Water for ‘GDP’ or Water for ‘HDI’ ?

· The Golden Dilemma for Gujarat
ABSTRACT

Water essentially being harbinger for developmental activities, water managers are often confronted with the issue of resolving competing and even sometimes conflicting requirements of ‘GDP’ versus ‘HDI”. At the age of 50, Gujarat State is at the cross-roads of this dilemma as value of water is relatively higher in this naturally underprivileged State. This Paper is an attempt to analyse the trends of development in Gujarat and thereby the associated changes in demand pattern and to capture its likely impacts on ‘GDP’ and ‘HDI’. Efforts made by the State for improving its ‘GDP’ and ‘HDI’ are also compared with that made by Kerala State – ranking first amongst Indian States in HDI and lessons to be learned in water resources management are highlighted. 
Water – Vital for Human-centered Development
Water – one of the five basic elements of the universe, is vital to sustenance of human life and its development. Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and Human Development Index (HDI), worldwide accepted as reflectors of economic growth and quality of life, should ideally be two sides of the same coin because the ultimate aim of any economic growth is supposed to be human development. However, with different perceptions of development from different view points, this does not seem to have been taking place. Strong need is felt to view and assess the process of development in terms of socially desirable outcomes and not merely in terms of material benefits. ‘GDP’ is defined as the number reached by valuing all the productive activity within the country at a specific year's prices. The conventional measures of well-being, such as GDP or per capita income and even their distributionally sensitive variants are inherently limited in capturing these wider aspects of well-being and the contingent process of development.  This further led to evolution of concepts like ‘Income Poverty’ (deprivation of a minimum level of income/consumption expenditure), ‘Human Poverty’ (absence of certain basic capabilities needed for human functioning) and their correlation. The GDP or income, in general, is a means, though perhaps the most predominant one in obtaining valued outcomes in the course of development. On the other hand, the human development indicators are more appropriate in capturing desirable ‘outcomes’ for which the ‘means’ are ultimately engaged in the process of development. As a result, what is met with is a situation in which regions with high GDP stand low in the ranking of HDI.
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Water
Decades ago, Mahatma Gandhi – the father of the Nation, gave us a talisman for adjudging any development activity contemplated by asking whether it is going be of any help to the poorest person or weakest person of the society. Finally in 1993, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) named this as ‘human-centered development paradigm’, which led to wide acceptance of the fact that human development, and not economic growth, is the ultimate goal of any society and that economic growth per se does not ensure human development. As succinctly put forth by Gujarat Human Development Report 2004, human development means increased capabilities of people that enable them to access larger opportunities in life. In the context of India, human development implies promoting basic capabilities among those who lack them. It also means supporting those who are marginalized and excluded from the mainstream of development. This Report also emphasized that human development cannot be achieved only by promoting health and nutrition or education and literacy or welfare of people through scattered programmes. It requires a development path or development strategy that is conducive to the development of human capabilities and opportunities.
In an admirable attempt to further formalize this paradigm, at the beginning of this 3rd Millennium (September 2000), the world leaders agreed to the Millennium Declaration, wherein a concise set of 8 goals, 18 targets and 48 indicators was fixed in order to assess progress. These are based on the declaration of various departments of the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), which has been later on adopted by Asian Development Bank (ADB). The thrust of the MDGs to be achieved by 2015 include –
(i) Extreme poverty and hunger to be halved

(ii) Universal primary education

(iii) Gender equality

(iv) Under-five mortality to be reduced by two-thirds

(v) Maternal mortality to be reduced by three-quarters

(vi) The spread of HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis to be reversed

(vii) Environmental sustainability to be ensured and

(viii) Develop a Global Partnership for Development

The role of water in achieving these goals is self-evident and it calls for aligning the development strategies with water management to be able to achieve these eight MDGs by 2015. For example, it has been recognized that, if properly managed, investment in water resources in dry-land and rain-fed regions may have greater pay offs and at the same time have larger impact on poverty alleviation thus making it a `win-win' strategy (Fan and Hazell, 2000).

Linkages between water, economic growth and human development have been attaining focus of research amidst increasing threats to water security in various parts of the world. Water Poverty Index (WPI) (Sullivan, 2002), Global Hunger Index (GHI), Sustainable Water Use Index (SWUI) have been applied to global data and regression analysis (Kumar et al. 2008) has shown that –
a. Improving the water situation, vis-à-vis improved access to and use of water, institutional capabilities in water sector and improved water environment, through investments in water infrastructure, creating institutions and making policy reforms, can support economic growth of a nation.
b. A country’s progress in human development has little to do with its economic prosperity and a country can achieve good indicators of development even at low levels of economic growth, through welfare oriented policies which encourage investments in water, health and education infrastructure.
Water for Economic Growth : Driver or Driven in Gujarat?

A strong relationship exists between per capita water storage and per capita GDP, as is evident from the per capita water storage figures (USA – 6000 m3, Australia – 3808 m3, China – 2,000 m3, India – 200 m3, Ethiopia – 20 m3).At all India level, during 9th Five Year Plan (1997-98 to 2001-02), GDP growth rate was recorded as 5.5% which increased to 7.6% during 10th Five Year Plan (2002-03 to 2006-07). However, growth rate of GDP from Agriculture sector reduced from 2.0% to 1.7% in the same period (growth in the Agricultural sector decelerated from 6.0% in 2005-06 to 2.7% in 2006-07). Growth rate of GDP from Industrial sector increased spectacularly from 4.6% to 8.3% which underscores the role of water in striking a balance between water needs of these two prime sectors.
Amongst the Indian states, Punjab with just 2% of the geographical area of the country, contributes to 10% of the rice production and 20% of wheat production in the country. The State has highest per capita GDP in India with 40% of it coming from Agriculture, as a result of which the State has the lowest poverty rate in India. This may be attributable to many inputs, but the role of water has been undoubtedly pivotal.
Gujarat State formed in the year 1960, has been doing well since then in terms of overall economic growth. Today it is one of the prosperous states of India with about 56 million population spread over 196000 Sq. Km.  During the 10th Five Year Plan, the State economy has recorded an annual average growth rate of 10.4%. Though the State has less than 5% of the national population, its share in India’s GDP is 6.7% at current prices level. Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP) in 2006-07 has been estimated at Rs. 254533 crores at current prices, showing a steep rise of 15.81% during the year. The share of primary, secondary and tertiary sectors has been reported to be 19.1%, 38.6% and 42.3%. More than 80% GSDP coming from non-primary sectors is alarming from the view point of cultivators and agricultural labourers constituting more than 45% of the main workers of the State and about 68% of the main workers in the rural Gujarat.

The State has progressed to acquire the fourth rank in per capita income among the major sixteen States in India and has maintained this rank for the last two decades or so. However, it is noteworthy that the per capita income of the State in 2006-07 was just 19.83% higher than the national average, as compared to 35% in 1996-97. Its per capita income during 1996-97 was Rs. 3,717 (against Rs. 2,761 in India), both at 1980-81 prices); whereas in 2006-07, it is recorded as Rs. 27,027 (against national average of Rs. 22,553) both at 1999-2000 prices. Per capita debt on the other hand has been increasing and presently it is estimated at Rs. 13371 in Gujarat, which is almost equivalent to five months’ income.
In terms of Per capita Income and Incidence of Income Poverty at 1993-94 level, Gujarat ranked ahead of Kerala. But  in terms of Incidence of Human Poverty Kerala stood at 1st rank whereas Gujarat ranked 6th in the same year. Again in terms of Ratio of Income Poverty to Human Poverty, Kerala ranked first, whereas Gujarat ranked 12th. Even keeping in view the fact that relative ranking of the States is a result of very complex analysis influenced by many factors, such a major disparity in ranking is a matter of concern for human-centered development paradigm. Though the incidence of income poverty in the state is much lower (23.92 % in 1993-94) than the same in all India (35.97 in 1993-94), it is still significant, as it implies that almost every fourth person in the State is living in poverty. In terms of human poverty it is 29.46% against national figure of 39.36%.

Gujarat has witnessed impressive development in Small Scale Industries (SSI) sector. The number of SSI’s has increased from a meager 2169 (in 1961) to 3.12 lakh (September 2006). In large and medium industries, number of working factories was 22480 at the end of the year 2006, 16.55% of which is Chemical and Chemical Products and 11.39% Textile Products. Spatial distribution of these factories clearly shows the constraint being faced by the industrial sector in terms of water availability. In the districts of better water availability numbers of working factories are significantly higher (Vadodara 178, Bharuch 139, Surat 388 and Valsad 153) than those in water deficit areas (Surendranagar 12, Amreli 6, Kachchh 26). Recycling of water, zero effluent concept, desalination plants and efficiency of water use in industries are more talked about than implemented. Present framework of industrial development does not provide adequate and effective means to discourage water intensive industries, nor there is any incentive for water efficient industries. This will become more evident if the handloom (Khadi) and cottage industries are looked at. In 1998-99, with an annual turnover of Rs. 166 crores,  it provided employment to 90,861 people, whereas in 2005-06 the annual turnover went down to Rs. 163 crores and could provide employment to just 54,676 people. 
Census 2001 indicated that 37.36% population of the State lives in urban centres as compared to national average of 27.82%. More than 50% of this urban population is concentrated in Ahmedabad, Surat, Vadodara, Rajkot, Bhavnagar, Jamnagar and Junagadh municipal areas. Apart from this, number of cities with more than one lakh population has increased from 1 in 1971 to 18 in 2001. During these three decades, number of towns with more than 50,000 population has increased from 18 to 38. Domestic water consumption is 140 liters per capita per day in urban areas whereas the same is as low as 50 lpcd in rural areas. Urbanization driven by economic growth is thus going to stress the water sector in the State.
Human Development in Gujarat – Some Indicators
Human Development Index (HDI) is a composite index of human development which also considers Expectation of life – dependent on child sex ratio, Infant Mortality Rate, Child Mortality Rate, Mother’s Mortality Rate, nutritional status, literacy, gender equality etc. As per the UNDP’s latest Human Development Report, India ranks 128 among 177 countries. Gujarat ranks 6th among 15 major states on HDI, despite its good economic growth and now vigorous addressing the social sector issues. Kerala State has succeeded not only in maintaining its first rank all throughout i.e. in HDI 1981, 1991 and 2001, but also in improving its own Index from 0.5 to 0.638 registering 27.6% improvement. During the same period, Gujarat too improved its Index from 0.36 to 0.479 (33.05%) but slipped from 4th rank to 6th rank. Even in 2001, it could not reach to the Kerala’s Index level of 1981. States like Tamilnadu registered 54.8% improvement in its HDI and progressed from 7th rank to 3rd.

As per the Report of “Employment Exchange Statistics – 2007” Gujarat ranked 1st in placement in employment among the States of India with total placement in employment of 0.99 lakh in 2006 out of total 1.77 lakh at national level. Level of unemployment in Kerala is quite higher than Gujarat and yet it ranks 1st in terms of HDI. Gujarat needs to leverage out its potential for employment and translate it into human development opportunities. The 2001 Census revealed that Gujarat has 33.6% Main Workers, 8.35% Marginal Workers and 58.05% Non-workers. Improvement in literacy rate (from 61.29% in 1991 to 69.14% in 2001) has resulted into higher level of unemployment in educated and degree-holder people and added to urban unemployment. It would be interesting to study the impact of Vibrant Gujarat MoUs which promised employment to 13.26 lakh people in 2007 and 25 lakh people in 2009.
Infant Mortality Rate in Gujarat  was 120 in 1981, which has come down drastically to 52 as against the national average of 55. Kerala State has recorded Infant Mortality Rate of 13, leaving a lot of scope for improvement in Gujarat. According to NFHS III (2005-06),  45% mal nutrition has been recorded in Gujarat and only 24% of the children of age less than 3 yrs get adequate Calories & Proteins (NNMB). Maternal Mortality Rate in Gujarat is 172 per 1,00,000, as compared to 110 in Kerala. 

Growth in the Indian Agricultural Sector decelerated from 6.0% in 2005-06 to 2.7% in 2006-07. This might have gone even unnoticed in light of the performance of secondary and tertiary sectors of economy, but has had its impact on India’s Global Hunger Index. Its GHI 2008 score is 23.7, which ranks it 66th out of 88 countries. More importantly, according to World Development Indicators (World Bank, 2007), even the countries like Nigeria, Cameroon, Kenya and Sudan which have lower per capita GDP than India, have got much better GHI than India.  This indicates continued poor performance at reducing hunger in India.
The India State Hunger Index (ISHI) 2008 was constructed in a similar fashion as the GHI 2008 to enable comparisons of states within India, and to compare Indian states to GHI 2008 scores and ranks for other countries. The index is a combination of three measures: calorie deficiency, underweight children and infant deaths. The ISHI 2008 score was estimated for 17 major states, covering more than 95% of the population of India. Twelve of the 17 states, including Gujarat, fall into the “alarming” category. ISHI scores are closely aligned with poverty, but there is little association with state level economic growth. High levels of hunger are seen even in states that are performing well from an economic perspective. Gujarat, 13th on the Indian list of 17 States has an ISHI score of 24.7 which puts it even below Zimbabwe, Tanzania and Haiti, ranked 67, 68 and 69 in terms of GHI 2008. Curiously, despite double digit overall economic growth, Gujarat is even below Orissa which has the score of 23.7. With ISHI score of 17.7, Kerala has remarkably outperformed Gujarat despite its lower GDP count. Figure 1 shows the relation of ISHI with the incidence of poverty in different states.
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Number of Poor reduced per Million Rupees Spending

Roads 1272.29 1345.68 295.43 334.98

Education 411.03 468.65 447.21 108.75

Irrigation Investment 182.73 125.49 197.27 66.91

Irrigation Subsidies 149.11 67.51 113.50 n.s.

Fertilizer Subsidies 180.88 180.88 48.14 23.67

Power Subsidies 78.68 52.31 82.52 26.9

Credit Subsidies 256.6 92.54 258.51 41.73

Agricultural R&D 207.30 325.57 345.24 323.30


Figure 1 : India State Hunger Index with relation to Poverty

It is noteworthy that States like Uttar Pradesh, Orissa, Rajasthan, Assam, West Bengal, Maharashtra, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Kerala have ranked better than Gujarat in spite of their higher incidence of poverty.

This however shall not be surprising for those who have noticed that the performance of agriculture has been victimized by the sectoral distortion in the economic development priorities. Food grain production in the State has increased from 49.58 lakh tones in 1981 to 64.97 lakh tonnes in 2006-07. However, this contributes hardly 3% in the national foodgrain production and is in no way upto the expectation. Quite surprisingly the sown area under foodgrain crops has gone down to 51.575 lakh hectare from 54.871 lakh hectare in 1980-81. The negative or low growth rate of agriculture in the eighties and the nineties is largely because of the saturation of results of the earlier strategies and the lack of adoption of a new approach based on new technology (Desai and Namboodiri 1997). Also, the share of government expenditure on agriculture, irrigation and electricity has declined particularly since the eighties. Neglect of these expenditures implies forgoing opportunities not only to increase production and productivity, but also to stabilize weather induced fluctuations in agriculture (Desai 1997). The long-term annual compound growth rates between 1980-81 and 1995-96 in the three sectors have been 0.89, 8.38 and 8.61 percent respectively which clearly indicates the structural distortion in the economy.
Gujarat’s agriculture sector is primarily rain-fed and irrigation potential is under-utilized. The percentage of gross irrigated area as a proportion of the gross cropped area was 27.3% (1991-92) as mentioned in Gujarat Infrastructure Agenda, Vision 2010. This has increased in 2002-03 – Gross area sown 106.31 lac Ha, Area under Irrigation 36.37 lac Ha. i.e.  34.21%. Figure 2 shows the progress made by the State in terms of different sources of irrigation.
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Figure 2:  Sources of Irrigation in Gujarat State
Source : Socio-Economic Review of Gujarat State 2007-08

Priority investment sectors are decided on the basis of estimated returns from the investment in terms of Poverty Reduction. Indian experience in this regard is capitulated in Table 1 (Fan, Gulati, and Thorat, 2007).
Table -1 : Returns from the Investment in terms of Poverty Reduction

[image: image1.emf]
Draft of Human Development Report 2008 prepared by Planning Commission has estimated Health Index (out of 1.0) for various states. In this assessment, with Health Index of 0.720, Gujarat trails behind Kerala (0.868), Punjab (0.781), Maharashtra (0.777), Tamilnadu (0.767), West Bengal (0.753), Karnataka (0.740) and Haryana (0.731). 
2007 Environmental Sustainability Index (ESI) Report - the first step towards quantifying the state of the environment in India, is an attempt to map the performance of Indian states

in terms of natural resource stocks and flows, pollution levels and controls, environmental management and governance. Based on secondary data collected from official and other credible databases, the ESI ranks the 28 states on a scale of 0 to 100 (the lowest and highest ESI scores are calibrated to 0 and 100 respectively). The ESI is calculated by integrating 44 datasets, covering a wide range of issues (such as population, air and water pollution, waste management, land use pattern, forest and other natural resources, environment degradation, impacts on health, energy management, GHG emissions, and environmental governance) into 15 indicators and 5 policy components that capture key dimensions of the state of the environment.
.
On this count, Manipur has topped the list with ESI of 100, Kerala is on 8th position with ESI of 59.25, whereas Gujarat is placed at the bottom with ESI 0.0. The Report however mentions that Gujarat’s performance is positive in a few indicators such as land use, energy management and impact on human health. This Study has shown that high income States have been failing on the Environmental Sustainability count which raises a number of critical

questions regarding the linkages between the environment, economy and poverty and points to the challenges for maintaining growth vis-à-vis sustainability. For four high income States including Gujarat, performance across 15 indicators has been studied separately and results are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure – 3 : Performance of High-Income States across 15 Indicators

Source : 2007 Environmental Sustainability Index (ESI) Report
As is evident from this Figure, Gujarat has scored negative in 9 out of 15 Indicators and in remaining six too its score is not exceeding 0.5. Role of water is exceedingly important for improving on any of these 15 indicators and prioritization during water allocation holds the key to success.
Gujarat’s Water Demands : From rhetoric to reality 
In 1997, Government of Gujarat made a systematic Study of Water Resources of the State with the help of M/s Tahal Consulting Engineers Limited, Israel. While preparing the Gujarat Infrastructure Agenda – Vision 2010 in the year 1999, Gujarat Infrastructure Development Board also considered the Water Demands for various uses as assessed by Tahal.  According to this Study, Domestic and Industrial Water Demands are considered to be deterministic and for the Year 2025, the same are assessed to be 2000 MCM/Year and 300 MCM/Year respectively. Combined water demands for Domestic and Industrial sectors for the year 2010 are assessed at 2010 MCM/Year. Irrigation water demands are considered to be ‘Supply Dependent’ and for various irrigation scenario these demands vary a great deal. For the year 2010, Tahal assessed it to be 49,030 MCM/year and the same has been considered in Vision 2010. 
Sherasia and Maraviya (2007) have projected the Water Demands for different sectors for the year 2010 as follows :
Irrigation
– 32,151 MCM/Year

Domestic 
–   2,288 MCM/Year

Industrial 
–   1,505 MCM/Year

Livestock 
-       239 MCM/Year

These projections are based on the water demands of Major Crops of Gujarat in Kharif and Rabi / Summer. Gujarat is the largest producer of cotton, groundnut, sesame and castor, and in terms of productivity it ranks first in cotton, groundnut and castor and second in sesame. Water demands of predominant crops of the State are estimated as follows :

	Cotton
	400 mm

	Groundnut
	500 mm

	Castor
	400 mm

	Bajra
	500 mm

	Sugarcane
	1300 mm

	Banana
	2000 mm

	Wheat
	500 mm

	Rice
	1100 mm

	Maize 
	400 mm

	Mustard
	250 mm

	Gram
	300 mm


Highlighting the importance of import-export strategy from virtual water point of view, Patel (2007) has estimated Gross Water Requirement for Production of One Kilogram of Various Items as follows :
	Food Item
	Water Requirement in Liters

	Wheat
	1000

	Rice
	2000

	Sugar
	4000

	Milk
	200

	Potato
	250

	Oil
	10000

	Cotton
	5000


Contribution of milk production in the GDP of the State is about 5.5%, with total milk production of 75.33 lakh tonnes in 2006-07. Livestock Census 2007 shows an increase over 1997 and 2003, and present population is 237.94 lakh. National Commission of Integrated Water Resources Development (NCIWRD) has assessed the water demand at 30 liters per day per animal, added to which is the water demand to grow fodder. Total water demand for dairy industry is estimated to be more than 8 BCM. Dairy industry is prominent in water scarce districts of North Gujarat, namely Mehsana, Banaskantha, Sabarkantha and Patan, where growth of other industries has been low for water availability. This is coupled with the need of growing alfa-alfa crop to meet the fodder requirement, which needs 675 MCM of water annually (Phansalkar, 2007).
Ultimate Irrigation Potential of Gujarat State is 64.88 lakh hectare, of which Surface Irrigation Potential is estimated to be 39.40 lakh hectare. Irrigation Potential created upto June 2007 is 47.06 lakh hectare (further scope 17.62 lakh hectare), out of which Maximum utilization is 41.53 lah hectare (further scope 23.35 lakh hectare). Development of this remaining scope is bound to have its impact on the water demands of the State. 
Installed capacity of electricity generation in the State has undergone a remarkable increase – from 300 MW in 1960 to 9600 MW and per capita consumption of electricity has gone up from 363 Units to 1354 Units. Despite this, neither Agriculture Sector nor Industrial Sector gets adequate assured electricity. In 2006-07, total 41513 MU were consumed in the State – Industrial (37.77%), Agriculture (26.54%), Domestic (14.69%)State being an energy deficit state, generation of electricity is being given high priority in the State Development Agenda. Crisis solving efforts in energy sector are disturbing the balance of water sector as water is a prime resource for power generation. This is more so when more than 90% electricity generation is thermal based on coal, gas or naphtha. 
Gujarat has been making meaningful efforts to invite investors from all over the globe and the overwhelming response received from them has proved the potential of the State. During the four Vibrant Gujarat Global Investors Summits held in 2003, 2005, 2007 and 2008, number of Memorandum of Understandings (MoUs) signed has increased exponentially – 76, 226, 363 and 8,500 respectively with associated investment figures of Rs. 66,068 crores, Rs. 1,06,160 crores, Rs. 4,61,835 crores and Rs. 12,00,000 crores. During the last two Summits major sectors in which MoUs have been signed are given in Table – 2.

Table – 2 : GUJARAT – Vibrant Economic Growth amidst Global Recession
	YEAR
	2009
	2007

	SECTOR
	Investment 

Rs. in Crores
	No. of MoUs
	Investment 

Rs. in Crores
	No. of MoUs

	Power
	2,14,000
	29
	1,33,429
	19

	Urban Development
	1,20,000
	257
	6,985
	5

	Renewable Energy
	1,13,000
	66
	-
	-

	SIR
	1,00,000
	3
	-
	-

	Ports
	85,700
	20
	13,518
	22

	SEZ
	66,500
	14
	1,70,889
	28

	Chemicals
	57,000
	44
	13,414
	31

	Tourism
	55,000
	115
	10,793
	33

	Oil & Gas
	43,000
	16
	44,766
	26

	Engineering
	40,000
	92
	14,963
	36

	Food/Agri
	28,700
	205
	10,375
	61

	Textiles
	8,500
	42
	8,283
	29

	SMEs
	7,000
	7,204
	-
	-

	Environment
	5,700
	9
	-
	-

	Pharma
	3,000
	30
	347
	5

	Biotech
	2,500
	30
	1,541
	19

	Industrial Parks
	800
	13
	-
	-

	Total 
	12,00,000
	8500
	4,61,835
	363


Even if 50% of these MoUs get translated into implemented Projects (past record shows about 60%), it promises tremendous economic growth of Gujarat in the years to come. But meeting the water demands of this development is going to be the real challenge as almost all the sectors mentioned in Table – 2 are water intensive. Development of a Special Investment Region (SIR), Special Economic Zone (SEZ) or an Industrial Park has its own demand for water which would be required to be met with from the available sources. Electricity consumed for these Projects would also be huge and water needed to generate that much electricity is also going to be significant. Figure – 4 shows the water requirement for production of some important commodities.


[image: image4.wmf]1.66

16.61

54.75

250.00

1013.89

2100.00

2100.00

0

500

1000

1500

2000

Cement

Soda Ash

Clay based

Filament yarn,

rubber, drugs

and chemicals

Caustic Soda

Chemical, drug

and synthetics

Bulk drug,

dyestuff and

rayon

Industry

Water requirement  

(MCM/year) for 1 million tonne 

production

 
Figure – 4 : Water Requirements for Production of Commodities

Consumption of electricity for industrial use was 9813 Million Units in 2000-01, which has gone up to 15680 MU in 2006-07. Apart from direct water demands for industries, water required to generate this much electricity is also huge (more than 100 MCM), though the total industrial water demands projected for the year 2025 was 300 MCM per year (TAHAL, 1997).
Any systematic study to assess the actual water demands of Gujarat to facilitate the envisaged economic growth does not seem to be available. However, even prima-facie thinking would show that industrial water demands of the State must have crossed the figure projected by Tahal for the year 2025. Even in 2007, Water Allocation for Industrial Use (Shah, 2007) was of the order of 3500 MLD (1275 MCM) (2700 MLD from Surface Water, 700 MLD from Groundwater, 100 MLD from Desalination Plants) and actual drawl was 1400 MLD (510 MCM). It was estimated that future water need for industries will double by 2020 from the present(2007) level (Shah, 2007), but with the kind of above mentioned development there are reasons to believe that possibly it will double by 2010.
Efforts of Gujarat for Human Development – as compared to Kerala
Gujarat Government has been conscious about the need to focus on human development. While presenting the Budget 2008-09 for Rs. 19,030 crores, Government had said – “we have to increase rural prosperity through agriculture development, employment opportunities and other means but again our stress for common man is to provide him nutritious diet, pure drinking water, extension of quality education and extension of health facilities so that HDI is improved”. In April, 2008, at the time of briefing the Planning Commission on strategy for development, Government said that “Focus would be on making development more inclusive. Human development index would be improved through investment in human capital, skill development and employment, empowerment through education and focus on unorganised sector.” However as critically stated in the Gujarat Human Development Report (2004), the first issue is regarding the validity of the policy of promoting or rather pushing modern industries in backward regions without attacking the roots of backwardness in the regions. The question is not of selecting one against the other, but it is of sequencing them for the healthy development of backward regions. Backward regions are frequently suffering from severe environmental degradation and/or are poor in infrastructure. It is important therefore that the environment is protected before it is too late and agriculture is stabilized in the process. The “Agriculture First” strategy will ensure a sustained development in the region, which will help in establishing strong industry-agriculture linkages in the region. It must be reiterated that industrial development is a must for economic diversification and for economic growth. But to impose modern capital intensive industries on the fragile ecology of backward regions will not be sustainable. Almost a decade ago, commenting on the trends of economic activities in the State, Indira Hirway (October, 1999) clearly said – “The process of this economic diversification however does not seem to be sustainable as the primary sector, and particularly agriculture has lagged far behind distorting the agriculture – industry linkages. Along with agricultural near stagnation, environment has also experienced severe degradation, both of which have created constraints to the sustainability of economic growth in the state. The limited achievements of the state in the fields of employment & poverty, as well as in human development are closely related to the macro development path. That is, these developments are not independent of each other, but are the consequences of the dynamics of development of the state.”
In this backdrop, it is interesting to compare the State’s efforts for human development with that of Kerala State – consistently having the best HDI amongst all Indian States. Figure 5 shows the account of development efforts made by these two States during two decades 1980s and 1990s, which led to today’s status of human development.
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Figure – 5 : Comparison of Development Strategies adopted by Gujarat and Kerala

Source : National Human Development Report (2001)

It can be clearly seen that apart from higher per capita expenditure, Kerala’s development strategy was more focused on health and education, whereas Gujarat’s priority was safe water and pucca house. In the case of Gujarat, wide gap between performance in urban and rural areas is also eyecatching. Not much difference is found in two States so far as efforts made for poverty reduction is concerned, but Kerala has definitely outperformed Gujarat in controlling Infant Mortality Rate. Also, Figure – 5 shows inconsistency in the approach of Gujarat between 1980s and 1990s, although efforts in 1990s showed improvement in both the States. 
Kerala’s Water Management Approach – Holding the Key to Success?

Kerala has land, water and environmental features, which are unique in the country. Cropping pattern, land use, hydrological status and environmental needs of Kerala are distinctly different from those of the other states. Out of the forty four rivers, there is not even a single major river in Kerala with catchment area of more than 20000 sq. km. The only major source of water availability in Kerala is the annual rainfall, which is moderately high (3000 mm). The ground water potential of Kerala is very low as compared to that of many other states in the country. The open well density in Kerala is perhaps the highest in the country - 200 wells per Sq.km in the coastal region, 150 wells per Sq.km in the midland and 70 wells per Sq.km in the high land. Kerala is also blessed with approximately 995 tanks and ponds having more than 15000 MCM summer storage, 236 natural springs occurring in high land regions and  32 natural and 2121 manmade wetlands. According to Census, 2001, about 77% of the rural population and 56% of the urban population draw their drinking water from wells.

Kerala has developed a State Water Policy, which is complementary as well as supplementary to the National Water Policy. As enshrined in the State Water Policy, access to water is a human right. Priority for water use is fixed in the following order : Domestic, Agricultural, Power generation, Agro-based industrial use, Industrial and commercial use and all other uses. Adequate thrust is given to Pollution Control in Water Bodies, Solving Drinking Water Problems, Controlling Salinity Intrusion, Management of Wetlands, River Basin/Watershed Management etc. 
Importantly, this Policy explicitly recognizes the need of a well-defined transparent system for water entitlements according to the guidelines and prescriptions made and accepted by the public at large. It says that Government shall be guided by the realization that water as a community resource shall be primarily utilized for public benefit and individual’s interest shall not be allowed to take precedence over public interest. The Policy provides for regulation of commercial exploitation, use and transactions of water by private individuals and establishments. Another remarkable features of this Policy are the need felt for reviewing the existing regulatory mechanisms for controlling sand mining and making them more effective and participatory and gender sensitive administrative arrangements and decision making processes for water management.
The water literacy campaign in Kerala was launched on March 22, 2007, to organize opportunities for continued interaction of the people with the authorized government and non-government agencies dealing with water resources and exchange their views and perspectives on how to improve the water availability of the area. This will help to tap their knowledge of their wisdom in the management of the resource at the local level, in a more eco-friendly, and economic manner.
The Way Forward

Former President of India, APJ Abdul Kalam, presenting a new dimension of Urban Development, while speaking on the “Dynamics of Urban Development” at the Inaugural Session of Vibrant Gujarat Summit 2007 (February 15, 2007) called for “Development of urban oriented infrastructure in such a way that it will support the socio-economic activities of the surrounding rural clusters extending up to 20-30 km radially without causing additional urban pressure in the existing urban agglomeration in addition to the planned growth of the cities.”

On the eve of celebrating its 50th Anniversary, Gujarat needs to review its path of development in light of the talisman given by Mahatma Gandhi – to think of the poorest and weakest of the society. Human-centric broadening of the base of development through employment intensive and environment friendly development path is needed. Water has a key role in achieving rapid poverty reduction and thereby rapid human development. While attracting industrial investments to the state is crucial for its economic growth and for reducing income poverty, complementary efforts are must to ensure sustainable reduction of human poverty in the state. As discussed in the paper, some lessons can be drawn from the development strategies adopted by the state of Kerala, although specific issues of Gujarat call for special out of box thinking.
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