.

Inclusion of persons with disagbility

-in Chapter 1, Sections 2, Definitions (o] of the Draft Bil, the

expressions “persons with disabilin” has been defined 1o have thie
<ame meaning as mn Section 2{1) of the Persons with Disabilines
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TUNI e Froje, Litariogpf Roghs thd Fagg) P"u“tjcjp tigy &
ALl JGys ‘
Remargs.
Howeyer dparr g i1y, :»;pf:cif\x'in;_:_ Unger SECT gy, S0 o Lhe Uraff Bij
end jn Scheduk— v -rr_n’jsif':ris for Ad\an(‘.ing Foug SL‘?HHT‘\’, ng,
Partcyis, PTovision hasg becr maAde for . fuod e iy thiy
disad\-'antaged S€Ctin,
__S_uggestiong
"Person With 18abiljpy~ laddvamugt‘d grouy, Y b
ncluded in hapie (Enitiy)e SIS of | PeCig] TOY SECting
8(1) May b odifieq 1, mMelyge « ISons witp disahifu_ ’ 8 wir,
€Stityy Song”
\%44 Maternit entxtlement f
Section 4 ‘Rapte, U} of the drafy N, Bl lavg Guwen e “Dltlen;en
O pregnan Wome; arnd lating Motherg IV sy Prrson
shall pe “utled 4, L free of ®harge Quring TEENA M and g,
Mionthg 4 the Irth, hrongi, the Joey; Wganvigq; S0 &x g
Teer the Hurrtjon I SHndarg, SPeciieq in Smcduie n -
Remarpg
] The S8Nal ¢y Of the Preparey By e NAC, With
“PProprip e Husion Criterjg hag alsg CVisgeeq Materny,
Yenefitg of Rg 1000 P.m Uring prcgnanc:)' and for SIX ¢ hy ape;
deht'cr_ '
2. This alt he Isey CNtitle matcmir}- SUpport gy, the Natyre
Of advjee fo fusrermg hey} hy Praciticeg of breastfeeding and infap,
trition,
Suggestlons:
1. Mporigp Tecognis,. thay
1 the v, Hbeing
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