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CHAPTER I 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The census statistics for the last four decades has 

been showing a steady rise of urban population in West 

Bengal. However,there has been a relatively slower pace of 

urbanisation in respect of other major states of the 

country. But, density of population in the state on the 

other hand has been the highest1 with a highly uneven nature 

of spatial distribution. The census statistics also reveal 

the emergence of new urban foci all over the state in the 

past two decades with the older urban areas continuously 

expanding over and above their threshold. 

Such rapid growth of population in these urban centre5 

has dire consequence on housing, health, sanitation and 

other basic services of these towns and thus hinders the 

process of overall urban development of the state. Out of 

the 382 towns in West Bengal as per 1991 census, only 115 

town has been conferred with municipal or other statutory 

status which in turn, has the prime responsibility of the 

execution of-the urban development strategies of the state. 

Now with the deteriorating level civic services and the 

1. It is 766 per cent per sq. km. according to the 1991 
Census. 
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overgrowing urban population, new problem are cropping up 

every day challenging the state's urban development process. 

A number of development plans and financial strategies has 

been undertaken by the state government from time to time to 

make these urban local bodies financially and 

organizationally strong to meet these, challenges. 

With a meagre internal 

municipalities depend heavily 

revenue base, most of these 

on the state transfers to 

make both ends meet. Thus,the nature of devolution of funds 

to the urban 'local bodies is one of the most interesting as 

well as an important subjects to review to understand the 

whole process of state urban local bodies fiscal 

relationship with the nature and process of urbanization and 

municipalisation of the state. This helps to understand the 

unified picture of the municipal finance as well as the 

state and nature of urban development within a fiscal and 

urban analytical framework. 

the temporal relationship 

Moreover, an analysis depicting 

between the level of urban 

development (in terms of infrastrucrual facilities) in these 

urban local bodies vis-a-vis the state and the existing 

nature and process of devolution has been attempted. 

1.2. OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 

With respect to the aforesaid discussion regarding the 

2 



state of West Bengal, the present study has the following 

objectives. 

a. To trace the nature and process of 

municipalisation on the basis of its historical 

background and to critically evaluate the process 

of municipalisation after independence in the 

light of changing criteria of municipalisation. 

b. To analyse the nature, level and trend of 

urbanisation in West Bengal as well as to examine 

the nature of growth and distribution of urban 

population ·within the Calcutta, Howrah and other 

urban local bodies (hence forth ULBs) both within 

and outside the Calcutta Metropolitan Development 

Area. 

c. To trace the manner, principle and procedure of 

extending financial assistance from the state 

government to the ULBs including inter-alia ( 1) 

Grants-in -aid (Revenue and capital grants) (2) 

Tax assignments or revenue sharing, and ( 3) to 

analyse the changing government policies and 
., 

grants in aid fourmula etc., guiding the process 

of devolution. 
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d. To critically examine the nature of devolution of 

the revenue and capital grants to the different 

ULBs from 1975-76 onwards till 1989-90 and to find 

out the change in the composition, pattern etc of 

the grants temporally and spatially among the 

ULBs. Apart from this an attempt has been made to 

find out (i) the extent of dependency in terms of 

grants in aid on the state and (ii) the nature of 

correlation that exists between the grants and 

other financial sub heads and (iii) distribution 

of grants among the different population size 

class of the ULBS. over the time period a 

watershed has been drawn on the year 1977-78 

marking the change of the state government and a 

critical evaluation has been attempted to find out 

the changes registered in these two era. 

e. Finally the level of urban 

different ULBSs (in terms 

development of the 

of infrastructural 

facilities and services) has been co-related with 

different variables. The development finances 

assisted by the state and the question of 

dependence of the urban development with the 

nature and pattern of devolution has been 

critically analysed. 

4 



1.3 METHODOLOGY 

Since the present work has centered around the grants 

in aid or state transfers to the ULBs, the study is mainly 

restricted to the analysis of major heads viz revenue and 

capital grants and some other sub-heads of the total revenue 

receipts. The statistical analyses has been done mainly 

covering the period of seventies, eighties and the beginning 

of the nineties. 

While studying the nature and level of urbanization, 

and the urban structure of the municipalities in particular 

and the state, in general the time of period of analysis 

stretched right from 1951 onwards till 1991. While 

calculating the level of urbanization and growth rates, care 

has been taken to adjust the figures of 1951 and 1961 census 

data due to definitional changes and changes of the growth 

rate figure due to addition and declassification of new 

towns thus changing the absolute urban population figures in 

each census. The methodology adopted in each case has been 

discussed separately under each computed tables. 

In the cross temporal analysis of the devolution of 

finance at different level the time period taken is from 

1975-76 to 1989-90 with an watershed assumed over 1977-78 ~ 

corresponding to the change the state government. The ULBs 

of the state has been categorised into two broad sub heads 

5 



viz ULBs within the Calcutta Metropolitan Development 

(henceforth CMD) and the ULBs outside the CMD area (or the 

non CMD ULBs) . The ULBs within the CMD are further 

subdivided into 

(i) Calcutta Municipal Corporation 

( ii) Howrah Municipal Corporation. 

(iii) The other CMD ULBS excluding the above two ULBs. 

This has been done to differentiate (i) the ULBs of 

the state spatially and (ii) the status of the ULBs between 

CMD area, NON-CMD area and with Calcutta and Howrah 

Municipal Corporation. All the analysis have been done 

taking the ULBs within the CMD and those outside it 

separately. Also aggregative analysis taking all the 

observation together has been worked out. Thus1 we have three 

different sets of analysis for the CMD, NON-CMD ULBs and all 

the ULBs taken together. 

For the computation of the per capita of the different 

budgetary heads for each year (from 1975-76 onwards) and for 

other computational purpose, population projection has been 

done for each year for all the above categories of the ULBs 

as well as for each population size class of the municipal 

towns for the years 1975-76 to 1989-90. The population 

projection has been done on the basis of the following 

projection formula. 
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where 

u· 1 

u· 1 

r 

t 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

projected population for that particular 
year 

initial population 

annual exponential growth rate 

t 

time in year (s) 

Apart from this, simple frequency distribution, and 

coefficient of variations has been worked out for different 

sets of indicators2 to analyse their spatial variations and 

temporal trends. To examine the level of urban development 

of the different ULBs of the state (in terms of 

infrastructural development) Composite Indices has been 

constructed for selected groups of indicators for the year 

1977-78 and 1989-90. A correlation coefficient has been 

worked out to find out the nature and interrelation ship 

between these indicators. The changing impact of for some 

selected indicators on the Index of development (i.e. the 
. .I 

composite Indices) for the above mentioned two point of time 

has also been carried out. This has been discussed in 

detail ~n the concerned chapters separately. 

2. The indicators varies in different chapters according 
to the nature of analysis. They include for e.g., 
different budgetary subheads, grants, infrastructure, 
etc.) . 
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1.4 AREA OF STUDY AND DATA BASE 

In this study, all the 115 existing odd urban local 

institutions (Urban local institutions, municipalities etc. 

has been used interchangibly) of West Bengal h~ been taken 

into account. Due to non-availability of proper data 

certain observation has to be ommitied from some 

statistical analysis. A note explaining the choice of 

observation has been mentioned with each analysis. For 

spatial analysis the ULBs has been categorised under the 

different sub heads as mentioned before as well as size 

class-wise. 

The figures for different aspects of urbanization and 

municipal population and other related data are taken from 

the Census volumes of India and West Bengal for 

1951,1961,1971,1981 and recently published provisional 

population total of 1991. Apart from these, the Hand Book 

of Municipal Administration published by the Local 

Government Urban Development Department (LG and UD Deptt.) 

of West Bengal, through Institute of Local Government and 

Urban Studies ( ILGUS) from 1981 onwards are the major 

sources of demographic and the financial data. Another 

important data source and an important reference being the 

report of the Municipal Finance Commission - West Bengal 

{1982) issued by the government of West Bengal. The figure 
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y 

for different other aspects of the on:going study has been 

taken from the individual studies of several scholars as 

well as different research institution like National 

Institute of Urban Affair (NIUA), National Institute of 

Public Finance and Policies (NIPFP) , National Council of 

Applied Economic Research (NCAER) and Indian Institute of 

Public Administration (IIPA) and several other government 

studies and reports. 

1.5 PLAN OF THE STUDY 

The study has been organised in seven chapters. 

Apart from this introductory chapter, in chapter II, 

the evolution of municipal government in the state of West 

Bengal since British rule has been traced out. Along with 

this, the nature and process of municipalization in the 

state 
~pm..~f.b!, 

after independence"- The impact of the changing 

criteria of municipalization on their development has also 

been reviewed. 

Chapter III provides a discussion of the post 

independence perspective of the process of urbanisation in 

relation to its growth, level- and nature of urbanisat-ion the 

state yis-a-vis the country as a whole. The state and 

process of urbanisation has been further analysed in terms 

of its spatial differentiation within the different sub 
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categories of the municipal towns (like within CMD, NON-CMD 

ULBs etc.} from 1951 to 1991. 

It is evident from the poor condition of the state 

municipalities that the modus-operate of municipal functions 

is severely constrained by inadequacy of resources. There is 

always a big revenue gap ( ie. difference between revenue 

income and expenditure} prevailing in all the municipalities 

in the state. These revenue gaps are evidently met largely 

out of grant and other state transfers which is increasing 

progressively. 

Under such premise the nature and process of devolution 

of funds and the fiscal relationship between the state and 

the ULBs has been studied in the fourth and fifth chapter. 

This is the main theme of this study. An attempt has also 

been made to understand the broad domain of the state and 

ULB's fiscal relationship in terms of the policies and 

recommendations undertaken by the state government and 

central government. An attempt has been also made to study 

the broad changes in the policy implementation and 

modification undertaken by the state government regarding 

their fiscal relationship with the ULBs from fifties

onwards. In the fifth chapter, the patterns of revenue 

receipts under different subheads including the state 

transfers in terms of grants in aid and tax assignments has 
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been studied taking all the CMD and the NON-CMD municipal 

bodies. A cross temporal analysis has been attempted from 

1975-76 till 1989-90 within the different categories of ULBs 

(like CMD, NON -CMD etc.) as well as within different 

population size classes of the municipal towns. In the same 

chapter a comparative picture has been drawn between the 

pattern of state ULBs fiscal relationship prevailing in West 

Bangal before and after the change of government in the 

state ministry in 1977. 

In the VIth chapter a correlation exercise has been 

undertaken with some selected indicators (including the 

grants and other transfers) with that of the level of urban 

development (in terms of infrastructural facilities) of the 

existing urban local bodies of the state. The level of urban 

development has been computed by constructing a composite 

index of some selected urban infrastructural indicators 

with the help of Principal Factor Analysis. The indicators 

and methodologies has been discussed separately in this 

chapter. Here also a two point spatio temporal analysis has 

been attempted between the level of development and its 

different correlates for 1977-78 period and 1989-90 period 

and the major change has been examined. 

Finally in chapter seven the summary and the conclusion 

emerging in the light of the study are given. 
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CHAPTER II 

2. A HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE TRADITION AND FORMATION 
OF THE MUNICIPAL INSTITUTIONS IN WEST BENGAL: 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The history of Urban local institutions in the state of 

West Bengal can be traced as far back to 1726 in case of 

Calcutta and to 1842 in case of other towns of Bengal 

Presidency. Along with the urbanisation process and a rapid 

growth of population in the urban nodes, there existed a 

need for local urban institutions to look after the town 

administration and to provide the towns with basic civic 

amenities. This led to the creat·ion of the municipal 

machinery in Calcutta and later on in the other developing 

urban nodes of the state. 

2.2 THE DEVELOPMENT OF CALCUTTA CORPORATION 

The municipal institution of Calcutta started with the 

Charter Acts of 1726, 1756 and 1793 of the British 

Parliament. Earlier to that it was basically the autocratic 

regime of the landlords or zamindars and later on the 

'collector' of Calcutta who was entrusted with the 

organisation of the municipal administration of the town.1 

The revenue administration of the town lead by the zamindari 

system used to produce very little except the "ineffectual 
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attempts made from time to time to improve the town". 2 A 

positive need was felt for providing a regular municipal 

machinery for Calcutta and other presidency towns of India 

which consequently led to the submission of a petition to 

the king for the grant of such powers for the presidency 

towns. Thus, the Royal Charter of 1726 came into being. The 

Charter, however, brought no change in the administration of 

the towns as the corporation set up under it was to 

primarily exercise- judicial rather than administrative and 

other functions.3 Under this charter the corporation had the 

duties of collecting ground rents and town dues and of 

making necessary repairs to roads and drains. The 

corporation entrusted these duties and other administrative 

functions to the 'collector' of the town. During this time a 

few developmental works had been attempted, but in real 

terms, the corporation did little to improve the civic 

administration of the town. 4 The next charter of 17 53 

provided a 'body politick and corporate by the name of the 

Mayor and Alderman of Calcutta, at·Fort William in Bengal'.5 

This charter was primarily judicial in its purport, and it 

gave an elaborate discussion of the Mayor's judicial power 

and the rules and practice to be followed therein. 

Nothing came out from these charters of 1726 and 1753. 

The unhealthy conditions of the city remained the same. The 
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amount spent annually to rectify these anomalies was 

insignificant and though the city population was growing 

very fast, very few reforms were actually undertaken for the 

improvement of the sanitation and other hygiene conditions 

of the town due to a acute paucity of funds. In 17 57, an 

attempt was made to organize municipal funds by 'levying a 

house tax on the citizen of Calcutta to meet the expenses of 

cleaning and ornamenting the place internally.6 However, 

nothing seems to have come out of it and complaints of the 

prevailing unhealthiness and insecurity of different parts 

of the town,7 and as described by several other writers. The 

state of eighteenth century Calcutta remained more or less 

the· same.8 

Till 1793, the year of Permanent settlement, it was the 

Zamindar or the Collector of the town who was entrusted with 

the responsibilities of maintaining municipal administrator 
-

of the Calcutta city public order, convenience and health, 

and he continued to function in this capacity until the 

formation of Mayor's court which took another sixty years. 

When the administrative control of the town was passed on to 

a body, justices of peace.9 Under the statute of Gordge III. 

This statute is landmark in the history of municipal 

government of Calcutta. The justices of peace was not only 

empowered to "make an equal assessments on the owner or 

occupier of houses, building and ground in the said town or 
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factories respectively, according to the true and annual 

value there of, but it was also responsible for the proper 

maintenance of the roads, sanitation and health, as well as 

security comfort and convenience of the inhabitants of the 

town of calcutta".lO For assisting the justice of peace, two 

committees were subsequently appointed namely Town 

Improvement Committee (1803} and Lottery Committee (1817} .11 

During the tenure of the "justice of peace" the eighteenth 

century "f i 1 thy condition" of the town had radically 

improved. The "justice of peace" was empowered to collect 

the revenue and use it to administer certain activities as 

specified by the 1793 statute. These included repairing, 

watching and cleansing the streets. Though the few 

arrangements provided by the "justice of peace" failed to 

meet the ever expanding sanitary needs of the 
\ 

town, the 

problems of sanitation began to draw some amount of 

attention in Calcutta in the beginning of the 19th 

Century. 12 It was co- incidentally the same desire for the 

improvement that has animated the citizen of Calcutta at the 

beginning of the twentieth century (which had] filled the 

minds of the man of old Calcutta 'of the nineteenth 

Century'13. 

At this time, Lord Wellesley brought out his 

celebrated Act of 1803 (minutes of 1803) in which he 

15 



strongly argued for the improvement of drains, roads, 

streets and buildings and forcibly pointed out the need for 

public markets, slaughter houses and burial grounds for an 

over all development of the city of Calcutta. This act, 

outlining a well thought out scheme advancing certain points 

conducive to the health and happiness of the inhabitants of 

the town, stand out as "a beacon of light in the misty path 

of municipal reform".14 

Our ing this period, a 1 though there was an earnest 

attempt from the government's side to provide the town with 

municipal services conducive to the betterment of the 

inhabi tapts, almost nothing could be done because the tax 

receipts from a wide variety of sources were credited to the 

general revenues of the state and not to the town fund. 

Consequently, the efficiency of town administration suffered 

and although the population of the city was increasing 

rapidly, neither the standard, nor the volume of municipal 

services improved.15 Wit the deteriorating condition of the 

funds, it had become necessary for the municipal government 

to widen its tax base. But since the people of Calcutta were 

already heavily taxed, it appeared simply not feasible to 

widen the already heavy tax net without soliciting the co

operation and participation of the local people in the 

functioning of the municipality. 16 This idea led to the 

framing of schemes of a partially representative 
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municipality but failed to evoke the enthusiasm of the local 

rate payers. The Act of 1840, 184 7, 1848, 1850, 1850, 1852 

and 1854 enacted during that period demonstrated the advance 

and.retreat of the government in the matter of associating 

the native inhabitants with the municipal administration of 

Calcutta. Ultimately, the imperial Government shelfed the 

idea of popular representation in 1856 and appointed a 

municipal board consisting of three commissioners to 

administer the town affairs.17 

After the Sephoye Mutiny of 1858, with the transfer of 

power from the East India Company to the British Crown, 

several changes in the British administrative policy was 

noticed. The changed policy of liberalisation also covered 

the field of local self government and as a consequence 'the 

paternalistic municipal institution of Calcutta away in the 

immediate 

stimulus 

need of 

to the 

being liberalized.18 Another 

development of a liberal 

important 

municipal 

constitution in Calcutta perhaps arose out of the pot mutiny 

financial crunch of the Government of In'dia .19 Along with 

this, the general failure of the autocratic zamindars and 

the collectors, the prevalent 'social discontent' regarding 

the unrepresentative town government and the necessity of 

tapping all possible sources of taxation led the government 

to provide for a somewhat representative municipality in 
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Calcutta. The subsequent Calcutta municipal Act of 1863 

provided for the "Justice of peace" for Bengal, Bihar and 

Orissa forming the Corporation of Calcutta.20 The town 

government, as envisaged in the Act., though not elected, 

became acceptable and popular as it was composed of men from 

different section of the community. The representative 

character of the Calcutta rnunicipali ty under this act 

enabled the town authority to have adequate funds. This 

coupled with the wide publicity of the proceedings of the 

meeting so the justice of peace 
\ 

in the newspaper and 

periodicals of the town,21 revolutionized the life of 

municipal Calcutta. It was in this regime that the raising 

of the houses and water rates, the sanction of a special 

loan by Act III of 1870 for the construction of markets etc, 

and increasing in the borrowing capacity through legislation 

helped to create an adequate funds for running the basic 

municipal functions. 22 The fourteen years tenure of the 

justice of peace in conducting the municipal affairs of 

Calcutta was marked by several developmental activities 

including improvement of sewerage system, supply of poped 

water, conversion of ordinary latrine into water latrine, 

construction, repairing and maintenance of roads 

introduction street lights and even maintenance of railway 

system for the disposal of the city garbages. This period 

saw many rna ter ia 1 improvements in terms of mun ic ipa 1 
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activities with a success as signal as the enterprise and 

perseverance with which they have been conducted.23 

The last two decades of the nineteenth century saw on 

increase in the demand for elective municipality within the 

native citizens of Calcutta. It was mainly the middle class 

people who were then, being well informed about the western 

knowledge and ideas, longed for the western made of self 

government and asked for the introduction of western 

institutions for the protection of their liberties and the 

advancement of their welfare. Thus, the general cry was for 

_ a representative - municipality with 'further extension of 

municipal privileges.'24. 

In this situation, Sir Richard Temple, the then 

lieutenant Governor of Bengal introduced the radical 

democratic reform in the municipal administration by 

granting the elective representative system. Thus, the 

elective principle of the Temple. Act of 1876 became the 

'cornerstone of the new edifice' .25 From many points of 

view, the elective system was a major success. Not only it 

had increased the bond and sympathy between the electorate 

and the elected members but also increased the interest of 

the commissioner and the other members toward the municipal 

affairs of the city. The quality and level of municipal 

services had improved considerably during the perioct.26 
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However, there existed severe criticism from the 

European counterpart and subsequently the system was 

modified and amended in 1886. Later on, the Mackenzie Act of 

1899 witnessed total reversal of this democratisation and it 

strickly followed the interest of the imperial rulers. 

Protests were launched against this act and several attempt 

were made to restore the Temple Act of 1876, but 

remained unsuccessful until the Montagu-Chemsford reform 

brought forth 'inter alia', the recognition of local self 

government as a 'transferred' subject under the charge of a 

minister. 

It was Surendranath Banerjee,the first minister-in-

charge of local self-government who pushed through ·his 

drafted bill in the Bengal legislature which ultimately 

forms the famous Calcutta Municipal Act of 192327 and which 

still remains the guideline of the Calcutta Municipal 

Corporation. 

2.3 DEVELOPMENT OF MUNICIPAL INSTITUTIONS IN OTHER TOWNS OF 
THE PRESIDENCY 

The earliest municipal legislation outside the 

Presidency town was enacted by the Bengal Presidency in 1842 

by the Bengal Act of 1842. In this context it is noteworthy 

that during the pre-mutiny period no serious attempt was 
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made to introduce effective municipal government outside the 

Presidency towns. 28 It was basically the idea and need of 

appropriating a portion of the local tax for the purpose of 

improvement of sanitation, maintenance and clearing the town 

that had backed the framing of this act. This act enable the 

inhabitant of 'any place of public resort or residence under 

the Presidency of Fort William, not within the town of 

Calcutta, to make better provision for purposes connected 

with public health and convenience'.29 But this Act failed 

to get enforced. It was followed by two more legislations -

The Improvement of Town Act (or the Bengal Act of 1850) and 

the Police Act (or the Bengal Act of 1856)30 to initiate the 

process of municipalisation of towns. But apart from few 

stray cases, the institution of local self government still 

remained as a far cry. 

Another important landmark of this period was Lord 

Lawrence's Resolution of 1864 favouring the extension of 

local self-government to local areas.31 This was followed by 

the famous District Municipal Improvement Act (Bengal Act 

III of 1864) to deal with the sanitary problems of the 

larger towns.32 Municipalities under this Act were made 

responsible for civic improvement, education and other local 

objectives and were also given the additional responsibility 

of maintaining the town police force. 
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Nothing great carne out from the above mentioned 

legislatures and 'it was only in 1864 that the solid 

foundation of western style Municipal Government was laid 

down in the soil of Bengal and also in other parts of 

India.33 From the time of enactment of 1864 Act till 1880, 

i.e.,., the period prior to the historical resolution of 

Lord Ripon, there had been atleast six acts related to the 

improvement and extension of municipal activities. Of these 

the important ones are the District Town Act (Bengal Act of 

1868) and the Act of 1873 (Bengal Act of 1873).34 

By the late of 1880, there were altogether 184 

rnunic ipal i ties in Benga 1 (Excluding the Calcutta 

Corporation) in both the large and small towns, which were 

governed by the above mentioned Acts. Out ot these 1864 

municipalities, 24 municipalities were in large towns, 

governed by the Bengal Municipal Improvement Act 1864, and 

91 municipalities were in small towns being governed by the 

District Town of 1868. The rest 68 municipalities were 

governed by the Town Police Act, While only one municipality 

was abided by the Town Development Act of 1850.35 
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The same in given in a tabular form below 

NAME OF THE ACT 
MUNICIPALITIES 

(i) Town Development Act, 1850 

(ii) Town Police Act, 1856. 

(iii)Bengal Municipal Improvement Act, 1864 

(vi) District Town Act, 1868 

* larger towns 

** smaller towns 

NO. OF 

1 

68 

91** 

Source Report of 
Commission, 

the West Benga 1 
1982, p.7. 

Municipal Finance 

It can be stated that a large amount of incentive for 

the expansion of municipal activities came from Lord Mayo's 

famous resolution concerning the development of local self 

government of India.36 This led to the enactment of a fresh 

municipal legislation in 1876 (Act V of 1876) .37 

The resolution of 1882 by Lord Ripon further 

liberalised the governmental policy towards the 

municipalities. The new municipal legislation that followed 

was the Act III of 1884 replacing the 1876 act. This act of 

1884 brought some further changes regarding the municipal 

administrative system as well as several new municipal 
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functions were added to the earlier existing ones.38 At that 

time there were all together 128 municipalities in Bengal 

which carne under the purview of this new Act.39 

Thus, one can notice that within a span of twenty years 

(1864-1884) there was a considerable progress of 

rnunicipalisation in the state of Bengal. Judging from the 

extension of purposes for which the municipal funds were to 

be utilized, it migh:t . be assertained that there was an· 

upgradation of 'urban life', and a new consciousness amongst 

the local people. 

The Act of 1884 in force till 1932, but within this 

time on the eve of the Montagu-Charnsford Reform and the 

passage of the Government of India Act 1919, a new era was 

started so far as the 'local self-government' was concerned. 

Under the new reform introduced by this 1919 Act, local 

self-government became a transferred subject under the 

control of an elected minister.42 Thus in 1932 the original 

resolution drafted by Surendranath Banerjee was passed in 

the Bengal legislature and became the famous Bengal 

Municipal Act of 1932. This Act of 1932 governs all the 

municipalities of Bengal still now~ sometimes in conjunction 

with separate legislation and modification and act as the 

mainframe of the state municipal legislation. 

24 



So, the changing structure of municipalisation in 

Bengal which was started in response to the growing 

population pressure gradually ends up as a vociferous tool 

of national demand for local self-government. Since instead 

of being created on spontaneous popular demand, most of the 

municipal institutions were imposed from above, the 

relationship between the citizen and the urban local bodies 

remained unbridged ever since the inception of this concept. 

Finally its emancipation comes only after the backwash_ of 

the Montegu-Chelms ford Reforms and by the formation of the 

Bengal Municipal Act of 1932. Thus, 'the evolution of the 

local urban institution in Bengal has been marked by a long 

tussle between the imperatives of the colonial rule in one 

hand and the evergrowing demand for self-government on the 

other'. 

2. 4. THE PROCESS OF MUNICIPALISATION IN THE STATE - AN 
OVERVIEW: 

The history of, municipalisation in West Bengal shows 

that, before 1947 no specific pattern or policy can be 

identified behind the creation of the municipalities in the 

state. The picture that emerges out of our· previous 

discussion is that 'perhaps it was just the civic 

consciousness rather than a developed urban character that 

had led to their (municipal)establishrnent'.44 
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As mentioned before, the first municipal legislation 

for constituting a municipal body was enacted in 1842. This 

enactment has stated that any town would be considered for 

municipalisation where two-third of its household applied 

for it. However, there was no precisely defined criteria 

laid down by the Imperial Government itself for 

municipalisation of a town and it was completely on the 

discretion of the Royal Government to decide whether to 

grant the civic status thus demanded to the town or not. 

Apparently, in addition to .acquiring the status of a local 

self-government, the towns applied for the civic status for 

getting some governmental aid for town development and to 

get some basic civic facilities regarding public health, 

sanitation and convenience, The civic status also empowered 

them to levy some taxes (like house tax etc.) for 

mobilisation of their resources. The later acts of 1868 

namely (The Bengal Municipal Improvement Act) and (District 

town Act) was enacted to transfer some public functions to 

the local authorities for efficient administration. The 

municipalities which were formed under these acts45 were 

made responsible for civic improvements, education and other 

local objectives as well as the maintenance of the town 

police force. 
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It may be recalled that it was the 1884 Bengal Act 

which has laid down, for the first time , the criteria or 

municipalisation of a town. Under this enactment a town 'is 

eligible for municipalisation only if- (i) its population .is 

3000 persons or more, (ii) having a density of population 

not less than 1000 persons per square mile and (iii) at 

least three-fourth of its adult male workforce should be 

engaged in non-agricultural pursuit'.46 

Some more municipalities were formed under this new 

statute but as noted by several research scholars, most of 

the municipal status 'acquired' by the local bodies during 

that time was actually imposed by the Royal Government and 

was basically intrinsically motivated to relieve the 

Imperial Exchequer.47 

The Bengal Municipal Act of 1932 has maintained 

the same criteria of municipalisation as the 1884 B.M. Act. 

It has further stated the state government was empowered to 

constitute any town (with any contiguous area if required) 

into a municipality by issuing a proper notification to that 

effect. It was also added that the State Government shall 

consider objections ,if raised by the local inhabitants of 

that town with regard to the said notification within three 

months. 
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A new variant of municipal institution termed as 

'Notified Area Authority (N.A.A.)' was introduced after 

Independence for areas where the rate of urbanisation was 

expected to grow in the near future with the setting up of a 

new town or setting up of new industries through an 

Amendment of the Bengal Act in 1955. The Notified Area 

Authority is an appointed institution of the State 

Government in places satisfying the following criteria : 

( i) An urban area which is not able to meet all the 

conditions for municipalisation. 

(ii) The area which is a newly developing town; and 

(iii) An area where new industries are growing or are 

being established. 

The criteria of municipalisation remains the same even 

after Independence and it was only after 1966 1 that an 

amendment has been made to increase the population criteria 

to a benchmark of 5000 persons. This threshold population is 

somewhat arbitrary as it does not follow the earlier 

recommendation given by the Rowland Committee (1944-45) and 

the Rural-Urban Relationship Committee (1966}. As per their 

suggestions 1 a minimum· of 20 1 000 persons (along with- the 

existing density and occupational criteria) should normally 

make a municipality financially viable for sustaining itself 

and carrying out minimum functionaries. 
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Till 1965, West Bengal had a total of 94 urban local 

bodies within the state, governed by a number of enactments. 

The different type of urban local institutions in the state 

and the Act governing them are indicated below:49 

Type of Urban 
Local Bodies 

Municipal 
Corporation 

Municipality 

Notified Area 
Authority 

Town Committee 

Number(s) 

2 

86 

1 

5 

Acts governing them 

Act governing Calcutta 
Corporation was Calcutta 
Corporation Act 1951 and 

Act govering Chandangore 
Municipal Corporation was 
Chandannagore Municipal 
Act 1955. 

Bengal Municipal Act 1932 

Cooch Behar Municipal Act 
1944 (re-enacted in 1950) 

Cooch Behar Town 
Committee Act 1903 
(reenacted in 1950). 

Apart from acts for municipalities and NAA, both the 

Corporation Acts as well as the Town Committee Act does not 

have any criteria (either written or mentioned) for the 

demarcation and constitution of the above ULBs. It was 

-simply stated that they could be constituted by· a state 

government notification as mentioned before in the case of 

Bengal Municipal Act (1932). As far as the Cooch Behar Town 

Committee Act (1903) was concerned, it was adopted by the 
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West Bengal legislature by enacting the Cooch Behar 

(Assimilation of State laws) Act 1950 (West Bengal Act LXIII 

of 1950). These town committees have the same 

characteristics as the minor towns under the Bengal Act of 

1868 and 1876. 

During 19 7 5 another Act was enacted Government 

township (Extension of Civil Amenities) Act 1975, where the 

provisions of Bengal Municipal Ac.t are selectively extended 

for administration of the civic amenities in those 

government township which were otherwise outside the preview 

of the municipal boundaries. 

One of the most important legislatures regarding 

municipalisation has been formulated by the present left 

front government during 1980. The 1980 Bengal Municipal 

Amendment Act has further made the criteria of 

municipalisation 

incorporated are : 

more stringent. The new changes 

i. The population criteria has been raised to a minimum of 

10,000 persons from 5,000 persons. 

ii. The density of population has been raised to a minimum 

of 2,000 persons per square mile from 1,000 persons per 

sq. mile. 
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iii. As far as the working population criteria is concerned, 

no changes has been made to the existing requirement of 

seventy-five per cent and above adult male workforce in 

non-agricultural pursuit. 

iv. In addition to the above norms, a new income adequacy 

criteria has been incorporated, for which the town 

should have an internal revenue base of the least 

Rs.100, ooo (or 

Rs.10.00).50 

per capita revenue income of 

The 1980 Amendment has further added that the power of 

constitution of any local urban body and demarcation of its 

limits is rested on the State Government. Their formation, 

exclusion of boundaries or modification and even dissolution 

would be done by State Government notification in an 

official Gazette after inviting and considering the 

objections, if any, received from the local people. 

Thus, for the establishment of any local body, the 

district officials determines the size, population density, 

occupational structure, political consciousness and 

commercial and economic potentials of. the concerned towns. 

Comparing them with the existing norms of municipalisation 

and they are then recommended for consideration to the 

ministry for the establishment of a local body in that town. 
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A look at the procedure and criteria of 

municipalisation in some other States of India would be 

pertinent in order to have a comparative picture with West 

Bengal. (See Table- 2.1). 

In most of the states, the creation of municipalities 

is based upon the population or income potential (or both) 

of the concerned town. In some states, importance of the 

town in relation to government activity, commerce, trade 

etc. are also taken as a determining factor for creating or 

upgrading the municipalities. The minimum population 

criteria varies from 10,000 in case of Town Municipalities 

in Karnataka to Andhra Pradesh which has the minimum 

population criteria of 25,000 persons. States like Bihar, 

Orissa etc. have a minimum population criteria of 20,000 

persons. And in regard to income, some states like Andhra 

Pradesh have fixed the limits from Rs.15,00,000 to 

Rs.SO,OO,OOO for its different grades of municipalities, but 

in case of Rajasthan, percapita income ranging between Rs. 

20 to Rs. 25 is taken into consideration . 

. 
In many states specific criteria are laid down to 

constitute- peri-urban institutions (like Town Panchayat, 

Nagar Panchayat etc.) which serves as a link between the 

rural and the urban nodes. Special provisions are also there 

to upgrade these peri-urban institutions into fulfledged 
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urban local bodies with their gradual transformation. Thus, 

in Gujarat, a Nagar Panchayat which is formed under the 

three tier Nagar Palika System, can be upgraded to a 

municipality if it has a population of 25,000 and above, and 

similarly, all the municipalities having population less 

than 2 0, 00 are being merged with the Panchayati Raj 

Institutions to form Nagar Panchayat51. As in Gujarat, Tamil 

Nadu also has Town Panchayats and townships forming part of 

the Panchayat Union Council, which is the second tier of the 

Panchayati Raj institutions. Though the Tamil NAdu District 

Municipalities Act of 1920 does not provide for any norms 

for upgrading a panchayat into a municipality, the norms are 

laid down under the rules prepared under the Municipalities 

Act, and are revised by executive orders of the State 

Government from time to time. At present, a minimum internal 

income norm of Rs. 300,000 is prescribed for conversion of a 

Town Panchayat into a municipality. From the West Bengal's 

view point, the desirability of a peri-urban institution, 

particularly for isolated urban areas not fulfilling the 

norms of municipalisation, is extremely necessary. In this 

context the example of Gujarat's NAgar Panchayats and Tamil 

Nadu's Town -Panchayat might be taken .. as a model. 

Also, the small towns and village panchayat (and in 

some cases even the medium towns) do not show their interest 

to get a municipal status. Rather, they would like to retain 
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or get included' within the Panchayati Raj Framework. It is 

not only due to the apprehension of paying high taxes but 

also due to the fact that their inclusion within the 

Panchayat Raj; entitles them to the financial assistance 

available in the rural area under the Community Development 

Programmes and various other plan projects. Thus, as 

observed by the Rural-Urban Relationship Committee (1966} 

there is a tendency of making the small town an integral 

part of the Panchayat Raj and give municipal status to the 

bigger towns. The Study Group On Constitution, Power And 

Laws Of ULBs ( 1982) has also noted that in recent years 

political considerations also have their say in withholding 

municipal status and demunicipalising certain towns 

specially under the temptation of state's financial 

assistance if they remain village52. 

2.5 ULBs IN WEST BENGAL - THE PRESENT SCENARIO 

At present there are 115 Urban Local Bodies in this 

state out of which 37 local bodies are within the Calcutta 

Metropolitan Area (C.M.A.), and the rest 78 urban local 

bodies are scattered in the different districts of West 

Bengal. (A list of these municipal institutions is given in 

the Appendix -A Table- 1]. 
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Among these 37 urban local bodies within the CMA, 3 are 
. 

Municipal Corporations,· 31 are Municipalities and 3 fall 

under Notified Area Authority (N.A.A.). Of the 78 urban 

local bodies outside the CMA, _12 are district headquarters 

and 7 are having the status of Notified Area Authority. 

The Size-class wise distribution of the municipalities 

reveals that 41 ULBs i.e. 26 per cent of the municipalities 

falls under the class I category of towns while 31 ULBs i.e. 

27 per cent are in class II towns and another 3o54 i.e. 26 

per cent are in the class III category of towns. The rest 11 

per cent of the municipalities are shared by the class IV 

and V category of towns with 11 ULBs in class IV and 2 in 

class V category. There is no municipal institution within 

the last size-class i.e. class VI category of towns. The 

Table 2.2 shows the growth of municipal institutions among 

the different size-class of towns form 1951 onwards and 

gives a much clearer and comparative picture. 

It is also interesting to note from the table that 

during 1981 while six of the class V and VI towns (i.e. less 

than the prescribed population norm of 10,000 persons) 
,;_..--

enjoy~ civic status, 78 class IV, 24 class III towns and 7 

class II towns do not have that status. Assuming that towns 

falling in class I to IV i.e._, those having population of 

10,000 or more are eligible for municipalisation (i.e. equal 
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to 208) only 47 per cent has been given municipal status55. 
~ 

If six more municipal towns as created in 1981 are added to 

it, the percentage moves upto 50 per cent only. A 

comparative picture with some of the other states reveals 

that till 1981, 73 per cent of the towns in Maharashtra were 

given municipal status. The same figure for Tamil Nadu and 

Gujarat were 25 and 22 per cent respectively. 

The position during 1991 does not sho~ any optimistic 

picture though· the percentage of the municipalised towns 

falling within class I to IV remains the same as 1981 i.e. 

48 per cent. During 1991 we find only two of the class V 

towns (i.e. populati6n less than 10,000 persons) which have 

municipal status and one of them is a Notified Area. This 

status has been conferred on this town because of its 

special importance as a tourist spot (i.e., Mirik N.A.A.). 

But the condition of the small town group i.e., of class IV 

is quite discouraging. out of the 95 towns, only 11 has been 

municipalised while the rest 88 per cent i.e. 84 towns are 

yet to receive this status. As far as the other category of 

towns are concerned, 1 class I town, 4 class II towns and 34 

class II towns are still under non-municipal status. Thus, 

altogether 52- per cent of the total towns falling within 

class I to IV category are yet to get any civic status. 

Another interesting picture emerges when urban status 

of the municipal towns of this state in terms of the three 
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criteria of municipalisation necessary to obtain municipal 

status is studied. Table 2.3(a & b) illustrates some of the 

interesting findings. 

In 1971, we find that out of the 99 declared urban 

local bodies, two of them does not satisfy the then 

prescribed population criteria of 5,000 persons and another 

17 of them fails to satisfy the occupational criteria of 

seventy five per cent and above of adult male workforce in 

non-agricultural pursuit. 

The same table lists the municipalities, notified areas 

and town committees of 1981 in terms of the modified 

prescribed norms of population, density and the newly added 

income adequacy criteria. It shows that as many as 29 urban 

authorities do not clear the income adequacy test and 

another three fail to pass the population test while the 

population density requirement were not fulfilled by two of 

these authorities. 

Due to lack of data the 1991 picture cannot be drawn 

but still, the above picture shows the inherent weakness of 

a number of urban authorities of this state, while for a 

larger number, their financial viability is in doubt. 

I 

In the context of the changing socio-economic 

dimensions, affecting both the demographic and occupational 
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structure of every sector; rural, urban and peri-urban, it 

"' is expected that the state should provide some minimum basic 

civic services to these growing· nodes. Thus the exigency of 

a modified criteria of municipalisation with a more logical 

and optimal framework with a vision for the future is 

warranted. 

2. I, THE PROCESS OF MUNICIPALISATION IN WEST BENGAL AFTER 
1947 - A CHRONOLOGICAL ACCOUNT : 

This concluding part attempts to analyse the processes 

of the states municipalisation from 194 7 tili date (Table 

2 • 3) • 

A total number of 75 out of the existing 115 urban 

local bodies in West Bengal exi~ted before 194 7 and till 

1989, only 40 municipalities has been added to it. 

Among the 75 municipalities of the pre-independence 

era, 62 municipalities are more than 100 years old, the 

older ones being Calcutta Corporation constituted as early 

as 1762 followed by Serampore municipality in Hoogly, 

constituted in 1842. Outside the CMA municipalities, 

Darjeeling and Santipur in Nadia district are the oldest, 

being set up in l850 and 1853 respectively56. 
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If we study the state's municipalisation process after 

Independence chronologically, we find that form 1947 to 1958 

only 9 municipalities were set up. The first one after 

independence being Siliguri municipality which was set up in 

1949, followed by Rampurhat (1950), Bolpur (19,50) Ranigunj 

(1951) and Balurghat (1951) .The next in this process was the 

railway town of Khargkplur, constituted in 1954. The 

Chandannagar Municipal Corporation was re-constituted in 

1955 under the B.M. Act when this French Colony was 

transferred and annexed to this state. The next two 

municipal bodies were set up in two subdivisional towns of 

Alipurduar (1957) and Contai (1958}. 

For the next twenty years, the process of 

municipalisation was rather very slow with only 5 new 

municipalities being set up during 1958 and 1968 which 

includes 

Kalyani; 

township. 

two Notified Area Authority namely Durgapur and 

the latter being an expanding new industrial 

But the decade of 1968 to 1978 was the worst 

decade as far as the creation of new municipalities were 

concerned. In these ten years only one municipality in the 

temple and tourist town of Tarakeswar was constituted.57. 

Since 1978 new initiatives for the expansion of local 

urban institution were undertaken by the Local Government 

and Urban Development Department of the newly formed State 
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Government. This is reflected by the fact that after 1978 

altogether 24 new municipalities58 emerged consequent to the 

changing order of state initiative, in sharp contrast to the 

dismal performences of the previous regime. Out of these 24 

new local bodies, 8 municipalities has been constituted 

during 1978 to 1981 and.the rest 16 came up during 1982 to 

1989 period. The latest in this list being the Mal 

municipality in Darjeeling district and Salt lake 

(Bidhannagore) N.A.A in Calcutta being set up during 1989. 

Our ing the last year ( 19 91) , a propos a 1 has been put 

forth for converting Siliguri an Asansol Municipalities into 

municipal corporations. The Municipal Corporation bill in 

this respect has been already proposed in the State assembly 

and is now lying with the President of India for his assent. 

It is expected that in a year they will be graduated to 

full-fledged Municipal Corporations.59 
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END NOTES 

1 Though terms as municipal administration by many 
authors, it was basically dealing with the revenue 
system-like collection of taxes etc., with an 
additional duty to look after the sanitary conditions 
of the town. See: Ghosh et al - Calcutta: A study in 
Urban Growth Dynamics (1972), p.59, and Chowdhury K. -
Calcutta: Story of its Government (1973) 

2 Calcutta Gazette, Oct. 1786, Quoted from Chowdhury K. -
Ibid, The State of Calcutta at that time, as described 
in the Calcutta Review, Vol.XXXV, (1845-46), 'Very 
litter better than an undrained swamp, surrounded by a 
malarious jungle' - also quoted from Chowdhury K. 
Ibid. 

3 Hunter W. - Imperial Gazetteer of India, Vol.IV, p.285. 

4 K. Chowdhury - Ibid. 

5 From: 'The Second Charter for erecting a corporation 
and a mayor's court and other courts of judicature at 
Madras Patnam, Bombay and Calcutta, and for granting 
further powers to the United Company' - Extracted from 
Sterndaly R.C.: A Historical Account of the Calcutta 
Collectorate. 

6 Bengal Hurkuru, No.14, (1784), p.2, Quoted from 
Chowdhury K. - Ibid. 

7 Seton Karr - Selections from the Calcutta Gazetteer, 
Vol. I. 

8 See Tinker H. The Foundations of local Self 
Government in India, Pakistan & Burma ( 1954), and 
Busteed H.E. - Echos of Old Calcutta (1972) 

9 The 'Justice of Peace' was a nominated body which 
included Governor General and other members of the 

-Supreme Council, The -·Chief Justice and other Justices 
of the Supreme Court at Fort William, quoted from Ghosh 
et al - Calcutta: A Study in Urban _Growth Dynamics, 
p.59. 

10 Goode S.W. - Municipal Calcutta. 
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11 These two committees viz. Town Improvement Committee 
(1803) and Lottery Committee (1817) were formed to make 
development plans for the city and to build up some 
kind of funds by means of lotteries to execute these 
plans. See Goode S.W. - Ibid, and Chowdhury K. - Ibid. 

12 See Seton-Karr, Selections from the Calcutta Gazette, 
Vol.III and Good S.W. - Ibid. 

13 Blechynden K. (ed.), Calcutta, Past & Present (1972), 
p.192. 

14 Chowdhury K. - Ibid. 

15 'The Sanatory State of Calcutta 1 in Calcutta Review, 
Vol.V 1 (1846), quoted from Chowdhury K. -Ibid, p.59. 

16 Good s.w. - Ibid. 

17 See Tinker H, and Chowdhury K. - Ibid. 

18 Tinker H. - Ibid. 

19 Dutt R.C., Economic History of India (Victorian Age), 
p.XV. 

20 Section III & VI of Act 1863 1 quoted from Notes on 
Chapter II, Chowdhury K. - Ibid, p.87. 

21 Sendermann 1 Selections from Calcutta Gazette, Vol. II 
.(1876 to 1877). 

22 Chowdhury K. - Ibid, p.49. 

23 See Goode S.W. and Tinker H. - Ibid. 

24 Baboo Kristodas Pal on April 3, 1875, in Bengal 
Legislative Council Proceedings, quoted from Chowdhury 
K. - Ibid, p.105. 

25 Goode S.W. - Ibid. 

26 A· comparison instituted between Calcutta as it wa ·in 
the last year of the regime of the Justice of Peace 
i.e. 1876 and that in the last year of the elected 
commissioners i.e. 1888, would serve as a pointer to 
the success achieved during their elected 
representative system. 

42 



During this period of elected representative council, 
Calcutta Corporation had spend almost two lakhs per 
annum towards the competition of the sewerage system 
within the city. The average quantity of filtered 
water supplied to the town per day in 1876 was 6541,154 
gallons, whereas the corresponding figure for 1888 was 
16000,000 gallons. Unfiltered water supply was also 
increased to 2501,830 gallons per day during 1887-88. 
The road length in Municipal Calcutta in 1876 was 132 
miles, which had been increased to 14 7 miles during 
1887-88. The number of gas and oil lamps for lighting 
the streets was also increased from 3418 in 1876 to 
4 7 61 in 188 6. Another most important achievement 
during the 1887-88 period was a basic development plan 
regarding cleansing and structural improvement of the 
local slums, for which a tune of Rs.1.5 lakh was 
sanctioned. 

referred from 'The Machinery of Calcutta 
Corporation Administration - A Study of its Evolution' 
By Keshab Chaudhury: A Doctoral Thesis submitted to the 
Calcutta University (1969) in Political Science. 

27 Ghosh et al - Ibid, also see Goode s.w. - Ibid, and Ist 
Municipal Finance Commission Report - West Bengal 
Government, (1982). 

28 Mukherjee S.K. 'Local Self-Government in West 
Bengal', (1974), p.119. 

29 Imperial Gazetteer of India, Vol.IV, (1907), p.286. 

30 Agarwal R. - Municipal Government of India, (1954). 

31 Another important contributing factor to the growth of 
local self-government in India and the flexibility in 
the imperial ideas was the chronic deficit in Imperial 
finances. To relive)the central exchequer one of the 
important device adopted was to transfer some sources 
of income of local character to,the local governments 
to meet their needs. Thus, according to many scholars 

'local self-government in India was basically the 
child of the financial difficulties of the imperial 
government 1 • - Referred from Mukherjee S. K. Ibid. 
Also see Dutt R.C. - Economic History of India - Ibid, 
& Minocha A.C. - 'Finances of local bodies in Bhopal, 
Mahokosal & Vindhya Pradesh 1 in Quarterly Journal of 
the local self-government Institute, Bombay, (July -
Sept.), 1963. 
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32 This Act was basically based on the Report made by the 
Army Sanitary Commission in 1863, which pointed out 
that the health and sanitary problem should be handled 
at the local level and should be delegated to the 
different town committees to became their subject of 
responsibility. See Mukherjee S.K. - Ibid & Argal R. -
Ibid. 

33 Quoted from Mukherjee S.K. - Ibid, p.l21. 

34 The District Town Act (Act VI of 1868} basically made 
provisions for the smaller towns of the Bengal 
Presidency to became eligible fro Municipalisation with 
the District magistrate as its Chairman. 

The Act of 1873 (Bengal Act of 1873} leave a provision 
for a five year electoral process to elect the members 
of the town committee, baring the post of Chairman in 
the case of larger towns. 

On the basis of this 'Act of 1873', 'elective system' 
was first introduced in the Srerampore Municipality in 
1873 and thereafter in Krishnanagore Municipality in 
1874 and Burdwan Municipality in June 1874. See 
Agarwal R. - Ibid and Mukherjee S.K. - Ibid. 

35 Ist Municipal Commission Report - Government of West 
Bengal, (1982} p.7. 

36 Dr. K.K. Pillay in his 'History of Self-Government in 
the Madras Presidency' has remarked 'Lord Mayo's 
famous resolution of 1870 employed for the first time 
the expression 'local self-government' and stressed the 
need for promoting municipal institutions. But it is 
essential to notice that Lord Mayo's scheme of local 
self-government was intimately connected with his 
proposal of financial decentralisation - from Pillay 
K.K. - 'History of Local Self-Government in The Madras 
Presidency', pp.30-31. 

Another scholar A.C. Minocha has commented - 'The 
dominant motive of the reform introduced by Mayo's 
Resolut-ion was, as -~ver, the relief of the Imperial 
finances, in pursuance of the Resolution, a burst of 
legislation aiming at the enlargement of powers and the 
extension of elective municipal followed'. From 
Minocha A. c. - Ibid. 
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37 The Act of 1876 basically consolidated all the four 
important previous municipal act existing at that time. 
This act further classified the municipalities under 
three defined size classes of towns viz. class I & 
class II towns and class III Unions and States. it 
also incorporated several changes regarding municipal 
administrative system as well as defined the municipal 
functions to be carried out by the institutions. See 
Bhargava M.B. L. 'Local Self-Government in India (1935) 
and Argal R. - Ibid. 

38 Some of the important added functions of the 1884 Act 
were -
(1} For the first time this Act clearly laid down the 

criteria for municipalitsation of a town viz. 

i) Total population of that areajtown should be 
at least 3000. 

ii) The population density should be above 1000 
persons per sq.mile. 

iii) At least three-fourth of the adult male 
population must be engaged in non
agricultural occupation. 

(2) The purpose for which the municipal funds were to 
be utilise were clearly defined. It includes: 

i) Construction & 
tramways, bridges, 
privies. 

improvement 
garden, tank, 

ii) Supply of piped water. 

iii) Lighting and watering the roads. 

of roads, 
sewage and 

iv) Construction and repair of schools and other 
institutional establishments and maintenance 
of schools wholly or partly by means of 
grants-in-aid. 

v) Establishment and maintenance pf ho~pital and 
dispensaries. 

vi) Maintenance of fire-brigade. 

Source: Section 69 of Bengal Municipal Act of 1884. 
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39 The list of these 128 municipalities is given in 
Schedule I of Bengal Municipal Act of 1884. 

40 Refer to the footnote 38. 

41 The overall condition of the Bengal Municipalities on 
the eve of the Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms can be 
understood from the Municipal Resolution of 1917-18. 
The report indicated that 'there was satisfactory 
development in mil municipalities, but the Muffasil 
Municipalities did not progress sufficiently. The 
other riparian municipalities call for no remark, their 
poverty preventing them from embarking on any ambitious 
schemes. Quoted from 'Imperial Gazetteer of India, 
Vol.II, 1907. 

42 Refer to the footnote 27. 

43 After independence, two major amendment was made to the 
B.M. Act of 1932, one in 1955, and another in 1981. 

The 1955 amendment (W. Bengal Act 27 of 1955) provide 
for the creation of a directorate of local bodies and 
appointment of a Chief Executive in the administrative 
system. 

The 1980 amendment (W. bengal Act 51 of 1980) had along 
with other wide ranging provisions, the provision for 
the appointment of Notified Area Authority (N.A.A.) by 
the state government to provide municipal services to 
those areas which are not able to meet all the criteria 
of Municipalisation, but are fast growing towns due to 
rapid growth of urban population because of 
industrialisation etc. factors. The former conditions 
of municipalisation as referred by the 1884 Act (Please 
refer to the foot note 38) were also changed by this 
amendment. The change are: 

i) The population criteria has been raised to a 
minimum of 10,000 persons. 

ii) The density of population has been raised to 2000 
-persons-per sq. mile. 

iii) In addition, an income adequacy criteria has been 
newly in corporated for which the town should 
have an international revenue base of at least Rs. 
100,000 (or per capital revenue income of Rs. 
10.00). 
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See 1st Municipal Finance Commission. Report - W. 
Bengal- Ibid., pp.8-9. 

44. Refer to the Introduction of 'Finances of West Bengal 
Municipalities outside CMD: A Report by Economic 
Planning Stream, TCPD, of Government of West Bengal 
(1980). 

45 Refer to page for the details. 

46 Refer to 'Bengal Municipal Legislation - 1884 (Act III 
of 1884). 

47 Refer to Mukherjee S.K. 'Local Self Government in 
West Bengal' (1974), pp.119-20, Dutt R.C. - Economic 
History of India (Victorian Age), p.XV, and Minocha 
A.C. - 'Finances of Local Bodies in Bhopal, Mahokosal 
Vindhya Pradesh, Quarterly Journal of the Local Self
Government Institute, Bombay (July-Sept.), 1963, 

48 Refer to 'Bengal Municipal Legislation- 1932', Section 
6 (1), Government of W. Bengal. 

49 Refer to the Report of 
Committee; Ministry of 
Vol.II (1963), p.115. 

the Rural-Urban Relationship 
Health, Government of India, 

50 For details please refer to the Bengal Municipal 
Amendment Act 980 (West Bengal Act L1 of 1980}. 

51 Refer to the Gujarat Panchayats and 
Municipalities Laws (Amendment) Act 1980 for details. 

52 Refer to the Report of the Study Group on Constitution, 
Powers and Lows of ULBs and Municipal Corporations, 
Government of India, Ministry of Work & Housing (1982). 

53&54 Excluding the Barrackpore Containment. It is to be 
noted that throughout this study the Barrackpore 
cantonment has been excluded from the list of the ULBs 
of the state due to its special status. 

55 It can be noted that out of 109 non municipal towns in 
1981, almost 6 per cent of the ULBs (7 in number) do nt 
satisfy the density criteria and if we add the 
employment criteria (of more than 75 per cent of the 
male work force in primary sector) another 13 will not 
satisfy the multipalisation criteria. So altogether out 
of 208 towns (with population above 10,ooo) 109 terms 
satisfy the criteria of municipalisation and were not 
given any civic status. 
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56 Refer to Appendix A (Statistical Annexure), Handbook of 
Municipal Administration, West Bengal, 1990. 

57 Excluding the promotion of Dinhata Town Committee in 
Cooch Behar into a full fledged Municipality in 1973. 

58 Excluding the inclusion of the originally existed 
municipalities in the district of Purnilia and Cooch 
behar, whose inclusion will add up 10 more ULBs to this 
list. 

59 Refer to the Handbook on Municipal Administration 
West Bengal, ILGUS Publication, Government of West 
Bengal - 1991. 
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3. URBANISATION AND THE PATTERN AND GROWTH OF THE 
MUNICIPAL URBAN POPULATION IN WEST BENGAL 

3.1 URBANISATION TREND IN INDIA 

The urban population of India as per the 1991 Census is 

217177625 personsl which accounts for 25.72 percent of the 

country's total population. It is spread over 3768 odd Urban 

Agglomerations and towns of the union. 

Immediately after independence, at the beginning of the 

sixtees, the population was about 62.44 million who lived in 

the urban areas and by 1991 it has increased almost by 3.5 

times to 217.18 millions. The urban population has almost 

doubled during the last two decades i.e. from 109.11 million 

in 1971 to 217.18 million in 1991 and the same pattern has 

been noticed during the census period of 1961 and 1981. 

The growth rate of urban population and the level of 

urbanisation also shows an interesting picture. While the 

1951 census records a growth rate of 41.42 per cent of urban 

population over its previous census decade i.e. during 1941-

51, it slowed._c!_own significantly during 1951-61. The 

reported growth rate during that period was 26.41 per cent. 

(Adjusted figure being 27.68 per cent). 2 This was mainly 

due to the declassification of a large number of towns in 

the 1961 Census. The reported level of urbanisation in 1951 
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Census was 17.29 which after adjustment became 16.08. But 

later on, there was a significant improvement in the growth 

rate of urban population and the level of urbanisation. 

During 1961-71, the adjusted growth rate of urban population 

was 32.89 per cent,1 (Reported figure 38.23 per cent) which 

rose to 37.49 per cent (Reported 46.14 per cent) during 

1971-"8 1. The growth rate again came down during the last 

census decade ( 1981-91), which has been recorded at 36. 19 

per cent. 

The level of urbanisation on the other hand has 

increased steadily from 17.97 per cent during 1961 to 19.91 

per cent during 1971 and 23.34 per cent during 1981. The 

latest census of 1991 has reported the present level of 

urbanisation to be 25.72 per cent. (Refer to Table 3.1 and 

3 • 2) • 

The following table gives the urban population, level 

of urbanisation and decadel growth rate of urban population, 

India since 1951. {See table 3.1) 

As far as the Urban Structure of India is concerned, 

there are altogether 46893 towns as reported in the 1991 
- -

census3A as against 4029 towns in 1981 census. Out of these 

4689 towns as many as 2996 towns are defined as statutory 

towns and the rest are census or non-municipal towns. The 

respective figures in 1981 was 2758 and 1271. It shows that 
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during the past decade as many as 856 new towns has been 

added to the new list which is indeed an impressive figure. 

The size-class distribution shows that in the country 

(except Assam and Jammu & Kashmir) there has been a steady 

increase in the number of class I urban agglomeration/cities 

from 1951 onwards which shows a more rapid growth than its 

pre-independence counterpart. During the last decade 364 

new urban agglomeration/town has been added raising the 

number to 3606 in 1991.4 Similar trends are also noticed 

in the case of class II, III and IV category of urban 

agglomeration/cities. But there has been a substantial 

decrease in the number of urban agglomeration/cities in the 

case of class V and VI group of towns during the same 

period. This may be attributed to the general trend of 

declassification of towns in these groups or addition and 

merger of towns to the next higher groups due to the 

increase in population of these smaller towns resulting in 

their shift to the next higher classes. The population of 

class I urban agglomeration/towns which was 27.50 million in 

1951, and which accounted for 44.63 per cent of the total 

urban population of the country has steadily increased to 

23.91 million in 1991, comprising a major share of 65.20 per 

cent of the total urban population. Similarly, population 

of class II urban agglomeration/towns has increased from 

6.13 million in 1951 to 23.31 million in 1991 whereas their 
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percentage share of urban population has increased 

marginally from 9.96 per cent in 1951 to 10.95 per cent in 

1991. But though there has been a rise in population in the 

next two class of towns, in terms of percentage distribution 

of population both of them has registered a noticeable fall 

during the same period. The absolute population and 

percentage distribution of class III towns in 1951 were 9.68 

million constituting 15.72 per cent and that of class IV 

towns being 8.39 million constituting 15.72 per cent 

respectively. The corresponding figures in 1991 in case of 

class III are 28.07 million which accounted for 13.19 per 

cent whereas that of class IV is 16.53 million a mere 

7.77 per cent share of the total urban population. For the 

next two classes both the absolute figures in terms of 

population as well as their percentage share dropped down 

significantly which again follows from the previous 

discussion. 

3.2 LEVEL AND TREND OF URBANISATION IN WEST BENGAL 

The study in this section is essentially confined to 

the process- -of urbanisation in- West. Bengal ·and as it relates 

to the process of municipalisation since independence. 

Urbanisation in West Bengal has been a low key affair since 

the 1961-71 decade as compared to the trend in the earlier 
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decades. The rate of urbanisation of this state also depict 

an unimpressive picture when compared with several other 

major states of India. According to the 1991 census, its 

present level of urbanisation is 27.39 per cent with an 

urban growth rate of 28.90 per cent during the past decade. 

In terms of urbanisation level West Bengal stood 4th 

among the first fifteen major states of India with the 

reported level of 23.88 per cent during 1951 census. The 

adjusted figure on account of definitional change pushes the 

state to Jrd position, with the adjusted5 level of 

urbanisation as 22.97 per cent. 6 It may be seen that for 

the next two decades, the rank of the State fluctuated 

between the third and the fourth position. Comparative level 

of urbanisation of West Bengal has declined further, 

particularly since 1981. The process has since been marked 

by stagnation and decay. 

The decinnial change in urban population or the urban 

growth rate in this state also follow the same declining 

trend. The absolute growth rate was 36.0 per cent (24.5 per 

cent when adjusted) during 1951-61 which dropped down to 

28-.4 per cent (23.06 per cent when adjust-ed-) during 1961-71 

and remained almost stagnant with occational ups and downs 

during the next two decades. During the last decade the 

growth rate of this state has been only 28.90 per cent 
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superseded by most of the major states of the Union. As 

compared to fifteen major states of India, it's rank has 

remained at more or less the same position (13th (when 

adjusted) in 1951-61 and 16th during 1961-71 to 15th during 

1971-81 & 81-91) during the last four decades. 

States like Maharashtra, Rajasthan, Kerala, Andhra 

Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh have doubled their growth rates in 

1981-91 as compared to their earlier growth rates during the 

1951-61 decade. However, it should be pointed out that in 

general, the latest census shows a somewhat slackned rate of 

growth of urbanisation for most of the major states of the 

union and none except Kerala shows a higher rate of growth 

when compared with their previous growth rates of 1971-81 

(Table3.2). 

As far as the share of India's urban population is 

concerned, West Bengal has a share of 9.06 per cent of the 

total population of India during 1981 which carne down 

marginally to 8. 57 per cent during the last census. 

{Table 3.2 A) 

3. 3 DENSIT-Y- OF URBAN POPULATION IN WEST BENGAL AN 
OVERVIEW 

One of the acute problems faced by the State is a 

disproportionately high density of population coupled with 
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the uneven nature of its spatial distribution 

different urban foci of the state (Table 3.4A). 

among the 

While many 

new urban nodes has developed over the past few decades, the 

existing old urban areas are still expanding due to the age 

old practice of clustering of the migrant population in and 

around the traditional and service towns. 7 In the 1971 

census West Bengal recorded the highest density of urban 

population and commands the 2nd highest position during the 

1981 census. Though the comparable figure for the latest 

census is not available but with the overall density of 

population (766 person per square km. in 1991} which is the 

highest in the country, and a comparatively high urban 

population clustered with the limited urban areas, we can 

safely say that it still maintains its position among the 

top in the latest census as well. According to the 1971 

census the state has an overall urban density of 5624 

persons per square km. which rose to 7 3 4 7 persons in the 

1981 census. An approximate estimationS puts the figure to 

more than 9500 persons per square km. during the 1991 census 

period. 

The other states with equally high urban density are 

Uttar Pradesh, Punjab and Haryana and of course, Maharashtra 

which superseded West Bengal during the 1981 census to 

became 'the state with the highest density of urban 

population'. Apart from these states there are several 
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other states in India which possesses a mush higher level of 

urbanisation as well as a faster growth rate of urban 

population, but most of them. do not posses a comparable 

urban density like that of West Bengal. Table 3.4 shows a 

comparative picture of the density of urban population with 

respective ranking for the major states of India for the 

year 1971 and 1981. 

The density of urban population in the different size

class of towns in the state as revealed by the 1981 census, 

shows that the maximum density is noticed in the class I 

urban agglomeration/towns which is 11408 persons per sq. km. 

and is disproportionately higher than the other size-class. 

The class II category of towns has a density of 5290 persons 

per sq.km. while for the next three classes has the density 

ranges from 2712 in case of the class III category to 2221 

persons per sq. km. in the class V category. The last 

category i.e. class VI towns has a very low density of 1158 

person per sq.km. Thus, in the case of West Bengal it can be 

seen that the hierarchy of the density pattern follows the 

same of the size-class i.e. highest density in the highest 

class which decreases as one move from upper to -th-e -lower 

classes of the towns. (Table 3.4) 
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3.4 URBAN STRUCTURE IN WEST BENGAL 

The 1991 census shows that there are 382 towns in West 

Bengal. Out of these, there are 38 urban agglomeration 

comprising of 260 towns and the rest 122 towns are 

independent ones, not included in any of these urban 

agglomerations resulting in a total of 160 towns and urban 

agglomeration in the state. The absolute growth in the 

number of towns from 1951 onwards reveals a steady change 

with new urban nodes appearing in every census decade. From 

a mere 120 towns in 1951 it became 184 in 1961, and 

increased from 223 in 1971 to 291 in 1981 and finally to 382 

in 1991. Thus, the last census decade experienced a 

substantial addition of 91 towns to its previous total 

of 1981. In terms of total number of urban agglomeration/ 

towns, the absolute number increased from 78 urban 

agglomerations/towns during 1951 to 102 urban 

agglomerations/towns in 1961, to 160 urban agglomeration/ 

towns in 1991. A size-class distribution of the towns (as 

well as in terms of urban agglomerations/towns) from 1951 

onwards is given in the Table 3.6. The Table further shows 

that while the number of class I, III, IV and V category 

towns has been steadily increasing through each census 

period, the case is not the same for the class I I and VI 

groups which shows a mixed trend in their progress The 

latter categories, infact, shows a decreasing trend in their 
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absolute number in the last census decade. This pattern of 

growth of the state resembles the national trend excepting 

for the class II and V category towns where the variations 

are of a different nature. (Refer to table 3. 5 for the 

comparison). 

As stated before, the urban areas of West Bengal has a 

character of highly uneven spatial distribution of its 

population among its different size-class of urban 

distribution with agglomerations/towns. This is revealed by 

the highly skewed concentration of urban population within 

the class I urban centres. This is almost 82 per cent of the 

total urban population of the state and thus accounts for 

the disproportionately high density of population within 

that size-classes (Table 3. 4A to compare the density 

pattern) . According to the 1991 census, 81.71 per cent of 

the urban population is concentrated within the 23 class I 

towns and urban agglomerations, which roughly constitute 

about 14 per cent of the total number of towns/UAs of the 

state. Another 14.24 per cent of the urban population is 

concentrated in the next two classes while the rest 4.05 per 

cent of the population is shared by the bottom three size

classes. 

The decadal growth rate of urban population among the 

different size-classes, however, shows an interestingly 

picture. 
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Here, the maximum growth rate is experienced by the 

class V townsjurban agglomeration ie., (+) 66.72 per cent 

during the the last census decade (ie 1981-1991), while the 

lowest per cent was in the class II townsjurban 

agglomerations, which shows a negative growth rate of 21.08 

per cent. Both the class I and III group experienced a 

negative growth rate of 6.31 per cent and 7.83 per cent 

respectively table both experience a negative growth rate of 

6.31 per cent and 7.83 per cent respectively table 3.7 shows 

the urban population by size-class and their respective 

growth rate for the census year 1971, 1981 and 1991. Thus a 

much more detailed and comparative picture of the present 

urban population. It may be recalled that such towns 

accounts for 30 per cent for 30 per cent of total urban 

settlement and 80 per cent of the total urban population of 

the state. 

3.5 PATTERN AND GROWTH OF THE URBAN MUNICIPAL POPULATION OF 
THE STATE AND THE NATURE OF INTER-MUNICIPAL DISPARITY 

The Scenario with the Calcutta Metropolitan District: 

The most perturbing feature in the urbanisation pattern 

of West . Bengal is the lop-sided character of urban. growth 

where almost 64 per cent of the urban municipal population 

is concentrated within Calcutta Metropolitan District 

(subdevided into Calcutta, Howrah and 'Others', which 
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accounts for 

geographical 

only 

area 

3 7 per cent of 

of the state. 

the total municipal 

This confirms the 

traditional dominance of Calcutta and its urbanised suburbs 

over the economy of the state which has led to the growth 

and concentration of population in the conurbation. On the 

flip side of the coin, however, we find that from 1951 

onwards the growth rate of urban population of Calcutta has 

been almost stagnant. The absolute urban population of CMD 

has increased from 4629 thousand in 1951 to 4595 thousand in 

1991, an increase of about 107 per cent over the last four 

decades, which indeed is very slow. The decimal growth rate 

of this area also shows a declining trend from 20.26 per 

cent during 1951-61 to 16.64 per cent during 1981-91 (Table 

3. 8) . 

In the preceding section, it was observed that the 

urban population has been recording a relatively slower 

growth rate in this state. In keeping with this general 

trend the proportion of municipal urban population to the 

total urban population has also been steadily declining from 

95.05 per cent in 1951 to 80.26 per cent in 1991, whereas 

the non-municipal population has increased from a mere 4.95 

per cent in 1951 to 19.74 per cent in 1991 (Table 3. 8) . 

This is mainly due to the disparity in the growth rate of 

the municipal and non-municipal urban population. While the 

former has been recording a more or less stagnant growth 
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rate, which varies from 23.21 per cent during 1951-61 to 

24.59 per cent in 1981-91, the decennial growth rates of the 

non-municipal urban population is much higher during the 

decades under reference. During 1951-61, an overwhelmingly 

high decennial change of 233 per cent was recorded which was 

an abnormal phenomenon. The plausible explanation for this 

could be the heavy influx of refugees in the non-municipal 

areas during that decade. The growth rate dropped down to 

11.67 per cent during 1961-71. During the 1971-81 census, 

however, the change in population in non-municipal urban 

areas again shot up to 128.34 per cent which can be partly 

explained by recognising several erstwhile non-urban areas 

as 'urban' although non-municipal by the 1981 census. 

Our ing the latest census decade, the non-municipal urban 

area has recorded a growth rate of 39.17 per cent. (Refer to 

table 3.9). 

Pattern and Growth of Calcutta Municipal Corporation: 

The growth of Calcutta city for the last four decades 

shows a rather declining trend. The proportion of the total 

municipal population residing in this city has decreased 

from 45.20 per cent in 1951 to 29.39 per cent in 1991. 

Similarly, its decennial growth rate of population has come 

down from 8.44 per cent during 1951-61 to 6.76 per cent in 

the last decade (i.e. 1981-91). 

61 



Pattern and Growth of Howrah Municipal corporation: 

The growth of Howrah has almost stagnated. Its 

proportional share of the total municipal population of the 

state varies between 7.27 per cent in 1951 to 6.33 per cent 

in 1991 with little variation in between the census decades. 

As far as the growth rate of this municipal area is 

concerned, the 44.14 per cent growth recorded during 1961-71 

from the earlier 17.97 per cent in 1951-61, slides down to a 

mere 0.81 per cent during 1971-81. However, during the last 

decade, it has picked up slightly and recorded a growth rate 

of 27.15 per cent. 

Pattern and Growth of 'Other' CMD Municipalities 

The 'other' CMD-rnunicipal areas accounted for 25.05 per 

cent of total municipal population of the state in 1951 This 

figure showed an upward trend in its.proportional share till 

1971, when the of municipal urban population was 33.32 per 

cent. Later on it came down to 28.51 per cent during the 

last census of 1991. In general, the population growth rate 

of the 'other' CMD-municipa l areas, had been persistently 

high despite its gradually declining growth rate which came 

down from 42.25 per cent during 1951-61 to 25.70 per cent in 

1971-81 but picking up a little to became 29.63 per cent 

during 1981-91. 
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The Scenario Outside Calcutta Metropolitan District 

The growth of non-CMD municipal bodies shows an 

increasing trend over these census years. Its proportional 

share of municipal urban population has been steadily 

increasing from 22.48 per cent in 1951 to 35.80 per cent in 

1991. The corresponding growth rate of population has 

increased from 33.38 per cent during 1951-61 to 42.31 per 

cent in 1981-91 period. It may be noted here that the 

slightly higher growth rate of non-CMD municipal area is a 

matter of proportion only. In absolute sense, a slower 

growth rate for CMD municipal area means much larger 

addition to its population as its population base is 

relatively much high (Table 3.8 & 3.9). 

Thus, the near stagnation in the growth of population 

in the metropolitan city of Calcutta and a relatively faster 

rates of urbanisation in other municipal areas, both in CMD 

and outside becomes quite evident. 

Inter-Municipal Disparity Between the ULBs 

As far as the individual municipal areas are concerned, 

a gross inter-municipal disparity in urbanisation can be 

noted. The decennial population growth rates ranges widely 

from less than 10 per cent to more than 60 per cent. The 

Table 3.10 shows the range-wise distribution of decadal 
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increase in population from 1951 to 1991 for the municipal 

bodies of West Bengal. The 1991 census shows that though a 

major portion of the municipal bodies, (about 33 per cent), 

recorded a growth of 20 to 30 per cent, which is the modal 

range, yet disparate growth is clear from the fact that 

almost 18 per cent of the municipal bodies were below the 

modal range and another 48 per cent of them were above the 

modal range. (Table 3.10) 

Another point to note that over the decades, several 

municipal towns of lower population size-classes have 

gradually moved to higher classes. Such phenomenon, as it 

happened in the decade 1971-81 and 1981-91 has been 

represented in Table 3. 11. In ultimate analysis all, 22 

municipal towns moved up to higher size-classes during 1971-

81 and 39 municipal towns in case of 1981-91. Each movement 

was to the next higher size-class. It is often stated that 

the existing towns are growing bigger, however, this is not 

an unusual or a special situation. Shifting from one size

class to its next higher class, in most of the cases, is the 

general process of growth of population (Table 3.11). 

Table 4_in the Provisional Population Paper 2 of 1991 

Census provides us with the growth rate of the individual 

municipal towns of West Bengal for the last two decades. 

The 1981-91 decade shows that there are some municipal towns 
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in which decimal growth rates are rather low. For instance 

South Durn Durn, Serarnpore 1 Titagarh and Calcutta Municipal 

Corporation in class I category and Jalpaiguri town in class 

II category have experienced a growth rate of less than 10 

per cent. On the other extreme, towns like Uluberia (Growth 

rate 97.6 per cent), Bidhanragore Township (200.54 per 

cent) 1 Khardah (95.09 per cent) 1 English Bazar (64.20 per 

cent) 1 Raiganj (150.99 per cent) and Haldia NAA (373.96 per 

cent) in class I category, Dihergarh NAA (Growth rate 100.27 

per cent), Nearnatpur (210. 06 per cent), Ashoknagar 

Kalyangarh (74. 56 per cent) in class II category, Islarnpur 

(71.54 per cent), Guskura (115.60 per cent) in class III, 

Mathabhanga (224.51 per cent) in class IV and Mekligunj 

(79. 86 per cent) in class V category has experienced a 

phenomenal growth rate. 

Apart from the economic factors which perhaps 

influenced the high rates of growth of Raniganj and Haldia, 

the other possible factors can be either the addition of new 

areas within old municipal boundary or being located near a 

growing urban industrial hub as in the case of Uluberia 1 

Bidhanragore 1 Dishargarh NAA and Nearnatpur NAA. The reason 

for fast growth rate of population in the other towns which 

are generally growing significantly is rather obscure and 

cannot be explained by the above mentioned factors. 
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Density of population also 1 is disparate among the 

municipal towns as is the population growth rate. It varies 

between as low as 1000 persons per square kilometre to as 

high as 25,000 persons per sq.km. and above. About 43 per 

cent of the municipal towns have population density of only 

1000 to 5000 persons per sq.km., another 30 per cent towns 

have 5000 to 10000 persons per sq.km. and 16 per cent towns 

have 10000 to 15000 persons per sq.km. 

At one extreme there are two towns with population 

density of less than 1000 persons per sq. km. , and at the 

other extreme there are eight towns which have density of 

above 15,000 population per sq.km. (Table 3.12). 

In conclusion Municipal towns with various size of 

population, i.e. from very small (population range below 

10, 000) to very large (population range 100,000 and 

above)10, some with too high density, others with very low 

density, together pose insurmountable problems for the 

planners and policy makers at the State level in the context 

of fixing development norms, allocation of developmental 

resources and devolution of revenue assistance. In the 

subseq-uent chapters, an attempt has been made to find out 

the governmental policies of allocating resources to these 

municipal bodies. The system and nature of devolution of 

funds and their impact on the nature of urban development 
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largely in terms of civic and infrastructural developments 

within the municipal areas, will also be studied. 
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END NOTES 

1. This population includes the projected urban population 
of 1839, 400 for Jammu and Kashmir for 1991 (1st 
March). 

2. The 1951 figures has been adjusted for the 
definitional change of urban areas in the 1961 census. 
The adjustment has been done according to the 1961 
census definition of towns and urban areas. 

3. This number includes 1302 towns included in 381 urban 
agglomerations and 3768 separate towns in 1991, wheras 
the 1981 figure includes 927 towns included in 276 
U.A.S. and 3102 separate towns. 

4. Plese refer to Statement Provisional Totals, Census of 
India (1991), Series I, paper II. 

5. Excluding Assam, Jammu and Kashmir. 

6. Please refer to the foot note 2. 

7. Please refer to Census of India (1981) Series I, 
Occassional Paper of 1986, Appendix Table V-3. 

8. See page 14 of Report of the Municipal Finance 
Commission of West Bengal - Ibid. 

9. The approximate figure has been computed by taking the 
1991 urban population of the state and the total urban 
area of West Bengal as it was given by 1981 ((paper II
A (iii) Standard Urban Area, Series I, India)) 

10. Please refer to the Table 3.13 for the classification 
of municipal and non-municipal tows as per census 
classification, 1991 also see Table 2. 
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CHAPTER IV 

4 PROCESS OF DEVOLUTION OF FUNDS TO THE URBAN LOCAL 
BODIES - THE STATE-ULB'S FISCAL RELATIONSHIP 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Along with a rapid growth of urbanisation all over the 

country and the skewed nature of distribution of the urban 

population mostly concentrated in class I and II centres1 1 a 

heavy pressure has been mounting on the urban local 

institutions for providing adequate civic services to its 

inhabitants. Even before independence most of these urban 

local governments had been suffering from a poor standard of 

civic services. The utter negligence and lack of interest 

state government in the earlier decades towards these local 

bodies had led almost to a collapse of all municipal 

services. On the other hand 1 the resources of these urban 

bodies have not grown commensurately with their 

responsibilities throughout these years thus 1 leading to a 

further deterioration of the already poor urban services. 

The place of local government under the Indian 

Constitution, fall exclusively within the purview of their 

state government and this has led to a marked difference in 

the composition, powers, functions, resource base etc. among 

the local bodies across the different states of the 
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country.(Table 4.1). The Indian constitution do not identify 

any separate domain for the local bodies in respect to their 

specific area of operation, powers and responsibilities. 

Thus, their development has been greatly influenced by the 

state level policies under which they have been operative. 

After independence there was a growing awareness in the 

country regarding the need for better civic facilities in 

the cities. The local bodies attributed their inability to 

provide these facilities to the lack of adequate finances at 

their disposal, which further is a direct outcome of the 

less elastic sources of revenue allocated to them. Thus, the 

problem of local finance in relation to their growing 

responsibilities became a subject of concern to the Union 

Government, which further paved the way for the initiation 

of several enquiry commissions and committees. Most 

important amongst them were the Local Finance Enquiry 

Committee of 1951 and the Taxation Enquiry Commission of 

1953-54. The Taxation Enquiry Commission has observed that 

"the growth of municipal revenue is inadequate in relation 

to the growth in expenditure on important civic 

services .. -.and,- -in- almost all t.he states, municipal budgets 

are precariously balanced"2. It has been further observed 

that, 

the 

with such low level of income and expenditure, even 

rendering of obligatory services are inadequately 
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performed by the rnunicipalities3. By 1960, the Planning 

Commission also carne to accept the need for a local 

initiative in local functions, especially those concerning 

public health and convenience. In 1963, the Rural - Urban 

Relationship Committee appointed by the Ministry of HEalth, 

Government of India, had recommended that the Governor of 

each state should appoint a body to be known as the 

Municipal Finance Commission to examine the financial 

requirements of local bodies in meeting their financial 

obligation for water supply, sanitation, health and other 

obligatory services and expenditure in the schedule of 

planning and development. This was to form a part of the 

state's Five Year Plan but meant to be executed by the local 

bodies. The State government may include the financial 

obligations arising from the recommendations of the 

Municipal Finance Commission in their proposal for the 

Finance Cornrnission4. During the same year we saw the 

formation of a special study committee, popularly known as 

Zakar ia Committee by the Central Government to prepare a 

report on the augmentation of financial resources of the 

Urban local bodies in India5. 

A recent survey conducted by the National Institute of 

Urban Affairs (N.I.U.A.), shows that, during 1986-1987, on 

an average, the urban local bodies in India are spending 

about Rs.143.00 per capita on the operation and maintenance 
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of various services rendered by them. If we compare this 

figure with the norms given by the Zakaria Committee (1963) 

on the per capita expenditure pattern of the municipalities, 

we find that it is far below than the prescribed norm of Rs. 

205.00 (at 1986-87 prices). The NIUA study further observed 

that almost 47 per cent of the municipalities surveyed has 

the expenditure level of even less than Rs. 100.00 per 

head6. In terms of physical standard, the services in the 

municipalities also displayed the same depressed scenario. 

After forty five years of Independence, we still find a 

major portion of our urban population has no access to safe 

drinking water as well as proper sanitation system. The day

to-day news in the me<;lia further reveals the equally 

disappointing picture of urban local bodies in terms of 

cleaning and disposing the garbage of the city and provide 

them with an effective sewerage system. 

Like other state of Union, the condition of the U.L.Bs, 

in the state of West Bengal depicts the same awful scenario. 

Another recent study conducted by N.I.U.A. (1988) has 

revealed that this state is one of those states which spend 

very little amount on the municipal services both in terms 

of percapita expenditure as well as in terms of physical 

quantum of services?. 
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Table 4. 1 shows the perhead expenditure pattern on 

municipal services of different states of India and the 

position of West Bengal in that respect. 

The prime factor responsible for this poor state of the 

municipal services is attributed to the equally poor status 

of the municipal finance prevailing in the state. The 

principal own-source of revenue available to the 

municipalities do not seem to be at all elastic or elastic 

enough while their bills on expenditure keep on growing over 

time. 

This have further resulted in the widening of gap 

between the income and expenditure. In West Bengal, the gap 

between the own-source revenue expenditure of the urban 

institution has gone up from 22 per cent in 1965-66 to 31 

per cent in 1975-76 and to 58 per cent in 19085-868. (Table 

4. 2) According to the N. I. U. A. survey ( 19880, to meet the 

Zakaria committee norms the current revenue for the state 

would have to go up to 310 per cent increasing to a 

staggering projected figure of 692 per cent at the end of 

the plan period (1994-95)9. 

The following table presents the estimated resource gap 

of the different states of 1986-87 prices using the 

expenditure norms laid down by the Zakaria Committee. 
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4.2 STATE AND NATURE OF FINANCIAL RESOURCE OF THE ULBs IN 
WEST BENGAL - AN OVERVIEW 

Under the Indian Constitutions, the urban local bodies 

are government by the exclusive powers of the state 

government and has to depend on their states for their 

financial requirements. According to the constitution, the 

state allots some sources of revenue to the local bodies 

which are to be collected and used by them, but the state 

authorities maintains their supremacy regarding all the 

matters relat~d to municipal administration as well as the 

exercise of financial powers allotted to them. In case of 

West Bengal,the urban local bodies are empowered with some 

tax and non tax revenue sources as well as they are entitled 

to get some part of the taxes etc. collected by the State 

Government as 'shared taxes'. Other than these, one of the 

major constituents of the municipal revenues are the states 

transfers in the forms of 'grants-in-aid' to the different 

municipalities under different subheads to meet their plan 

and non plan expenditures. The municipalities also get some 

loan from the state and are ·empowered to raise some loan 

from the market with the state government acting as the 

guarantor. 

Thus, the revenue income of the municipal bodies can be 

divided into_two distinct broad headings : 
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1. Internal Revenue (or Own-Source Revenue) - which is the 

revenue from sources delegated to the local bodies by 

the state Government through the acts governing the 

municipal bodies and are exploited by them within the 

limits of the power conferred by the statutory 

notification. 

2. External Revenue or State Transfers : Transfer of funds 

from the states, in form of grants and assignments. 

A table showing the nature of revenue structure in 

terms of the above two broad headings namely Internal or 

Own-Source Revenue and External revenue or Transfers, for 

West Bengal and some other states of India is given in table 

4.4. The figures are given for three points of time ie 1975-

76, 1979-80 and 1986-87, which is helpful to draw a 

comparative picture of the states over time. 

The Table shows that for West Bengal the percentage of 

its own source revenue or internal revenue to the total 

revenue has been going down considerably from 71 per cent 

during 1975-76 to 50 per cent in 1979-80 and to a paltry per 

cent during 1986-87. On the other hand, the percentage 

share of external revenue or the grants has increased from 

29 per cent in 1975-76 to 50 per cent during 1979-80 to a 

staggering 63 per cent during 1986-87 period. The above 
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figures when viewed with the figures given in Table 4.2 

which shows the increase in the revenue gap of the state 

during the same period strengthen the fact further that the 

urban local institutions of this state are getting more and 

more dependent on the state to meet their resource gap by 

the state transfers and grants-in-aid. 

4.3 State-ULBs Fiscal Relation: Policy of Grants-in-Aid 

The grants-in-aid are fundamentally based on the 

assumption that 'the existing inelastic resource base 

available with the municipal bodies are not sufficient to 

yield the revenue they need. In that case this lacuna 

necessitates certain fundamental correctives to equip them 

with the necessary financial powers to meet their genuine 

requirements.lO Thus, Grants- in-aid can be termed as an 

instrument of fiscal adjustment and forms an important 

sources of revenue for the urban local bodies. All grants 

for whatever purposes they are made and in whatever way they 

are distributed results in transferring burdens from the 

local to the national tax payer and are likely to be 

redistributive in effect. The grants in aid system aims at 

one or more of the following objectives:ll 

i) to encourage the local authority to extend or improve 

their sources of revenue. 
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ii) to distribute the burden of local government more 

equitably. 

iii) to compensate local authorities for the loss of 

revenue. 

i v) to transfer the cost of particular service from the 

local taxpayer to the national taxpayer (provided the 

service has a national character) 

v) to reduce the inequality among local areas. 

Thus, 'the system of grants-in-aid is a device not only 

to add to the volume of income of a local body but has the 

weapon with it of correcting the financial maladies of the 

local government.12 

Different views has been expressed in favour of the 

role of grants-in-aid to the municipal bodies, as a 

substantial aid to increase and strengthen their financial 

position. Arguments have also been edduced against it 

because grants increase their dependence more on the state 

government. As far as the question of state's transfers in 

terms of shared taxes and other forms of revenue transf-ers, 

an concerned the Report of the Seventh Finance Commission 

has pointed out that "the states stressed the point that 

fiscal transfers should be effected mainly 1 if not wholly 1 
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through devolution of taxes" .13 Even the poor states had 

showed their preference for share in taxes over grants-in

aid since they expected to benefit more through the buoyance 

of tax revenue. The Commission, therefore, was "clearly of 

the view that the grants-in-aid element should as far as 

possible be a residual item and the bulk of the transfers 

should be made through tax shares.14 

Drawing attention to the weak financial position of the 

urban local institutions of the country, several committees 

and commissions setup during early SO's and 60's had 

expressed divergent views. Some of them includes the report 

of the Local Finance Enquiry Committee (1951), which 

·opinionated that the ''state governments while investing 

local bodies with wider responsibilities must also place at 

their disposal adequate funds to supplement their revenue. 

This is because with the utmost development of their own 

resources, they cannot expect to have adequate funds for an 

efficient functioning of the services". 15 It has further 

added that "whenever possible, local bodies should be 

assigned sources of revenue in preference to grant, where it 

is not possible to meet the full requirements of local 

bodies from assigned revenues, grants should be given as the 

last resort".16 
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The Taxation Enquiry Commission (1953-54), recommended 

that general purpose grants should be given to the smaller 

and medium municipalities (i.e. other than the Corporations 

and bigger municipalities) so as to ensure that 'after 

taking into account their own resources the local body will 

have fairly adequate finances for discharging its obligatory 

and executive functions.17 In addition, the commission 

recommended specific grants should also be given for 

particular items and services with an underlying condition 

that the particular service should be maintained at a 

prescribed level of efficiency and the local body should 

exploit its own resources to the extent indicated by the 

state from time to time.18 

The Zakaria Committee (1963), while expressing its view 

about grants- in-aid, also recommended to increase the 

quantum of state government grants to the municipal bodies 

under a well defined grants-in-aid code embodying certain 

prescribec::l principles. The committee observed that 'the 

principle that grants-in-aid should form one of the 

important sources of revenue of local authorities has been 

accepted all over the world'19 and has cited the example of 

U.K.'s municipal revenue structure where government grants 

alone constitutes above 42 per cent.20 
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The Rural-Urban Relationship Committee (1963} however 

was in the view that "the problem of the resources of local 

bodies should be considered in the context of the overall 

national budget, consisting of the Union and State 

Government budget and those of the local bodies".21 

4.4 The case of West Bengal 

The question of devolution of funds from the states to 

the local urban institutions can broadly be viewed in 

conformity with the guiding principles that govern the flow 

of grants from the Central Government to the states. But in 

case of West Bengal, we find a complex nature of devolution 

structure which has undergone some radical changes from time 

to time. Till the late 50's, the urban local bodies in this 

state received grants more as an emergency financial help to 

solve their bottlenecks, than as a regular scheme of 

development. They received occasional grants for flood 

relief, for fighting epidemics or sometime for some specific 

municipal developmental schemes regarding sanitation, water 

supply and road development.22 However, there was no such 

fixed pattern or policy behind such devolution. 

After 1960, with the recommendation of several 

committees and enquiry commission and with the initiative 

taken by the Planning ·commission, the Capital Grants given 
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to the urban local bodies were somewhat regularised and some 

development work had been undertaken. During this period a 

subvention grant was introduced by the state government. 

This grant was given to the employees of the urban local 

bodies as an inflation-compensationary allowance in addition 

to their basic pay. 

Thus, before 1965, the various subheadings under which 

the government grants were transferred to the urban local 

bodies can be summarised as given below:23 

i) Recurring grants towards the payment of Dearness 

Allowance (D.A.) and minimum wages extended to Rs.16.00 

per employee per month. In the Calcutta Corporation 80 

per cent of the actual cost of D.A. and in Howrah about 

70 per cent of the same were given by the state. 

ii) Fixed compensation in lieu of abolition of motor 

vehicle tax previously collected by the urban local 

bodies themselves. This was basically a part of the 

shared tax transfer. 

iii) Though some education grants were given to some of the 

local bodies~ there was no fixed crTteria a~c-cOrding -t,o 

which the grants were distributed. The local bodies 

were supposed to meet the expenditure on compulsory 

primary education from their own sources, but sometimes 
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they receive some ad-hoc grants for special purposes 

like maintenance of school building etc. 

iv) Two-Third of the initial cost for water and drainage 

schemes were given to the urban local bodies from the 

government, while the rest was to be settled out from 

the own resources of the ULBs. 

v) Capital Cost for establishment or improvement of 

Maternity and Child Welfare Centres were given to the· 

ULBs as special grants. 

Till late 70's some more modification has been made to 

the above grants-in-aid structure. During the Congress 

government regime in the state (ie till 1977), the modified 

structure of the state's devolution of funds to the urban 

local institution use to take place under the following 

broad headlines: 

1) Subvention grants. 

2) Occasional Specific purpose grants 

3) Shared tax of the vehicle i.e., Motor vehicle tax 

4) Assigned tax (share of the entry tax) 

5) Apart from this some grants were also g-iven under 

the head of 'education grants' to the ULBs 

The first two are purely grants-in-aid while the last 

two~ar~ taxes shared by state with the urban local bodies. 
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The subvention grant as discussed before, was given to the 

municipal employees as inflation-compensation and was 

purpoted to be 8 0 per cent of the commitments to the 

municipal bodies towards Dearness Allowance (D. A) . While 

the Motor Vehicle tax was a statutory revenue sharing 

measure, but the actual quantum of this grant however was 

defined neither as a percentage of the state receipts from 

the tax, nor on the mileage of roads that either a 

municipality or its population has. The actual amount given 

to each was fixed a long time ago and completely depends on 

the discretion of the state government which decided from 

time to time the amount to be transferred as well as the 

proportionate allocation of the amount among the ULBs. 

Except for the share of entry tax, none of the component of 

these transfers are rational or backed by any principle of 

equity. The entry tax was distributed on a fixed formula of 

devolution as given below:24 

Beneficiaries of Entry Tax 

I. ( i) Calcutta Corporation 
II. (ii) Other ULBS within CMD 

Region 

I. Total CMD Municipalities 
(including N.A.A.s) 

II. Non-CMD Urban Local bodies. 

Total 
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Percentage share of the 
proceeds of Entry tax net 
of collection cost 

25 
17 

42 
8 
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The other 50 per cent of the proceeds was given to the 

CMDA to support its developmental activities. 

Beside these transfers, some educational grants were 

also given to some local bodies which gets a fixed amount of 

grant from the Education Directorate regarding the salary 

and other expenditures. Apart from this, the local 

Government and Urban Development Department (LG & UD) also 

disperse some4 educational grant to some of the urban local 

bodies. 25. The specific purpose grants were sporadically 

given to the ULBs regarding conservancy, road maintenance, 

building repair and so on. A study on the quantum of total 

transfer to the UlBs and percentage share of each type of 

transfers for the year 1975-76 and 1978-79 (refer to the 

table 4.5) shows that the subvention grant constitute about 

33 to 60 per cent of the total transfer while the Entry Tax 

constitute 25 to 63 per cent. The share of the Motor Vehicle 

Tax has the lowest proportion in the total transfer 

constituting only 1 to 4 per cent and was preceeded by the 

Education grants which as mentioned before, was highly 

sporadic and received by some selected local bodies. The 

"pecific purpose grant" 

head 'others' constitute 

which has been grouped under the 

the least and an insignificant 

amount of the total transfer. (See table 4.5) 
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4.5 THE QUESTION OF DEVOLUTION- THE POSITION DURING '70'S: 

The practice followed by the government in terms of 

grants-in-aid before 1977 (i.e., before the left front 

government carne into power) was to select some 

rnunicipali ties each year (which was highly arbitrary and 

seems to be politically rnoti vated) and be sanction them a 

so-called 'development grants' which again was purely in 

adhoc basis. During 1974-75 only 29 municipalities received 

this . grant, while during 1975-76 it was only 20 

municipalities and during 1976-77 around 25 municipalities 

were given this 'development grant'. Again during the same 

period, there were some municipalities which had received 

grants every year. But there has been as many as 4 3 

municipalities which does not receive any grants what so 

ever from the state Governrnent26. 

This was the case of the non-CMD municipalities. The 

position of CMD municipalities was on the other hand, 

marginally better regarding grants and state transfers. 

Statistics shows that from 1975-76 onwards, on an average 

more than 40 percent of the total revenue of the urban local 

bodies carne from the state and since then it maintains its 

upward trend. During 1975-76 at an average 36 percent of the 

total revenue income came from state transfer as shared 

taxes and grants for the CMA municipalities which eventually 
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increased to 39 percent during 1976-77 and 41 percent in 

1977-78 and 42 percent during 1978-79. The extent of 

dependence on external inflow of resources thus became a 

major problem for the municipalities and because of its 

arbitary and sporadic nature no firm municipal budget could 

be prepared by these urban local bodies. The financial 

plight of municipalities outside the CMA were much worse. 

More than 60 percent of the ULBS were dependent on the state 

grant for their sustainence to the extent that more than 50 

percent or more of their revenue expenditure dependent on 

the State. 

The grants received by the ULBs during this period as 

stated before was highly arbi tary and lacked any kind of 

rationality. The quantum of grants that a local body 

received was not related to its population (as prescribed by 

the Zakaria Committee Report) ,27 its size class, its need or 

its tax effort (as prescribed by the Zakaria Committee, 

Local Finance Enquiry Committee and Taxation Enquiry 

Committee)28. The per capita grants given to the ULBs also 

vary widely within the urban local bodies even if they 

belong to the same size and class: -AccO"tdihg t·o- the r-eport -

prepared by the Government of West Bengal on the Finances 

and Administration of the CMD (1972), it is unlikely that 

the size class of towns plays any significant role in . . -·~..;;... 
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determining the quantum of grants. 2 9 

not distributed on the basis of the 

The grants were also 

income of the ULBs .. 

During 1971-72, 17 urban bodies in CMD area got less than 30 

percent, while 13 other got 31 to 50 percent of their income 

as grants. In the devolution process, no special attempt was 

made to assist the poorer local bodies. The same report 

shows that the municipalities with higher per capita 

assessed on valuation of properties, were also the recipient 

of larger per capita grants.30 

Apart from the subvention grants which started during 

1960-61, the only other regular grant received by the ULBs 

during this period was the share of the receipts of Motor 

Vehicle Tax which again was given as a fixed amount per 

annum on a rate revised long back in 1960's. 

In the case of non CMA municipalities, apart from the 

ad-hoc development grants as discussed earlier, grants for 

the development of municipal areas were also given on a 2/3 

loan, 1/3 grant basis. In addition to the above two grants, 

some "specific purpose grants" for construction of 

buildings, markets etc., were 

non · CMA- urban lYodes. Apart 

also given to some selected 

from these, a scheme for 

conversion of service privies and sanitary lartrines has 

also been taken up by the state government and grants were 

given for this purposes to several municipalities. Other 
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than this some municipalities also receive some special 

grants-in-aid like flood relief grants, grants foresting up 

hand tube wells, grants for rehabitation of flood damages 

and grants for drought prone areas. They were however 

distributed quite arbitrarily with no regards either to the 

quantum or the number of the beneficiaries of these 

grants.31 

In terms of development planning within the CMA region 

and its municipalities the initial focus was on the 

development of the Calcutta region only. With the setting up 

of C.M.P.O. (Calcutta Metropolitan Planning organization) in 

1960 and followed by the Basic Development Plan (B.D.P.) in 

1966-the first holistic approach for Calcutta and its 

problems were undertaken. This was further followed by the 

Master Plans for water supply, sewerage and drainage, 

traffic and transportation. But lack of adequate financial 

resources however did not permit the translations of these 

plans into physical reality. When the Calcutta Metropolitan 

Development Authority (CMDA) came into existence in 1970, 

the situation called for desperate measures to arrest any 

further decline of the city. Rescitative measures were 

undertaken and the initiation of the first Calcutta Urban 

Development Project (CUDP) was started. State's funds for 

the municipal development and other basic development 

programmes were channelised to the CMDA, which on the behalf 
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of the State Government started planning of sanitation, 

bustee improvement, improvement of roads, street lightning 

etc. in Calcutta and Howrah region and as well as other CMA 

municipalities falling within its jurisdiction. 

4.6 THE QUESTION OF DEVOLUTION - THE CHANGING SCENARIO OF 
THE SO's 

When the left front government took over in June 1977, 

there were only 100 urban local institutions in the state 

whose conditions were not only deplorable but their 

administrative machineries were also in doldrums. The 

municipalities were substantially deunct and incapable of 

serving either public utility services or the duties of 

local self government.32 Hence, immediately after coming 

into power, the left front government wanted to revive the 

capacity of the municipal bodies both interms of their 

financial and fnctional potential. Basically, with this 

approach the state government constituted a Municipal 

Finance Commission under the auspices of Local Government 

and Urban Development department in the year 197933 under 

the supervision of Prof. Bhabotosh Dutta, an eminent 

economist. Another important cause of its appointment was to 

enable the State Government to place the recommendation of 

this commission well before the Eighth Finance Commission to 

helping assessment of the needs of the state. The exigency 
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of a Municipal Finance Commission, has been warrented much 

earlier by the Rural Urban Relationship committee as early 

as 1966, and well as the Central Council of Local Self 

government and the All India Council of Mayors. This kind of 

commission, with confined vision had already come up in the 

states of Andhra Pradesh (1971), Maharashtra (1974), Orissa 

(1975), Karnataka (1975), Kerala (1976) and Tamil Nadu 

(1980). 

The task of the Municipal Finance Commission (M.F.C.) 

includes apart from tasks others the assessment of the 

revenue gap of the urban local bodies during those years and 

also to recommended the measures to be taken to bridge or 

reduce this gap, and the assessment of the extent of 

financial assistance needed for the state government to 

bridge this gap. They were also asked to find out the 

manner, principles and procedures which the state 

government should adopt for giving the financial assistance 

in terms of grants-in aid and tax sharing and to find out 

new avenues for both tax and non tax revenues. Thus the 

appointment of the WBMFC was a breakthrough in the field of 

municipaL -finance because not ·only did it cover municipal 

finance as such, but also simultaneously examined the 

optimum level of resource transfer to municipal bodies in 

order to make them viable.34 
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4. 7 RECOMMENDATION OF THE WEST BENGAL MUNICIPAL FINANCE 
COMMISSION (1972) 

Some of the important recommendations regarding the 

nature of devolution of government resources towards the 

urban local institutions and its optimal utilization in 

terms of its needs are summarised below: 

The commission before prescribing their recommendations 

have laid down a few fundamental principles of policy-

making, which according to them would be the guiding force 

for their understanding and implementation. 

They are as follows : 

1) The municipal bodies must themselves utilise as much as 

practicable all the financial power given to them 

including tax, non tax and other sources of revenue. 

2) When the function to be discharged by the municipal 

bodies cannot be fully financed by their own resources 

despite their best efforts, the government has to come 

in. 

Regarding the responsibilities of the state government 

the commission emphasised that the necessary financial 

assistance to the· municipalities must be regular and 

upperturbed. Also the State should be particularly committed 
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to raise the levels of service in those municipalities which 

have not been able to reach a desirable standard. 

In terms of recommendations, the commission has 

opinionated that 

i) While some grants cannot be avoided by the state, it is 

necessary for it to enlarge the field of shared taxes3S 

to meet the revenue budget gaps of the urban local 

bodies. That is, the revenue grants should hence forth 

be given as in the form of shared taxes to the ULBS. 

ii) In terms of sharing of the proceeds from entry tax the 

commission recommended to introduce the Madhya Pradesh 

type of entry tax on.36 goods to be levied by the ULBs. 

It should be collected by the State Government with 

differential rates, if necessary, for different areas 

or cluster of local areas. This it has not been 

implemented as yet. Presently, the net receipt of the 

entry tax are divided on a fixed percentage basis 

between the CMA municipalities, Calcutta and Howrah 

Corporation and the CMDA.37 While the share of non CMA 

municipalities is distributed among them on population 

basis. At present the total grant in terms of share 

of entry tax are distributed at a ratio of 77:23 among 

the CMA and the non CMA municipalities. 
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iii) A small urban surcharge should be levied on the state 

motor vehicle taxes for distribution of its proceeds to 

the municipal bodies, and the net amount distributed 

out of the receipts of the MVT should be doubled. 

iv) The commission has also recommended that half of the 

net yields of the state entertainment tax should be 

distributed among the municipal bodies on the basis of 

population. Alternatively, the municipal bodies should 

be permitted to impose uniform surcharges on the state 

entertainment tax and retain the amount collected 

against this surcharges. 

v) On the basis of the scheme of tax sharing as proposed 

by the Commission some of the municipalities will have 

surpluses and others will have deficits. The commission 

recommended that the surpluses will go to the Plan 

account ·in each of those ULBs while the deficits of the 

individual municipalities will have to be met by state 

grants. 

vi) Regarding education grants to the urban local bodies, 

the commission recommended that a) for those local 

bodies which either already run some primary schools or 

wants to run some, the state government should give a 

specific revenue grant covering all expenses as per 

state government's own standards and b) all those 
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existing different grants for this purpose from various 

the state departmens like education directorate should 

hence forth be discontinued. 

vii) For the function specially delegated the ULBS special 

grants should be given for meeting the related 

expenditure. 

As far as the Development Finance is concerned the 

commission has put forward the following opinion : 

i) It should be made obligatory for every municipal body 

to frame a plan budget every year, which should be a 

part of ·its own five year plan and which in turn should 

be an integral element of the state five year plan. The 

municipal plan budget should be financed partly from 

their own sources, and partly from special plan 

assistance, including both grants and loans, the grant 

element prepondering in the case of small 

municipalities and in all cases where plan projects are 

not of the revenue yielding type. 

ii) As an incentive to the municipal bodies, it should be 

provided that their internal resource mobilisation 

above the assured standard growth rate of 10 percent 

per annum, will be available to finance the plan 

projects by them, with the approval of the state 
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government, together with a matching plan assistance 

from state government. Beside the normal plan 

assistance, there should be special grants to the 

municipal bodies showing commendable financial 

performance. It will be the function of the plan budget 

to take up primarily the task of levelling up the 

services to a predetermined norm, or at least to an all 

state median or mode. Accordingly the plan assistance 

from the Government has to be based particularly on the 

needs as is evident .• 

iii) If an urban local body undertakes a special function 

like building primary ·schools etc. special grants 

should be available to it on the plan account. 

iv) The financial liabilities and benefits arising from the 

trans-municipal projects to the concerned urban bodies 

will have to be assessed separately for each of them. 

v) The commission recommends that if possible a block 

state plan should be workedt out the schemes that do 

not fall under state government priorities. 

vi) Inter regional developmental imbalance caused by 

inadequate development funds made available for the 

ULBs outside the CMA area, should be reduced. 
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vii) The commission is also in the opinion that it is 

possible for the state government to stand as a 

guaranteer for making institutional loan, available to 

the local bodies in respect of purely remunerative 

projects. In working out the patterns of assistance it 

is necessary to be discriminatory with regard to purely 

grant aided projects. In some cases a rna tching 

contribution from the municipal bodies or the 

beneficiaries would be desirable. 

viii)Another important move suggested by the commission is 

to write off all the outstanding loans taken by the 

various municipal bodies from the state government or 

any of its institution till the end of the financial 

year of 1980-81. It has also suggested that before 

allowing any future borrowing, the state government 

should carefully assess the repaying capacity of those 

concerned municipalities, but not disregarding their 

development needs. 

ix) The commission has also suggested that efforts should 

be taken to work out sui table arrangements with the 

nationalist. commercial banks to make ways and means 

ofadvance, with necessary state government guarantee 

for an amount up to Rs.5 lakh for a municipality and 25 

lakh for a municipal corporation. Advance beyond this 
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amount could be made by the state government exercising 

the option to deduct the outstanding balance at the end 

of the year from the revenue transfers due to the 

concerned local bodies. 

The commission also recommended that the directorate of 

local bodies should also be the authority through which all 

transfers of funds from the state government to the urban 

local bodies are to be channelised. The tax shares 

determined by law or by executive order should be paid in 

regular installments. If the condition of such advances are 

required, the Directorate should examine the position and 

recommended those cases which it thinks proper, to the 

Department. The Directorate should also keep full 

information regarding any sort of transactions - financial 

or otherwise of any government department with any of the 

local bodies. It has also suggested that at a later stage 

all transfers from any government department to an urban 

local body should be routed through the Department of local 

government and urban development. The Directorate should 

function as a supervisor, co-ordinator and also as a 

clearing house of information. 

The commission further recommended that the state 

government should appoint at an internal not exceeding five 

years a successive municipal Finance Commission with similar 
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terms of references that had been prescribed for the first 

commission and it has further suggested to maintain a 

Finance Commission cell in the Directorate. The cell should 

perform the following two functions : firstly processing the 

accepted recommendations of the Municipal Finance Commission 

with a view to their implementation (involving the framing 

of detailed rules where necessary) and secondly, 

continuously collecting materials that may be required for 

the successive Municipal Finance Commission. 

4.8 THE QUESTION OF DEVOLUTION - THE SCENARIO BEFORE THE 
NEW REVISED GRANT STRUCTURE 

Until the formation of the WBMFC and its 

recommendations regarding the nature of devolution of state 

funds to the ULBs and the changes in the grants-in-aid 

policy thereafter, the state government used to give ad-hoc 

grants under both plan and non-plan budgets to the ULBs for 

the following purposes.38 

Under the non plan general assistance 

i) Grants towards meeting a part of the Dearness Allowance 

of the municipal employees a subvention grant given to 

all local bodies. 

ii) Additional subvention grant for meeting increased cost 

of pay to the employees of Calcutta Corporation. 
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iii) Winter allowance for employees of municipal bodies. 

iv) Share of Motor Vehicle Tax where a fixed sum of rupees 

is distributed among the ULBs toward M. V. tax on the 

basis of the mileage of roads maintained by them. 

v) Share of terminal tax (or entry tax) under a fixed 

formula.39 

Under the plan assistance general grants:40 

i) Grants for the development of the municipal areas 

Funds under this scheme are allotted to the municipql

bodies within CMD area through CMDA on a 1/3 grant, 2/3 

loan basis. Whereas for the non-CMD local bodies two 

third of the cost of the schemes are sanctioned as 

grant by the state and the balance on third is met out 

of the municipal fund. 

ii) Grants for conversion of service privy into sanitary 

latrines - under this scheme subsidies are given to 

individual households. 

The non CMD municipalities get allocation for similar 

schemes from the CMDA fund. Under this scheme one third 

of the total expenditure is given as grants. 

99 



iii) Grants for construction of commercial estates and 

community hall - 100 percent grants are provided under 

this scheme. 

iv) State's share under the centrally sponsored project of 

integrated ·development of small and medium towns 

during 1980-81, this scheme has been launched with an 

initial 50 percent sponsorship of the Central 

Government. But later on, the total expenditure for the 

comprehensive development of these selected towns are 

now being divided among the centre the state and the 

municipal town itself in the ratio of 40 : 40 : 20. 

During the financial year 1981-82, two new schemes has 

been added to the above viz.-

v) Bustee improvement schemes in municipal areas outside 

CMD from 81-82 onwards this scheme has been extended 

to the municipal towns outside the Calcutta 

Metropolitan Area. The funds are provided from the 

state Government out of plan allocation with a 100 

percent grant basis. 

vi) Impravement of the w6rking condition of scavengers 

engaged in the urban local bodies under this scheme has 

been incorporated. The basic implements are purchased 

by the municipalities for the use of the scavengers. 
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vii) Crash programme for the development of municipal areas: 

Apart from the general municipal development programme, 

a crash programme has been undertaken from 1981 onwards 

for an immediate development of bottleneck problems and 

general improvement of the civic facilities of the 

ULBs. 

Apart from these some special purpose grants like 

grants for flood relief, grant for drought affected areas, 

grants for sinking of hand operated tube well etc. and some 

education grants are also given to'the ULBs. 

In accordance with the recommendation of the Urban 

Development Strategy Committee (1980), the state government 

has adopted a new policy for allotting funds out of the plan 

budget from the year 1981-82. Instead of making allotments 

for different development, schemes as indicated above, plan 

funds are allotted to different local bodies in lumpsum. The 

local bodies are authorised to select and formulate schemes 

and decide on their relative priorities within the financial 

allocation. For determining priorities, the local bodies are 

asked to be guided by the following considerations 

a) The schemes which can improve the most backward areas 

and cater to the needs of the economically weaker 

section, should receive the highest priority. 
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b) Since the problem of drinking water, drainage, 

sanitation and roads are most acute in the areas 

inhabited by the poor people, immediate attention 

should be given to such schemes. 

c) Schemes for fruitful utilisation of garbage and solid 

waste management. 

d) Projects which can generate employment are to receive 

high priority like i) market centre for agriculture 

and cottage industry products i i) repair shops of 

various types etc. 

e) Non-commercial projects like construction of community 

hall etc. should receive low priority. 

4. 9 EFFECT AND AFTER EFFECT OF THE REPORT OF THE WEST 
BENGAL MUNICIPAL FINANCE COMMISSION : THE NEW REVISED 
GRANT POLICY 

With the recommendation of the Municipa 1 Finance 

Commission in mind and changing mood of the government's 

policy towards urban development, a new policy has been 

formulated from the 1983-84 financial year regarding the 

state - ULBs fiscal relationship. -This new policy on Revised 

Grant Structure (R.G.S) has been framed41 in order to ensure 

better financial discipline within the municipal bodies. 

This is to have a better resource base and to operate, and 
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maintain the assets created through various development 

programmes. This policy also emphasises on the timely 

repayment of loan advanced to the ULBs from time to time 

from the state government and other financial institutions 

attached to it. 

The need for this revised grant policy has been further 

felt by the government in the context of the Calcutta urban 

Development Project (c. U. D.P. ) 4 2 The projected investment 

under the third phase of this programme (CUDPIII) is on a 

much higher scale than its previous outlays. Again this 

investments are to be made through the Calcutta Metropolitan 

Authority (CMDA) to the concerned municipalities. Hence the 

state government seriously the necessity of a comprehensive 

fiscal policy to tone up the financial management and to 

ensure a sustained effort to maintain a minimum financial 

standard by the municipal bodies. Otherwise, future 

investment through these bodies may not yield the desired 

results.43 

The salient features of the Revised Grant structure 

(RGS} which is launched on Ist April 1983 as follows 

(With the effect of this new revised grant policy, all the 

urban local bodies would be getting grants under the 

following two broad accounts) 
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1. Grants for revenue expenditure which would be given to 

meet the revenue gap for each municipality, has to be 

assessed by the Department of local government and 

urban development of the state. This has to be done 

keeping the WBMFC recommendation and projected 

assessment of revenue gap for each municipality in 

mind. 

2. Grants for capital account which is to be given to meet 

the various capital expenditure of the municipal 

bodies, be available and funded by the share of the 

Entertainment Tax transferred to the local bodies from 

the state exchequer. For this purpose a new minor head 

viz funds assigned to municipalities out of the 

entertainment tax payable to the municipal bodies44 is 

opened. Out of the total collected amount of the 

entertainment tax 50 percent of the amount realised in 

the concerned municipality would be given to them after 

deducting the collection charge. 

For the assessment of revenue gap, on the basis of 

which the grants for revenue expenditure are to be 

given, the following factors are to be considered. : 

i) The level of property tax at that time and the nature 

of imposition of various other statutory fees levied by 

the concerned ULBs. 
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ii) The possibility of increasing the collection of such 

tax and fees. 

iii) The amount required for salary, wages etc. for the 

municipal employees. 

iv) Apart from the above, the other recurring and non

recurring expenditure incurred/to be incurred by the 

urban local bodies. 

v) The operational cost and maintenance expenditure of 

assets already created or likely to be created during 

that financial year, and 

vi) The nature and charges of debt services. 

The revenue gap thus ascertained is to be equal to the 

revenue expenditure of the concerned municipality minus its 

total revenue income (including tax, non tax share of entry 

tax etc.) for that financial year. 

The state government after taking these factors into 

consideration would set up a minimum performance target for 

each of the urban local bodies for every financial year in 

consultation with the Director of Local Bodies. The LG & UD 

department would assess and review the minimum performance 

target every year and each municipal body would be intimated 

at the beginning of each financial year. The revenue gap so 

calculated would then be filled up through state grants. 
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The Revised Grant structure has also laid down the 

provision of rewarding the municipalities,· which would be 

exceeding their set minimum performance target thereby 

resulting in shorter revenue gap. The amount by which the 

revenue gap has been shortened is enmarked as incentives 

reward for the concerned municipalities. This grants-in-aid 

for the municipalisation is angmented to be used for 

developmental purposes and capital expenditure. 

The new policy further laid down that if a particular 

Urban local body within the C.M.D. area fails to achieve its 

prescribed minimum performance target thus widening its 

estimated revenue gap, the entitled capital outlay for that 

local body would be reviewed and reduced by the state 

government to the extent considered appropriate. The same 

principle would be followed for the ULBs outside CMD Area. 

However this practices as proposed in the memorandum 

however, will be exercised after the C.M.D. municipalities 

gains some experience. 

As far as the Capital expenditure outlays are concerned 

all the local bodies within the Calcutta Metropolitan Area 

wil_l_ receive financial assist<:fnce fer capital- outlays 

directly from Calcutta Metropolitan Development Authority 

CMDA) for development works on the basis of schemes approved 

by CMDA. This plan assistance would be given to the ULBs as 
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a combination of loan and grant for non-commercial type of 

investment (the ratio being two-third loan and one third as 

grant) and 100 percent as loan for all types of commercial 

investment. For the municipalities outside CMD area, the 

quantum of capital grants would be determined and devaluated 

on the basis of their population. The new policy has also 

kept the provision of carrying over of the undisbursed 

balance of the capital grants to budgetary allocation of the 

following year. The necessary funds will be placed at the 

disposal of the Directorate of Local Bodies who will be 

allot them to the respective District officer for drawing 

and disbursing the amount to the concerned urban local 

bodies. 

Under this new policy no change has been incorporated 

in terms of the share of Entry Tax and Motor-Vehicle Tax. 

Grants so far given to ULBs on account of Entry Tax and 

Taxes on Motor Vehicle and grants in lieu of fines etc. 

would continue to be disbursed on the same principle as 

before and they would form a part of the revenue of all the 

ULBs. 

Since it would take sometime to build up the necessary 

organisational set up in the office of the Director of Local 

Bodies for effective operation of the new grant policy the 

state government has decided to implement it only in case of 
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the urban local bodies within the CMD area at the first 

instance. The local bodies outside the CMD area thus will be 

getting their grants according to the old system. 

4J8 THE LATEST DEVELOPMENTS 

The governments decision on disbursement of the share 

of the proceedings of the Entertainment Tax to the 

individual municipalities, came into effect only from the 

financial year 1986-87. Till then no steps from the 

government side has been taken to enforce this policy. 

Of late, .it has been further announced by the 

government (although no final government order has been 

issued till date) that from the 8th Plan period onwards, all 

the schemes under the CMDA supervision for the development 

works in different municipalities within CMD area will be 

getting the capital allocation purely on a 100 percent loan 

basis. (Formally the practice is to be 100 percent loan in 

case of commercial & remunerative type of investment and two 

third loan one third grant in case of non remunerative 

developmental projects. 

Apart from this, the subvention grant for 6. 8 percent 

Dearness Allowance has been merged with the Basic Pay after 

the 4th Pay Commission Report. From 1990-91 onwards another 
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additional fixed grant has been introduced as an additional 

part of the D.A. Subvention mentioned before. 

From 1990-91 onwards the state government has announced 

another non-plan grant which would be given in lieu of taxes 

on trades and professions and licensing to the urban local 

bodies (both CMD and non-CMD ULBs) . This would now be 

collected by the State Government itself and its share would 

be disbursed to the ULBs on the basis of the amount realised 

on the respective municipalities after deducting a fixed 

amount of collection charge. 

The latest headings under which the devolution of state 

grants-in-aid are taking place are summerised below 

I. For NON-CMD URBAN LOCAL BODIES 

A. Plan grants under the capital account are given under: 

i. Development of Municipal Areas 

ii. Development of Municipal Areas (Spot Sources 

like for the implementation of tube well, etc.) 

iii. De\Lelopment of Municipal Areas (For supply of 

implements etc.) 

iv. Liberation of Scavengers Programmes 

v. Low cost Sanitation Schemes L.C.S Schemes) 

vi. Environmental Improvement of Urban Slums (E.I.U.S. 

programmes) 
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vii. Urban Basic Services Programmes (U.B.S.P.) 

viii.Urban Basic Services (Original Scheme) 

ix. State's share of I.D.S.M.T. Programme 

B. The non-plan Revenue Grants are given under 

i. Fixed Grant (Part of D.A. Subvention) 

ii. Additional Fixed Grant (From 1990-91 onwards as an 

additional D.A. subvention) 

iii. Share of Motor Vehicle Tax 

iv. Share of Entertainment Tax 

v. Share of Taxes on trades and professions & license 

fees (From 1990-91 onwards) 

II. FOR CMD URBAN LOCAL BODIES 

The ULBs within CMD Areas gets their development 

assistance from the State Government through CMDA under the 

CUDP III programmes. 

A. Development plan grants on Capital Account are given 

under: 

i. Water supply scheme 

ii. Sewerage and drainage schemes 

iii. Solid waste management 

iv. Conversion of dry latrines into sanitary latrines 

v. Bustee improvement schemes 
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vi. Construction of market 

vii. Construction of burning that 

viii.Construction and maintenance of roads 

ix. Miscellaneous purpose 

Apart from these some grants are also given under the 

heading 

x. Health Programme 

xi. Minimum Needs Programme 

B. Non plan grants or 'Revenue Transfer' are given under 

i. Fixed Grant (Part of D.A. Subvention) 

ii. Additional Fixed Grant (From 1990-91 onwards as an 

additional D.A. subvention) 

iii. Share of Motor Vehicle Tax 

iv. Share of Entertainment tax 

v. Share of Taxes on trades and professions and 

licensing fees from 1990-91 onwards) 

Apart from these some education grants are also given 

to the urban local bodies (both CMD and non-CMD) till 1984-

85. 

It will be worth mentioning here that the plan schemes 

for which the municipal bodies receives financial assistance 

from the budgetary allocation of the state government are 

generally classified under the three broad heads : 
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i. Urban development programme 

ii. Environmental improvement schemes 

iii. Sewerage and water supply. 

These three are among the several heads under which 

plan allocations are made in the state budget for urban 

development. This includes several allocation which do not 

flow directly to the urban local bodies but are meant for 

allocation to the various state departments dealing with the 

urban development like local government and urban 

development, Metropolitan Development 1 Health, Development 

and Planning etc. The assistance provided for the 

improvement trust also come under this category. The largest 

single category of plan assistance for urban development is 

through state capital projects extended to the CMDA. This 

marks the developmental assistance to the CMD municipalities 

under the Calcutta Urban Development Project (III) 

programme. 

The following section deals with the fiscal 

relationship highlighting the different improvement. 

Trusts/Bodies like Calcutta Improvement Trust (C.I.T.) 1 

Howrah Improvement Trust (H.I.T.) and Calcutta Metropolitan 

Development Authority (C.M.D.A.) 
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4. 11. PRESENT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE STATE GOVERNMENT AND 
C.I.T., HIT AND CMDA 

The Calcutta and Howrah Improvement Trust have their 

coterminous territorial jurisdiction with the Calcutta and 

Howrah Municipal Corporation respectively. These trusts get 

their funds from the state government under the development 

plan a lloca.tion (as discussed earlier) for undertaking 

various developmental schemes within their jurisdiction. 

Thus whatever assets are created by these improvement trusts 

are ultimately transferred to the respective municipal 

bodies after necessary legal formalities. The municipal body 

in their turn has to pay to the authority a sum equivalent 

to fifty percent of the asset value in case of Calcutta and 

seventy per cent of the asset value apart from Calcutta 

before the take over. Pending take over of a complete scheme 

by the concerned municipal body it is held in trust by the 

improvement authority. 

Calcutta Metropolitan Development Authority (CMDA) carne 

into existence in 1970 to undertake various development 

plans for the improvement of the Calcutta city. Several 

developmental schemes has been formulated which finally 

resulted in the First Calcutta Urban Development Project 

(CUDP) package. All these schemes were based on the Basic 

Development Plan (BOP) i.e., the master plan of Calcutta 

executed in 1966. From the year 1971, this authority has 
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been making massive investment for improving the 

infrastructure of the municipal and non-municipal urban 

areas and rural finger within the Calcutta Metropolitan 

Area. Though the primary focus of the investment plans were 

undertaken within the core area of Calcutta and Howrah, but 

the. other 34 urban local bodies within the CMD had also 

benefitted from it. Various schemes for drinking water 

supply, sewerage and drainage 

improvement of municipal roads 

bus tee improvement, 

and surface drains, 

construction of community health centres, park and 

playground, improvement and construction of primary schools 

buildings etc. have been undertaken in its different 

programme. 

During the CUDP-I which was launched during the IV plan 

period (1973-74), 80 percent of its investment were focussed 

on the development. This urban utilities and infrastructural 

development it was terminated 1n 1976 followed by 

modification of the size and content·of the plan. 

The CUDP II project was launched during 1977 to 1983 

which marked the beginning of a systematic and planned 

approach to the development of Calcutta and its surrounding 

areas. The main focus was given on infrastructural 

development, solid waste management improvement of school 

building, health care, credit to small business, traffic 
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engineering and management, strategic land development, 

urban renewal project management and programme for municipal 

and Anchal Development. 

From April 1983 alongwith the new fiscal reforms 

undertaken by the state government, a new era also began for 

the ULBs under the CMD area of municipal development 

programme. All the 36 municipal institution including the 

N.A.As has formulated an unified plan development structure 

termed as CUDP III. This project which commenced operations 

in 1983 and is still under operation has undertaken 

different sectoral project package reflecting a CMA wide 

vision ·of spatial distribution of investment. The 

implementation of the schemes vested with the respective 

local urban bodies and not through a central authority as 

hither to practiced till 1983. The capital outlays on the 

developmental plan purpose are transferred to the local 

bodies through the CMDA itself, though the supervision and 

sanction of the schemes still remains under its discretion. 

Before this fiscal restructuration unlike the case of 

improvement. Trust, there was no direct financial 

relationship between the CMDA and the Municipal institutions 

and the assets created suo moto by CMDA cannot be 

automatically regarded as the belongings of the municipal 

authorities. However, apart from the developmental schemes 
,,_,~ 
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directly undertaken by the municipal bodies itself through 

the state government plan outlays, the municipal bodies are 

expected to meet the capital cost for assets that are 

clearly identifiable within their area, alongwith the annual 

operation and maintenance cost when they take over these 

assets. Beside these, the trans-municipal water supply 

schemes, slum modernisation schemes and market development 

schemes are maintained and operated by the CMDA itself along 

with its sister concern, the Calcutta Metropolitan Water 

Supply and Sanitation Authority (CMWSA). 
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20. Ibid. 
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Commission, Government of West Bengal (1982), p. 72. 

25. Though Calcutta Corporation does not receive any 
education grant or so, but it has to spend at least 
Rs. 5 lakh each year on education as a part of its 
statutory obligation under the Calcutta Municipal Act. 
Although several Municipalities of the state run a 
number of primary schools, (with an exception of 
Chandan nagar Municipa 1 Corp. which runs Secondary 
School as well) all of them were not recipient of this 
'education grant'. 

The recipient of this education grant can be classified 
into three categories on the nature and quantum of 
grants they receive 

Category I Those urban local bodies which runs free 
and compulsory primary education centres 
were entitl~a to- get from the Education 
and allowances etc. of the teachers plus 
Rs. 25 per month as school rent 
(whenever necessary) plus Rs.300 per 
annum per school for the maintenance of 
the school building. 
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Category II 

Category III: 

Some selected schools which are entitled 
to get from the Education Directorate of 
the State Government, a sum of Rs. 42.50 
per month pre teacher as D. A. of the 
teachers who were appointed before 1971. 

Those urban local 
education grant 
government and 
Department. 

bodies which gets 
from the local 

urban Development 

Source Report of the West Bengal Municipal Finance 
Commission (1982), pp. 76-77. 

26. See 'Finance of West Bengal Municipalities Outside CMD' 
Report by T.C.P.O., Economic Planning Wing, 

Government of West Bengal 1972). 

27. Refer to the original report on the Augumentation of 
financial Resources of Urban Local Bodies ( 1962) for 
the recommendation of the Zakaria committee on the 
basis of devolution of state grants - The Unit basis. 

28. Refer to the above original report (Foot Note 26,27) 
for their recommendation in this context. 

29. See 'The Report of the Finances and Administration of 
the Municipalities of the CMD', Government of West 
Bengal (1972), p. 117. 

30. The above report has 
policy regarding the 
from the state to the 
the grants should be 
headlines: 

also suggested a grants-in-aid 
process of devolution of funds 

ULBs. The report recommended that 
given under the following broad 

i. Grants for those functions for which the local 
government act as an agents of the state or 
national government e.g. Flood control/relief for 
drought prone areas etc. 

ii. Capital and rcurring grants for those functions 
which the local government are assigned to perform 
in the greater national interest - e.g. Control of 
epidemics. 

iii. Capital grants for capital improvements of 
Municipal functions. 
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iv. Revenue equalisation grants. 

The capital grants should be determined according to a 
well conceived plan of urban development of the state 
government for a period not less than 5 years: Before 
giving such 'capital grants' the annual maintenance 
expenditure of the schemes be made as to whether the 
local body can and will meet the maintenance cost and 
if not the amount of grant the state will give for its 
maintenance. 

The annual revenue grants should be termed as 'Revenue 
Equalisation' which should be formulated by taking into 
account:-

a. Relative wealthiness of the local government in a 
suitable scale (.e.g. income from Property Tax). 

b. Relative efforts of the ULBs in collecting 
revenues. 

Source : pp. 122-123, Ibid. 
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state governments to the municipal bodies for providing 
inflation compensation for salaries and wages 
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79, and during the some period the money transfer on 
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of the total transfer. The remaining 6 per cent consist 
of education grants and a negligible amount (less than 
one per cent) was given under 'others'. From 
Mukhopadhya Ashoke - 'Municipal Government and Urban 
Development A Study of Reforms in West Bengal; 
C.U.S., IIPA, New Delhi, (1984, p. 67. 

32. From the 'Forward' by the minister-in-charge-local 
government and urban Development Department in 'A 
Handbook on Municipal Administration of West Bengal' -
1980. 
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under the re~olutiori no. 1634/C-2/3C-79, dated 6.12.79 
of the LG & UD. Department, Government of West Bengal. 

34. Quoted from Mukhopadhya A, Ibid, p. 64. 

35. See page~J.3of this chapter. 
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37. Ibid. 

38. Refer to the Original Government Order on RGS, Memo no. 
756/C-2 dated 2.4.83, published by LG & UD Department, 
Government of West Bengal. 

39. See page ~ of this chapter for the percentage breakup 
of this fixed formula. 

40. Refer to the above Memorandum as well as Handbook on 
Municipal Administration, West Bengal, 1981-84. 

41. This Revised Grant Structure has been officially 
announced on 2.4.1983 under the memo no. 756/C-2 by the 
LG & UD Department, Government of West Bengal. 
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CHAPTER V 

5.1 PATTERN OF DEVOLUTION OF FUNDS TO THE URBAN LOCAL 
BODIES IN WEST BENGAL : A SPATIO-TEMPORAL ANALYSIS 

In retrospect, it emerges, that the urban local bodies 

in West Bengal has to depend heavily on the State Government 

for a substantial transfer of funds to meet their ever 

expanding budgetary expenditure every year. As the internal 

reserve of revenue of the ULBs has not been able to keep 

pace with the growing mun ic ipa 1 expenditure, the tot a 1 

revenue gap has been also increasing overtime. The 

ultimately has to be bridged by the State Government, has 

been the case of Calcutta Corporation and the other ULBs of 

this state as evident from Table 4.4. On an average 40 to 50 

percent of the total revenue income, of the ULBs came from 

revenue transfer, with the non-CMD ULBs being more dependent 

than that of the CMDs. The proportion of grants and transfer 

to total Revenue Income of the Calcutta Corporation and the 

other ULBs in West Bengal from 1974-75 to 1989-90 can be 

seen in Table 5 .:l ~ 5 .. 2. 

Even with considerable amoun·t of state transfer, i.e, 

around 45 to 50 percent of the total income· for Calc-utta 

Corporation and around 61 per cE:nt in the case of other 

municipal bodies during the last five years (1983-84 to 

1989-90), the total revenue income of the municipal bodies 
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are much less than the municipal revenue earnings of their 

counterparts in other major states. (Table ~-4)· As far as 

the total share of grants or external source of revenue to 

total revenue receipt is concerned, West Bengal stood at the 

topmost position with almost 63 percent of its total revenue 

being in the form of government grants and transfer during 

1986-87. Table 4·4 give us the revenue structure of the 

municipal authorities iri some selected states of India with 

proportional shares of own source and external source of 

revenue for the year 1975-76, 1979-80 and 1986-87. This 

table further shows that the ULBs in West Bengal are much 

more dependent on the government transfer, than the ULBs of 

the other states throughout these three points of time. 

A high degree of dependence on state transfer, for the 

external in-flow of funds, of the municipal bodies other 

than the Calcutta Corporation, attributes to the stringent 

condition of the majority of these ULBs. During 1983-84 

almost 85 percent of the total ULBs were dependent on the 

state transfer ranging from 50 to 80 percent regarding most 

of their total revenue commitments. Another 8 percent of of 

them-depended--on--the state transfer of the tune of 40 to -s-o 

percent, while only 6 per cent of them needed less than 40 

per cent of the total revenue from the government. The 

scenario was much better during 1978-79 period when the .... 
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corresponding figures were 64 percent, 27 percent and 9 

percent respectively for the erspective groups of ULBs Table 

5.5 gives a comparative picture of the nature and extent of 

the dependence on the state transfer of the ULBs of this 

state during 1978-79 and 1983-84. 

It is interesting to note that within the CMD area, 

apart from Calcutta and Howrah Municipal Corporation, the 

other CMD municipal bodies are more dependent on the state 

transfer,. Table 5.5 depicts that almost 91 per cent of the 

CMD ULBs (with the exception of Calcutta and Howrah 

Municipal Bodies) are dependent on the state transfer 

ranging from 50 to 80 percent and above. On the contrary the 

corresponding figure of the non-CMD ULBs are 81 percent . 

. If we look at this table from a different angle, it can 

be seen that the share of grants in ordinary income varies 

widely between the local governments. It has been recorded 

that those municipal bodies which are generating more than 

50 to 60 percent of their total revenue from their own 

sources constitutes only 15 per cent of the total ULBs who 

are getting the transfers. In contrast, the poorest 

municipalities internal resources is only 30 percent_or even 

less, constitutes about 32 percent of the total 

municipalities getting the state transfers. Basically, in 

West Bengal those municipalities which are generating 30 to 
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50 percent of their total revenue from their own sources, 

are the major benefactor of the state transfer. But 

apparently no relationship between the distribution of 

grants and volume of internal revenue income of the urban 

local bodies of this state can be visualize. 

To analyse the comparative financial situation of the 

individual municipal bodies, their per capita total revenue 

may be looked into. It can be observed from Table 5.6 that 

in contrary to our popular belief, population does not have 

any bearing on total municipal revenue, for if it had, then 

the percapita total revenue would not have varied over as 

wide a range as below Rs 15.00 to over Rs. 50.00. An attempt 

has been made to test whether inter-regional economic 

disparity have any impact on the per capita total revenue as 

has been promulgated by various scholars. For testing this 

hypothesis, range wise distribution of per capita total 

revenue of the CMD and the NON-CMD ULBs are treated 

separately, as depicted in the table (5.3). It can be 

observed that the patterns of inter-municipal variation in 

percapi ta tota 1 revenue of both the CMD and NON-CMD 

municipal bodies are rather low. The frequency distribution 

·indicates that the modal value for both the CMD and NON-CMD 

ULBs has been similar for the two points of time under 

consideration. The modal ranges has been Rs 20 to 30 for CMD 

ULBs and Rs 20 to 40 for the non CMD ULBs during 1978-79 and 
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Rs 50. 00 to Rs 75.00 for both the CMD and Non-CMD ULBs 

during 1983-84. That is to say, the CMD ULBs which are 

relatively more prosperous, are not in general better off 

than their counterparts in the non-CMD area. At the higher 

ranges also; we can see that there is no such marked 

difference. As in 1978-79 while 86 percent of the CMD ULBs 

were earning less than Rs. 5000 per capita, the 

. corresponding figure for its non-CMD counterparts was 96 

percent. During the 1983-84, it was 36 percent for the CMD 

ULBs and 48 percent for the non-CMD ones. But at the lower 

ranges there are some differences, like in 1978-79, only 6 

percent of the CMD ULBs had an income less than Rs. 20.00 

per capita, where as almost 25 percent of the Non-CMD ULBs 

falls within that category. During 1983-84, only 5 percent 

of the CMD ULBs were having less than Rs 30.00 per capita 

income while it was almost 19 per cent in the case of the 

non-CMD ULBs. Thus, it seems that the spatial location of an 

ULBs (ie whether it is in CMD or in non CMD area) have 

little bearing on its total revenue base. 

A temporal analysis of the per capita Total Revenue 

Receipt bT the ULBs and its break-up adds further to the 

above conclusion. 

The per capita total revenue receipts from 1975-76 till 

1989-90 shows that apart· from Calcutta and Howrah, the 
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percapita revenue base of the CMD and non CMD ULBs are more 

or less the same. In the case of Calcutta, the per capita 

revenue receipt increases from Rs 61. 15 in 1975-76 to Rs 

351.61 during 1989-90 and for the other CMD ULBs it has 

increased from Rs 19.80 to Rs 66.38 during the same period. 

The Non-CMD ULBs also shows a similar trend with their per 

capita revenue receipt increasing from Rs 18.22 to Rs 45.20 

over these years. (Tahf~q.,.b) 

base 

Their growth indices shows (taking 1975-76 value as 

100, at current prices) that prior to 1977-78, the 

growth rate was almost similar (though their value rose to 

around 125 or so) across their spatial location, but after 

that, Calcutta and Howrah experienced the maximum growth 

followed by the CMD ULBs and Non-CMD ones (TM:>/~5-7) 

The major components of the total revenue apart from 

the state transfers (in the forms of grants and shared 

taxes) are the Tax and non-Tax receipts which are together 

termed as own source revenue receipt. 

Like the percapita total Revenue receipts, the per 

capita tax and non-tax and revenue receipts also shows the 

similar trend with Calcutta Corporation yielding the maximum 

amount of per capita tax and non tax revenues while the 

other CMD ULBs are only marginally better-off than their 

non-CMD counterparts .(}ahie... 5'.&) 
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The per capita Tax Revenue has increases from Rs. 33.83 

in case of Calcutta during 1975-76 to Rs 176.07 during 1989-

9 0. The other CMD ULBs on the other hand recorded an 

increase from Rs.9.90 during 1975-76 to Rs 20.38 in 1989-90 

and similarly, for the non CMD ULBs it has increases from Rs 

8.63 toRs 16.86 during the same period. (_la.'ble, S.%e) 

The Per Capita Non Tax revenue shows a similar 

disproportionally higher increase in case of Calcutta 

Corporation where it has increased from Rs.40.95 during 

1975-76 to Rs 209.08 during 1989-90. The other ULBs has 

experienced a marginal increase from Rs.1.63 to 4.33 in case 

of 'other' CMD ULBs and Rs.2.47 to 4.09 in case of non-CMD 

ones during the same period. (l~fe 5'.% 1) 

Thus, in sum, apart from the Calcutta Corporation, 

there are hardly any sharp differences existing between the 

rest of the ULBs of the state in terms of the total revenue 

receipts and its major contributory subheads like tax and 

non tax receipts. They seems to be independent of their 

spatial location either within the CMD area or outside it. 

As worked out by the Municipal-· Finance Commission 

(1982) in West Bengal, the hypothesis that there is a direct 

correlation between the size-class of a municipal body and 

its percapita revenue income i.e., a larger municipal body 
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may possibly be able to raise more percapita income does not 

hold true. This is basically the assumption behind the 

grants policies in several states like Gujarat and 

Maharashtra, which tapers down their per capital grant 

allocation as the population size goes up. In West Bengal, 

it seems that not only the municipal bodies fail to raise 

similar resources (like the other states) per head of 

population, but it is not always the larger ones that raise 

the higher amounts. 

As far as the total Revenue transfers are concerned, 

the distribution of the different groups of ULBs over ranges 

of total amount of transfer is given in Table 5 ·4 for the 

year 1978-79 and 1983-84. 

It can be observed from this table that it is mostly 

the CMD ULBs who are getting the maximum amount of transfer 

where almost 55 percent of the CMD ULBs are getting revenues 

from the state ranging from 20 lakhs and more in the year 

1978-79. During the same year, there were only three ULBs 

(i.e 5 percent of the total ULBs) in the non CMD area whose 

total revenue transfer 1s above Rs. 20 lakh. But it is 

interesting to note that during-the same period, the modal 

range of the total transfers for both the CMD and the non 

CMD ULBs lies between the range of 5 to 10 lakhs. Like the 

higher end, we can also find similar discrepancies of the 
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lower ranges of distribution of the total transfer. While 

only 5 percent of the CMD ULBs are having the range of the 

total state transfer below Rs 5 lakhs, almost 46 per cent of 

the non-CMD ULBs are within that range which shows a clear 

bias in the distribution of grants towards the CMD local 

bodies. 

The situation remains almost similar in the case of CMD 

ULBs in the year 1983-84, with an upward shift of the model 

range of t,otal transfer to Rs. 20 to Rs. 50 lakhs. The 

distribution of NON-CMD ULBs on the other hand shows a wide 

range of scatter with a modal range of Rs. 5 to Rs.10 lakhs. 

In contrast to the CMD ULBs, where none of than gets a 

transfer of less than Rs.5 lakhs, there are almost 19 per 

cent of the non CMD local bodies whose total transfer are 

below this range. 

But the scenario is a bit different in the case of per 

capita revenue transfers. The 1978-79 figures shows that per 

capita revenue transfer for both the CMD and NON CMD ULBS 

are having the same modal range of 30 to 40 rupees. (In the 

case of CMD ULBs and Rs. 10 to Rs.30 for the NON-CMD local 

bodies in the year 1983-84}~ So unlike the nature of total 

re~~hu~ receipt, the per capita revenue transfers also doe 

not being out any sharp contrast between the spatial 

allocation of the grants between the CMD and NON CMD ULBs 
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during these two points of time, but before drawing a 

general conclusion, a more detailed cross-temporal study 

should be undertaken. This analysis has been tried in the 

subsequent section of this chapter, after a short discussion 

on the nature and quantum of devolution of the state funds 

to the ULBs in the last fifteen years ( ie from1974-75 

onwards till 1989-90. 

5.2. NATURE AND QUANTUM OF STATE TRANSFERS TO THE ULBS FROM 
1974-75 ONWARDS: AN OVERVIEW 

The practice followed by the State Government before 

1977 was to select some municipalities every year (which 

were mostly NON CMD ULBs) and sanction them some ad-hoc 

grants for development purposes. In the year 1974-75 only 29 

ULBs and during 1975-76 another 20 ULBs were given this 

grant to the tune of Rs. 14.65 thousand only. In the year 

1976-77 only 25 municipalities were sanctioned this 

development grant totaling Rs 14.18thousand. During this 

period (ie 1974-78) municipalities for e.g., Katwa, Tamluk, 

Bongaon, Rangahat, Kandi and Alipurduar received this 

development grants for all the three consecutive years, 

whereas municipal bodies like Durgapur, Rampurhat, Saithia, 

Jhalda etc, which are altogether 43 in number did not get 

any grants during the same period. One may argue that there 

may be some kind of political bias in the arbitrary choice 

of the ULBs regarding the devolution of the state grants. 
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After the change in government in 1977, some immediate 

changes regarding the nature and quantum of total transfer 

can be noticed. The total Development grant disbursed during 

this period increased from 40 lakhs in 1977-78 to 100.63 

lakhs during 1978-79 and to 136.0 lakhs during 1979-80. 

Beside this development grants, funds for the development of 

municipal areas on 2/3 loan and 1/3 grant basis were also 

allocated to all the NON-CMD urban local bodies of the 

state. This was in the tune of Rs 19 lakhs during 1979-80. 

In addition to the above two grants, funds for construction 

of commercial estates, community halls etc. to the tune of 

Rs. 25,000 and Rs. 60,000 were allocated during 1978-80. 

During this period a scheme for converting the service 

prives into sanitary latrines had also been taken up by the 

state government and a sum of Rs. 25 lakhs and 34.55 lakhs 

were granted to the municipalities during 1978-79 and 1979-

80. 

Other than these, special grants-in-aid like flood 

relief grants in the tune of Rs. 5.75 lakhs and 2.30 lakhs 

were also sanctioned to the municipalities for setting up 
--- - -- - - -

hand-operated tube wells and for the restoration of flood 

damage roads, for the same two period. Besides, a sum of Rs. 

2 lakhs was further given for the restoration of water 

supply scheme damaged by flood, and for converting the 
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service privies into sanitary latrines was also taken up by 

the state government. For the latter project Rs. 25 lakhs 

and 34.55 lakhs were granted to the municipalities during 

the 1978-79 and 1979-80. 

Again, to tackle the drought situation during the 1979-

80 period, the municipalities in the drought effected areas 

were alloted Rs. 65.74 and Rs. 38. lakhs for sinking 

tubewells and masonry wells. 

Till 1977, the supply of drinking water in the 

municipal areas (outside CMD) was the responsibility of the 

health department, but after 1978, it was entrusted on the 

department of local government and urban development of the 

state for better coordination and proper maintenance. 

From the year 1980-81 some new urban developed strategy 

was undertaken by the state government regarding the 

development of municipalities and their services and in the 

field of urban planning. Certain progress was also achieved 

under this new programme. The amount of financial assistance 

for urban municipal development has shows a steady increase 

- through --these---yeanL · -

During the entire fourth and fifth plan i.e., from 

1969-1978, a sum of Rs. 20 lakhs was granted to the 

municipal bodies on 2/3 loan, 1/3 grant basis for the 
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development of municipal areas each year. In the year 1978-

79, this grant was increased to a tune of Rs. 260 lakhs. In 

the year 1979-80 it was increased to Rs. 425 lakhs and 

during 1980-81 it was further raised to a total of 750 

lakhs. And, the most important thing in this respect was 

that, there has been no provision for sharing any portion by 

the municipal bodies thus the assistance become an 'outright 

grant to them'. 

The annual per head plan expenditure on this account 

has been on an average, raised from 0.45 in the year 1969-70 

toRs. 12.00 in 1980-81. 

During the same time, central 

launched the Integrated development 

government has also 

of small and medium 

towns (IDSMT) programme in West Bengal. Under this programme 

West Bengal has been asked to prepare a scheme for 17 towns, 

having population less than one lakh (as per 1971 census ) , 

which was later on increased to 20 towns. The cost of 

implementation of the total number of schemes selected ln 

each town was Rs. 1 crore, out of which the central 

government was supposed to find Rs. 4 0 lakhs. Another 4 0 

lakhs will be borne by the State's local Government and 

Urban Development department and the balance amount of Rs. 

20 lakh was to be arranged from the different financial 

institutions. 
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During 1980-81, the state has extended to the employees 

of the ULBs 80 percent of their D.A. as was sanctioned for 

the state government employees. A sum of Rs. 14.38 crore has 

been earmarked for this purpose during 1980 and quarterly 

grants have been released to the district office for this 

purpose. 

A sum of Rs. 3.75 crores has been further earmarked for 

payment to the Calcutta Corporation- for maintenance and 

improvement of roads during 1980-81. Another Rs. 1.25 crore 

has been also given to the other municipalities for the 

improvement of the working condition of the scavengers 

engaged in the different ULBs. A total of Rs. 430 lakhs has 

been sanctioned for the year 1980-81 for these purpose. 

From the year 1971 onwards, the CMD has been making 

massive investment for improving the infrastructure of the 

municipal and non-municip'al urban areas and rural fringes 

within the CMD .. A sum of Rs. 2487.44 has been spent on these 

schemes till 1981. The major investment under the four major 

schemes in this programme were: 

a. Water suppry-792. 56 lakhs. 

b. Swerage and Drainage-442.29 lakhs 

c. Buster improvement scheme-263.65 lakhs 

d. Municipal Anchal development scheme-968.94 lakhs. 
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From April 1983, a new era began for the municipal 

institution under the CMDA, in the area of municipal 

development programme. Three Municipal Corporations, 34 

municipalities and 2 Notified Area Authorities formulated an 

unified plan development structure termed as Calcutta Urban 

Development Project (CUDP) III, and together they decided to 

implement a Rs. 94.00 crore project during the 5 years 

period .starting from 1983-84. The quantum of annual average 

of the proposed investment represent a ten fold increase 

over the average annual investment made by them before 

1980's. 

The Rs. 94.00 crore municipal development programme is 

an integral part of the CMDA' s Rs 3 2 2 crore CUDP I I I 

progamme. The proposed investment of Rs. 322 crore was 

financed to the extent of Rs.150 crore from World Bank Soft 

loan facility though IDA and the rest from the state 

government and central government party through minimum need 

programme and partly through market borrowing the CMDA and 

CMDA's share of entry tax. The IDA credit was transferred to 

CMDA as a part of plan assistance from the state 

-government's ··budget which -in turn get it from the· plan 

assistance from the centre. 

For enabling the ULBs to undertake development works in 

their respective towns, a sum of Rs. 3. 2 0 crore has been 
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provided in the state budget for the year 1983-84. This 

amount was alloted to the NON-CMD ULBs only, the ULBs within 

CMD will be getting their development funds from the CUDP 

III only. Another Rs 25.00 lakhs was also provided to seven 

selected municipalities under minimum needs programme for 

schemes related to the improvement of the slums in those 

areas. 

During the year 1984-85, the Government extended its 

plan assistance to the ULBs outside the CMA to about Rs.3.37 

crores. The grants were given under the broad heads viz. a) 

development of municipal areas, b) conversion of service 

privies into sanitary latrines and c) bustee improvement 

schemes. All the ULBs outside the CMA received grant under 

'development of municipal areas' on population basis which 

amounted-to Rs. 1.28 crores. For the conversion of service 

privies into sanitary latrines, 12 municipalities received 

plan assistance amounting to Rs 1.07 crores and for bustee 

improvement schemes 18 municipalities received plan 

assistance of Rs 103 crores. 

The annual non-plan development grants for the year 

1984-85 was for purchasing of Road Rollers, which in fact 

was given in lieu of the share.of motor vehicle tax. In all, 

12 ULBs received this assistance including Howrah Municipal 

Corporation and. other six municipalities within the CMA and 
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the rest are outside CMA. This assistance was given to the 

aforesaid municipalities at the rate of Rs 2. 3 7 lakh per 

municipality, totaling to Rs 28.44 lakhs. 

The development assistance received by the ULBs within 

the CMA under the CUDP III programme was at the tune of 

Rs.4.49 crore for road development, Rs 3.61 crore for water 

supply and Rs. 3.24 crore for sewrage and drainage till the 

year 1985. 

Till 1986-87, altogether 20 towns has received an 

amount of Rs. 11. 06 crore for implementing different 

development project in their respective areas under the 

'comprehensive development of selected towns' plan outlay. 

During the Seventh Plan Period five more new towns has been 

added to this programme. 

Under t~e CUDP III programme, the ULBs within the CMD 

area has already withdrawn Rs. 28.32 crores out of the total 

proposed outlay of Rs. 94.00 crores and as much as Rs. 18.13 

crore has been already utilised by them under different 

developmental plans. The corresponding figure till December 

. 1988 were, 56.08 crores and. Rs. 51.33 crores. re.spectively. 

Till 1989, the CMD ULBs had withdrawn almost 72 percent of 

the total allocation i.e., Rs. 67.64 crores out of which Rs. 

63.02 crores has been already utilised. 
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Under another centrally sponsored programme for the 

liberation of scavengers, an amount of Rs. 1. 95 crore was 

available from the centre along with a matching state grant 

of Rs. 4. 35 crore for the NON-CMD ULBs during 1982-83 to 

1988-89 period. Under this third development programme of 

environmental improvement of urban slums (or Bustee 

improvement programme) a total amount of the Rs 1263 crore 

has been already spent in some 78 NON-CMD ULBs till 1988-89. 

5.3. A CROSS-TEMPORAL ANALYSIS OF THE FLOW OF FUNDS TO THE 
CMD AND NON-CMD ULBS AND THE NATURE OF DEVOLUTION 
WITHIN THE DIFFERENT SIZE-CLASS CLASSIFICATION OF 
MUNICIPAL TOWNS 

In the following section, the hypothesis that has been 

taken into account is that, in West Bengal, the present 

position regarding the quantum of grants that an ULB gets do 
• 

not have any relation with its population (ie in which 

population size-class of towns it belong) and is independent 

of its spatial position within the CMD or Non-CMD area. 

For testing this hypothesis the per capita and 

proportionate flow of the plan, NON plan and total grants-

in-aid within the CMD, Non-CMD and the different size-class 

of municipal towns along with their growth rates have been 

considered from 'the year 1975-76 to 1989-90. 
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Devolution of Non-Plan Grants: 

From the Table (5.W) it can be observed that from 1975-

76 to 1989-90 the per capita allocation of the non-plan 

revenue transfer shows a somewhat 'better off' picture for 

the CMD ULBs when compared to the NON-CMD ones. While the 

percapita allocation has increased from a mere Rs 13.63 in 

1975-75 to almost Rs 90.00 during the 1989-90 period for the 

CMD ULBs, the percapi ta transfer for the NON-CMD ULBs has 

increased only from RS 7.12 during 1975-76 to Rs 24.25 

during the same period. 

Within the CMD ULBs, the Calcutta Corporation has 

registered the maximum increase in its per capita transfer 

ie from only Rs 20.00 during 75-76 to a staggering Rs 142.53 

during the 1989-90 period. While the other CMD bodies 

registered an increase from Rs 8. 27 during 1975-76 to RS 

41.47 in 1989-90, the NON CMD ULBs per capita allocation has 

increased from RS 7.12 to Rs 24.25 during the same period. 

The growth of the non plan revenue transfer in terms of 

growth indices (taking 1975-76 allocation as the base = 100 

at current prices) shows that, the. growth recorded by the 

Calcutta Corporation is the maximum ie 912 in 1989-90, while 

the other CMD ULBs recorded a growth of 594 during the same 
, .. 

period. As for as the tot a 1 CMD ULBs are concerned, they 
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have a growth of only 559 during the 1989-90 period, with 

little variations between these years. (Tab!€..- 6.11) 

This shows that apart from Calcutta and Howrah 

municipal corporation, which incidentally receives the lions 

share of the total transfers, there are some sharp 

differences between the CMD and NON-CMD municipalities with 

a bias has towards the CMD ones. Thus, it can be concluded 

that the governmental devolution policy in highly skewed in 

favour of Calcutta and some other ULBs within the CMD area, 

whereas the other ULBs are rather ignored. The ratio between 

the percapi ta transfers between the CMD and Non-CMD ULBs 

during the period of reference further shows, that the 

discrepancies between them has aggravated further due to the 

discriminatory nature of state devolution process. 

Let us now look into the breakup of the revenue 

transfer and there nature of devolution during this period. 

The major composition of the Revenue transfer consists of 

(1} assignment from Entry Tax, (2) Motor Vehicle tax, 

(M.V.T.) (3) subvention grants or Dearness Allowance 

transfers and ( 4) others. Of these, the major share being 

transferred as D.A. subvention, ·followed by the share of 

Entry Tax, M.V.T. and others. Table~14 shows the temporal 

variation in the proportional share of the above sub-heads 

from 1975-76 onwards. 
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The table shows that till 1978-79, D.A. subvention 

grants used to be the major constituents of the total 

revenue transfers for both Calcutta and other CMD as well as 

Non-CMD ULBs followed by the assignment of Entry Tax. During 

this period, excluding Calcutta and Howrah, a major portion 

of the transfers were also given under the subheads of 

'others'- mainly in the form of educational grants. The 

share of Motor Vehicle Tax consists the least amount 

(excluding Calcutta) among all these above sub-heads. 

The scenario somewhat changes with the advent of the 

new government in the state after 1977. Hereafter Subvention 

grant appeared to be constituting the major share of the 

grant in aid, and it was closely followed by the shares from 

Entry Tax. After 1983-84, the most notable change with the 

introduction of the Revised grants structure being, the 

interchanging of position of the D.A. subvention grant to 

the Second and the share of Entry Tax to the first. Another 

important change during this period was, the education grant 

which was given under the subhead 'others' was scrapped and 

after 1985-86 a new tax assignments was introduced namely 

'share of entertainment t3X'. 

During the recent years ie 1988-99 and 1989-90, 

Calcutta and Howrah municipalities are getting more than 50 

per cent of their revenue transfer as D.A. subvention 
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grants, followed by the assignments from a Entry Tax (around 

40 percent), 'others' including the Entertainment Tax 

(around 10 percent) and very little from the share of Motor 

Vehicle Tax. But, this is not the case for the other ULBs of 

the state. For the rest of the ULBs, whether it is within 

the CMD or NON-CMD area, the major share of the revenue 

transfer constitutes the share of entry tax which comprises 

of 40 to 50 percent of the total transfer. Another 30 

percent or so is received under D. A. subvention grant in 

case of CMD ULBs, whereas, it is only 15 per cent in the 

case of NON-CMD ones. 'Others' including share of 

Entertainment Tax constitutes the remaining portion leaving 

a marginal 3 to 5 per cent share for the Motor Vehicle Tax. 

A further analysis of the per capita break up of these 

different subheads of revenue transfers reveals that from 

1975-76 onwards, the per capita allocation of entry tax is 

very much baised towards Calcutta and other CMD ULBs. While 

the per capita share of the entry tax increased from Rs. 

7.61 in case of Calcutta Municipal Corporation during 1975-

76 to Rs 54.12 during 1989-90, the corresponding figures for 

the other ULBs within the CMD area are Rs 3.22 to Rs. 19.82 

respectively. The NON-CMD ULBs on the other hand, used to 

receive a negligible amount as low as Rs. 0.44 during 1975-

76, which has increased toRs 12.46 during 1989-9o.(1c®~5./2..8) 
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The per capita share of Motor Vehic]e Tax on the ether 

hand shows a very sad pictures. Though here also it also 

shows a biasness towards Calcutta, but the condition of the 

all other ULBs (CMD as well as NON-CMD) shows no big 

difference and presents an equally unimpressive pciture. As 

far as the Calcutta municipal corporation in concerned, the 

share of per capita M. V. T. has increased from a meager Rs 

0.14 during 1975-76 toRs 8.15 during 1989-90. Where as for 

the other CMD ULBs it has increased marginally from Rs. 0.27 

toRs. 0.83 during the same period. The NON-CMD ULBs 

presents the same unimpressive picture, where it has 

increased from Rs. 0.33 to Rs. 1.51 over these fifteen years 

period. (1~ ~\~h) 

The devolution of per capita D.A. subvention grant has 

the same inherent lopsidedness towards Calcutta and other 

CMD UlBS, where they constitutes the major portion of the 

transferred amount. In case of Calcutta, the D.A. subvention 

grant has increased from Rs. 12.10 sfuring 1975-76 toRs. 

68.56 in 1989-90 while for the other CMD ULBs it has 

increased marginally from Rs. 4.05 to Rs. 10.10 during the 

same period. The NON CMD ULBs on the other hand shows a 

stagnant condition with the percapita D.A. subvention grant 

decreased from Rs. 4. 85 during 1975-76 to Rs. 4. 78 during 

1988-89 period. (Tahl.e 5'.138) 
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Since D.A. subvention is directly correlated with the 

population strength as well as the strength of the staffs in 

the municipalities, it is understood that Calcutta and 

Howrah etc., bigger municipalities will have a major share 

of this grant both in terms of absolute and per capita · 

averages. But again, its lower proportional share highlights 

the weak functional and financially defunct character for 

the rest of the ULBs of the State. 

The share of Entertainment Tax which was introduced by 

the Left Front Government after 1985-86 shows that, it is 

only the tax assignment that has been distributed more-or

less equally among all the ULBs of the state. The percapita 

share of Entertainment tax has increased from Rs. 6.81 

during 1986-87 to Rs. 11.69 during 1989-90 in the case of 

Calcutta Corporation. Whereas, the other CMD ULBs has 

experienced a growth of this tax assignment from Rs. 5.00 to 

Rs. 11.00 during the same period. The NON-CMD ULBs also 

shows a similar picture where the share of this tax has 

increased from Rs. 5.24 during 1986-87 to Rs. 10.28 during 

the 1989-90 period.l TCihl~t ~19> b) 

Thus, this is the only tax assignments of the revenue 

grants where our hypothesis holds true i.e., the devolution 

process has no bearing with the location of the 

municipalities and thus truly decentralized in character. 
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Whereas, for the major portion of the total revenue 

transfer, it is highly biased towards the Calcutta 

Corporation and the other CMD ULBs in the process of its 

devolution and thus contradicting our hypothesis. 

Devolution of Plan/Capital Grants: 

The nature of devolution of grants in terms of plan or 

capital grants, is a bit different from that of the above 
~ 

picture. From the Table 5. 18"" we can see that the major 

share of the plan or capital grant are channelised to the 

NON-CMD municipal bodies. One possible reason for this may 

be that, these NON CMD ULBs are so poor that they have very 

little left-over in their revenue account to spend in their 

developmental programmes and for the maintenance of there 

basic service infrastructures. That is why, to maintain the 

minimum development/maintenance works in these 

municipalities the state government provides them with the 

major share of the transfer on the capital/plan accounts. 

This has been done to maintain the parity between the CMD 

and NON-CMD ULBs thus, ensuring a balanced urban development 

of the state. 

The change in the pol icy structure of the State 

Government after 1977 is also reflected by· the figures in 

this Table (Table 5.15¥). If we look at the per capita grant 
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allocation on development planning purposes, we can clearly 

see that after 1977-78, both for the CMD and NON-CMD ULBs, 

this per capita capital grant transfer has increased to a 

great extent. 

Before 1977-78, the CMD ULBs used to get per capita 

plan allocation in the tune of Rs.0.64 to Rs. 1.33, whereas 

the total allocation has increased from RS. 62.83 lakhs to 

688.25 lakhs from 1977-78 to 1978 to 1978-79, thus 

increasing the per capita allocation to Rs.8.71 during 78-79 

period. The same holds true for the NON-CMD ULBs, where the 

total allocation has jumped from Rs 175.58 lakhs during 

1977-78 to Rs 823 lakhs during 1978-79, with an almost five 

times increase in the per-capita allocation from RS 5.45 to 

Rs. 24.80 during the same period. Apart from the period from 

1984-85 to 1986-87 (i.e., just after the implementation of 

the Revised Grants Structure), the per capita allocation of 

the NON-CMD ULBs always remains at the higher level to that 

of the CMD one. This picture is further reflected in the 

growth indices figures of the CMD and NON-CMD ULBs. (TableS.ir.b) 

Comparison between plan and non-plan account of transfer: 

When the per capita grant on the plan and non-plan 

account are compared, the following observation can be made: 

147 



(1) For the CMD ULBs, 80 to 90 percent of the total state 

transfers (i.e., plan plus non-plan) constitutes of the 

non-plan grants devaluated under different assignment 

of taxes (like Motor Vehicle tax, Entry tax, 

Entertainment tax etc.) and a major portion is given as 

subvention grants. The rest 10 to 20 percent comprises 

the plan grants usually given to the ULBs under the 

head 'development grants'. 

(2) But in the case of NON-CMD ULBs, the proportion of plan 

and non-plan allocation seems to give a mixed picture, 

with the non-plan part having a slight edge over the 

plan grants till the 1984-85 period. Table 5.9 and 5.10 

shows that during only during 1978-79 (ie just after 

the change in the government) and from 1985-86 to 1989-

90, the per capita plan grants exceeded the non-plan 

ones. Thus, during the recent years, the plan grants 

seems to be the major contributing factor to the total 

grants obtained by these ULBs. 

Devolution pattern of the total (plan+non plan) grants: 

As far as the total grants are concerned, the per 

capita transfers shows that, it has increased from Rs 14.95 

toRs 100.63 in the case of CMD ULBs during the during 1975-

76 to 1989-90. On the oth~r hand, for the NON-CMD ULBs, the 

increas~ is from Rs 9. 4 7 to Rs 59.~ 4 6 over the same period. 
- "< ..... 
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While some of the scholars (like Mukhopadhyay A. (1989} 

has the opinion that with the changed policy of the 

government after 1980's regarding the nature and process of 

devolution and the implementation of the Revised Grant 

Structure (RGS} in 1983, the disparity between the CMD and 

NON-CMD ULBs in terms of per capita allocation is going 

down. But this does not seem to be the case as revealed by 

the Table 5.1,. The ratio between the per capita total grant 

allocation to the CMD and NON CMD ULBs reflects that the gap 

has increased from 1981-82 till 86-87 after which it has 

dropped significantly during 87-88 but again increases after 

the 1988-89 period. The 1989-90 figure shows that while the 

per capita total transfer to the CMD ULBs is Rs 100.63, the 

same is only Rs 59.46 for the NON-CMD ones, which again 

reflects in-built bianess of-the Grants-in-aid policy of the 

government towards the CMD municipalities. 

The Growth indices of the per capita total grants 

(taking 1975-76 value as the base = 100} shows that both the 

CMD as well as NON CMD ULBs have experienced a similar 

growth during the past fifteen years (The CMD value became 

669 and NON CMD ULBs value became 627- during 1989-90 at -

current prices). But, interestingly, if we take 1978-79 

value of ~he per capita total grants as the base = 100 (ie, 

after the change in the government) , the scenario became 
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slightly different. While the CMD ULBs growth index 

increases to 517 during 19879-90, the NON-CMD ULBs 

experienced a much lesser growth with their index increased 

to 3 4 9 (both current prices) . l"T~ S-lb .b) 

This further shows that with the advent of the new 

government policies, more grants are devaluated towards the 

CMD ULBs than the NON-CMD ones, which in turn nullifies our 

hypothesis. 

Devolution of funds to the ULBs - size class wise 

The same picture is reflected if we analyse the nature 

of state transfers in a size-class wise distribution of the 

ULBs (Table 5.1~~19Jhe per capita distribution of grants for 

the ULBs during four points of time ie 1974-75, 1979-80, 

~ . . . h 1984-85 and 1989-90Come 1nterest1ng observat1ons. T e 

analysis shows that Metropolitan Calcutta has receiving 

almost the biggest chunk of the allocation throughout these 

years, which has increased from Rs. 13.20 during 1974-75 to 

Rs. 142.53 during 1989-90. 

Initially, the metropolitan Calcutta use to get very 

little Capital plan transfer which was almost negligible 

during 1'974-75 'to· 1979-80 period, but with the initiation of 
.. --:.:_r 

the CUDP III programme, it has increased substantially from 

.per capita Rs 3.96 t6 8 .. 81 during the 1984~85 to 19 8_9.;;:1i{l 
.•. .::.,--.;1' 
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period. As far as the total grant is concerned, Calcutta 

Corporation is .by far the recipient of the maximum amount of 

transfer (per capital allocation of Rs 151.34 during 1989-

90) and is disproportionally higher than the other ULBs of 

the state. 

If we compare the per capita grants received by the 

ULBs under the plan and non plan heads, another interesting 

picture is revealed. ltaldtZ- S·l7 &Nt. 5"· IS) 

While the maximum per capita non plan grants has been 

received by the class I group of ULBs during 1974-75, 

followed by the next two group the minimum is received by 

the IV and V group of municipalities. The same nature of 

devolution is also observed in the case of plan grants where 

the class I group of ULBs are receiving the maximum share of 

the grants, while a negligible amount has been allocated to 

the other group of ULBs in the class II, III, IV and IV 

size-class. 

The pattern has almost reversed during the 1979-80 

period, where the new government, with its changed grants-

in-aid policies gave more emphasis tp the lower order group 

of municipal towns. Data on per capita plan and non-plan 

allocation during this period shows, that it was the class 

IV and V municipal towns which has got the maximum per 
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capita allocation, while the upper classes of towns got a 

substantially lesser share. 

The government has maintained the same policy of 

allotting higher per capita grants to the lower order 

municipal towns in the case of plan/development grants in 

the later years, and it can be seen from the table, that 

both during 1984-85 and 1989-90, the maximum per capita plan 

allocation has been received by the class IV and III group 

of municipal towns and it diminishes as one goes upwards 

along the the size-classes. Q:_a.ble S'. 17) 

As far as the nonplanjrevenue grants are concerned, the 

pattern of allocation during 1984-85 and 1989-90 shows that 

the maximum grants were allocated to the class I towns 

followed by the class IV group of municipal towns. The class 

II and III municipal towns gets almost the same amount of 

per capita transfer which is much lower than that of the 

class IV towns allocation. (J'a.Jo!R.~d&) 

This indeed reflects the recent policy of the 

government to help the smaller as well as the poorer 

municipalities with more per capita allocation of grants 

without effecting the existing level of a !location to the 

class I municipal towns. 

However, if we look into the nature of total per 
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capita transfer of plan and non-plan grants, that the same 

picture is almost maintained with a slight variation during 

the 1989-90 period when compared to that of 1984-85 one. 

While the class I municipal towns gets the maximum per 

capita allocation, lesser amounts are assigned to the class 

IV towns (per capita Rs 123.53) followed by the class II 

municipal towns (per capita Rs 111.36} during 1989-90. The 

other groups of municipal towns remained at the lower end of 

the allocation-distribution during both time periods.(1~~S.\~) 

An interesting picture has been revealed by the 

coefficient of variation of these population size-classes of 

municipal tows during these years. As far as the revenuejnon 

plan grants are concerned, the. highest value is given for 

1989-90 (80.10} whereas the lowest (45.25) is for the 1974-

7 5 period. This further shows that in case of non plan 

revenue transfers more discrepancies exists between the size 

class of municipal town during this period ie 1989-90 than 

that existed during the earlier period. This also shows that 

the present government policies are much more discriminating 

and cause more inequality between the municipal bodies. 

The picture is just the contrary in the case of plan 

grants where the maximum coefficient of variation (175.22) 

is shown by the 1974-75 data. This is followed by the 1989-

90. c.v. value = 81.81}. In the first case it is due to the 
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disproportionality high per capita allocation to the class I 

group of towns, whereas during 1989-90, it is basically due 

to higher per capita allocation to the class IV municipal 

towns. 

In terms of total per capita grant transfer, the 

coefficient of variation shows that it is high during the 

1974-75 period (mainly because of the disproportionately 

higher plan grants allocation to the class I ULBs) but 

dropped significantly with the change in the policies and 

nature of devolution with the change in the government. But, 

over time the value has again increased, highlighting the 

fact that the initial balance among the size-classes of the 

ULBs has been flattened and later policy modifications has 

further increased the inequalities among the different size 

classes of the municipal bodies .Qa.biL- 5./~) 

The growth index of the revenue transfers shows that in 

case of revenue grants the maximum growth is recorded by the 

class IV group (i.e., 9100.00 during 1979-75 to 690.17 

during 1988-89) followed by the class I group of ULBs. The 

least growth is experienced by the class III and II group of 

towns (TableS.\~) . The same is true for the plan gra:cts where 

the class IV group of ULBs experienced the highest growth 

( 100 during 1974-75 to 10608.75 during 1988-89) followed by 

Class III and II group of ULBs. The least in this case being 
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the class V and I group of ULBs who have experienced a 

disproportionately lower growth. 

The overall scenario shows the it is the class IV group 

which seems to be the most priviliged class with a highest 

growth index ranging from 100 during 1974-75 to a staggering 

1930.15 during 1989-90 taking both the plan and the non-plan 

grants together. The size-classes of the municipal towns 

maintains a low profile with their total grants being 

doubled or quadrapled during these fifteen years. 

Before summing up, some correlation coefficient 

exercise has been attempted taking the different subheads of 

the revenue receipts and grants in-aids of the ULBs and 

their respective population. The analysis has been done for 

both the CMD and NON-CMD ULBs separately as well as 

aggregatively, taking all the ULBs together, for the year 

1977-78 and 1988-89. 

The different indicators used in the analysis 

year 1977-78 are given below: 

Y1 Per Capita State Revenue Transfer 

Y2 Per Capita Capital Grant Transfer 

YJ Per Capita Own Source revenue (tax + 

Y4 Per Capit-a· Total Revenue Receipt 

for the 

non tax) 

Y-5 Per Capita Total Grants (Revenue + Capital) 
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Y6 Projected Population of the Urban local body 

for that year. 

The same indicators are referred as Y1*, Y2*, Y3*···· 

Y6* for the 1988-89 analysis 

The correlation coefficient between population (Y 6 } and 

the other indicators for the year 1977-78 and 1988-89 are 

given below. 

--------------------------------------------------------
1.\IJlCATJRS 12 r3 r4 ¥5 
--------------------------------------------------------
CJR=LATION :o~rF. 

.:"'JS a> J.16 -c.os J.~t.~ J. 3 5 o.J3 
;) ) -J.J3 -J.3J -J.J7 -:;.j~ -J.22 

N.)~-r:MJ a> ;J. J 1 - ~. 0:> J. 16 J. 1 2 -o.zg 
o> :;.~3 _,., 1;7 

.... :. -' j. '-1 -J.18 -iJ.r.1$ 

A.L U" r -~ --=- a) :}.14 - [) .11 J. zo• :).(.6$. o. :n 
b) .;. H -a .12 .).23 -~. J7 -o.a~ 

a = 1977-75 ~ = t tailed :.i~n f. at o.J1 
b = 1~3~-o? * = t t.:ile<J si;,f. at J.001 
--------------------------------------------------------

The above correlation figures shows, that during 1977-

7 8 the Own Source Revenue (or the tax and the non tax 

receipts} of the CMD ULBs has a significant positive 

correlation with the population. The other indicators like 
. 

Tota 1 Revenue Receipts, Grants (both Capital, Revenue and 

Total} has no significant relationship with the population 

of the ULBs. 

.,.,~ 
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In the case of NON-CMD ULBs none of the correlations 

are significant. When all the ULBs are taken together, there 

seems to be a significant relationship between the 

population and the per capita Total Revenue as well as the 

Own Source Revenue receipts of the ULBs. 

The scenario has somewhat changed during 1988-89 and we 

find none of these indicators shows any significant 

correlation with the population. Only in the case of NON-CMD 

ULBs, it shows a negative correlation with the per capita 

total grants allocation. This signifies that more grants are 

devaluated towards the municipalities with smaller 

population base which indeed follows our previous 

discussion. 

The correlation between Own Source Revenue (V3} Tax and 

Non-Tax receipts and the Grants (Revenue, Capital and Total} 

are analysed below: 

Indicators Yl Y2 Y5 

Correlation Coeff value 

CMD ULBs a} .71* .55* .72* 

b) .46* .21 .29 

.. !- ·~ 
·:·~ 

NON-CMD ULBs a} .51* .26 .52* 

b) -.07 .05 . 004 
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All ULBs 

a. - 1977-78 value 

b. - 1988-89 value 

a) 

b) 

.59* 

.003* 

.25* 

.22 

.56* 

. 17 

$ = t tailed significant at .01 

* = t tailed significant at .001 

The analysis shows, that during 1977-78, there has been 

a significant relationship between the own source revenue 

base of a CMD municipal body with the grants. Both the 

revenue, capital and total grants has a positive significant 

corelation with the own source revenue of the CMD ULBs. The 

same is true for the NON-CMD ULBs except for the capital 

grants where the correlation is not significant. 

The same positive, significant correlation exist 

between the grants (ie both the revenue, capital and total) 

and the own source revenue receipt if we consider all the 

CMD and the NON-CMD ULBs together. This further shows that, 

it was those ULBs with more Own Source Revenue base were 

also the recipient of the major state transfers. 

The 1988-89 data shows that, only in the case of CMD 

ULBs, the revenue-grants has a significant correlation with 

the own source revenue base of the ULBs. For the rest, none 

of the CMD or NON CMD ULBs shows any significant correlation 

with the grants-in-aid and their Own Source Revenue. The 
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picture remains the same for the all the ULBs taken 

together. 

The last correlation coefficient has been done between 

the total revenue receipt of the ULBs (Y4) and the grants

in-aid (revenue, capital and total). 

Indicators Y1 Y2 Y5 

Correlation Coeff value 

CMD ULBs a) .89* .60* .87* 

b) .85* .34 .49* 

NON-CMD ULBs a) .76* .24 .69* 

b) .92 .27 .72 

All ULBs a) .82* .26* .72* 

b) .90* .31* .67* 

a. - 1988-78 value $ = t tailed significant at .01 

b. - 1988-89 value * = t tailed significant at .001 

The analysis shows, that like the own-source revenue 

receipt, there has been a significant relationship between 

the total revenue base of a municipal body, with the grants 

it receiyes. The above picture holds tr_ue for both the CMD, __ 

NON-CMD and the total ULBs for 1977-78 and 1988-89. 

While comparing the values for these two point of time, 

the only deviation marked are -
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i. while the CMD ULBs are showing a significant 

positive correlation between their total revenue 

receipt and the revenue, capital and total grants. 

during 1977-78 period, the relationship holds true 

only for the revenue and total graQts during 1988-

89. 

ii. The capital grants, on the other hand, shows no 

significant relationship with the total revenue 

base of the NON-CMD municipalities in both the 

years. 

This shows, that like the own source revenue base, 

the municipalities with more per capita revenue 

base are the recipient of more per capita revenue 

transfers as well as the total grants-in-aid. 

(though it has no bearing on the capital grants 

transfer). Moreover it shows, that the situation 

remains more or less the same during these two 

points of time without marking any significant 

change with the advent of new government policies 

and modifications. 

Thus, the following generalisation emerges out of 

the above correl~tion coefficient analysis -
-z. :,z;.~ 

1. Population seems to have a positive relationship with 

the total revenue base and the own source revenue if we 
...... ,..'•~~~ 
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consider all the ULBs during 1977-78. When treated 

separately, it is only the CMD ULBs that have a 

significant relationship between their population and 

their own source revenue. 

No significant relationship can be found with the 

population of the ULBs (both CMD, Non CMD and total) 

and their revenue sub-heads during the 1989-90 period. 

2. No significant relationship can be found between the 

population of the ULBs and the grant sub-heads ( ie 

revenue, capital and total grants) during these two 

points of time. The only exception being that of the 

NON-CMD ULBs, which shows a significant negative 

correlation between the. per capita total grants and 

their population during 1988-89. This shows that during 

the recent years, within the NON-CMD ULBs more grants 

are alloted to the municipalities with a smaller 

population base. 

3 . During 1977-78, a significant positive correlation 

exist between the own source revenue base of the ULBs 

(both CMD and NON-CMD) and the per capita grants they 

receives (revenue, capital and total grants). Thus, 

before the left front government era, it was those ULBs 

with more own source revenue base were also the 

recipient of the maximum state transfers. 
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During 1988-89, only the CMD. ULBs seems to have any 

significant relationship with their own source revenue 

base and the transfer of revenue grants. The ·other 

correlation results does not show any significant 

results thus, showing no apparent relationship with the 

own source revenue base of the CMD and NON-CMD ULBs and 

their per capita state transfers (in terms of revenue, 

capital and total grants). 

4. Unlike the own source revenue base, the per capita 

total revenue of the ULBs has maintained its strong 

relationship with the total grants received by them for 

both these two times period. Thus, it. shows that the 

municipalities with more per capita revenue base are 

also the recipient of more per capita state transfers 

(for both the revenue and total grants but excluding 

the capital grants transfer which seems to have no 

significant correlation with the revenue base). In 

other words, this proves the relative dependency of the 

total revenue receipt on the stae transfers in both 

these two points of time. 

In the next chapter, the relationship between the 

nature and process of devolution with the existing level of 

urban development (in terms of infrastructural facilities 

and ~ervices) of ~he ULBs in this state has been analysed. 
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CHAPTER VI 

6.1 LEVELS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT (IN TERMS OF 
INFRASTRUCTURAL FACILITIES AND SERVICES) OF THE ULBS IN 
WEST BENGAL AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE NATURE AND 
PROCESS OF DEVO.LU, TION OF FUNDS AND OTHER CORRELATES 

In the foregoing chapters we have discussed the nature 

and process of devolution of funds {both revenue and capital 

transfers) to the ULBS of West Bengal. The analyses reveals 

some important finding and highlighted the discrepancies 

between the CMD and NON-CMD municipalities regarding the 

process of devolution. The present study, examines that {a) 

whether the devolution process is necessarily interlinked 

with the level of urban development of the ULBS; (b) 

Otherwise, what are the other factors that influence the 

level of urban development. The analysis further tries to 

find out the nature of differences, if any, between the CMD 

and NON-CMD ULBS with respect to the above indicators. The 

analysis.has been done for two time frame i.e. 1977-88 and 

1988-89, to find out the temporal change consequent to the 

changes in the state government. 

To find out the level of urban development of the 
. 

municipal bodies in terms of urban infrastructures and 

services, some selected indicators has been taken to form a 

composite index. As mentioned before,the analysis has been 

done for two years i.e. for 1977-78and 1988-89. The two sets 



of composite Index give us the level of urban development 

for each ULBS for these two years. 

Methodology and Data Base : To compute the composite 

Index for the level of urban development of the different 

ULBS, two sets of indicators are selected for the year 1977-

78 and 1988-89. The selected indicators for each year is 

given below : 

A: Indicators for 1977-78 analysis. 

x1 Number of water connection point (number of tubewell + 

number of piped water supply connection) per 1000 

municipal population. 

x2 Number of latrines (conservancy) per 1000 municipal 

population. 

x3 Length of drainage (sewerage) per sq. km. of municipal 

area. 

x4 Length of pucca road maintained by the municipality per 

sq. km. of municipal area. 

x5 Number of- street l-ight connections serving per sq.- km. 

of municipal area. 

B. Indicators for 1988-89 analysis 
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x1* Number of water connection point (number of tube well + 

number of piped water supply connection) per 1000 

municipal population. 

x2* Number of latrines (conservancy) per 1000 municipal 

population. 

x3* Length of drainage (Sewerage) per sq. km. of the 

municipal area. 

x4* Length of pucca road maintained by the municipalities 

per sq. km of municipal area. 

Data Source : The 1977-78 data of the above indicators are 

taken from the report of the Municipal Finance Commission 

West Bengal ( 1982), the 1988-89 data has been taken 

from the 1991 Handbook of Municipal Administration, 

Government of West Bengal. 

All the indicators have been made scale free by 

dividing them with their respective mean (X). To give them 

their respective weightage, a Modified Principal Component 

Analysis _(P.C._AA_) has bee_n __ worked out fo_r both the set_ of 

indicators. The first set of the eigen vectors of the P.C.A. 

has been treated as the respective weightages for the 

indicators and after adding those weighted values of each 
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indicators, we get the factor scores or the composite 

Indices. Here we have taken only the first principal 

component and those values gives us the level of 

urban ( infrastructural} development of the respective 

municipal bodies. 

Due to non availability qf all the required data for 

each municipality, a number of ULBS has to be ommitted from 

the final analysis. For the 1977-78 analysis altogether 93 

ULBS have been taken into account of which 34 are ULBS 

within CMD and the rest are NON-CMD bodies. But, for the 

1988-89 analysis, more observation were dropped for non 

availabilty of data. Of 76 ULBS included in the analysis 26 

are within CMD and the rest 50 are outside it. The 

correlation coefficient have been computed taking the local 

bodies within CMD and those outside it separately. Also 

aggregative correlation taking all the observations together 

have also been worked out. Thus we have three different sets 

of correlation that provides insights into the variation in 

the interdependency in different regions of West Bengal. 

Using the values of the composite indices for the year 

1977-78- and 1988-89 the ULBs -have- been.. p-laced in. four 

categories as indicated below 
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Composite Index 

> 4.00 

3.00 4.00 

2.00 2.99 

1.00 1. 99 

<1. 00 

Value Level of Urban 

(infrastructural) Development 

Standard level of 
infrastructural development 

Above average 

Average 

Below Average 

Very poor, allmost neligible 
infrastructural facilities 

The 1977-78 analysis (Table 61. andA~5) shows that the 

values of composite indices (Y 10 ) ranges from 0.15 to 6.67. 

Out of 93 total ULBS, almost 30 per cent of the average and 

above average ULBS (ie c.r. value >2.00} falls within the 

CMD area. Another 21 per cent of this category falls within 

the NON-CMD area. While only 7 per cent of the below average 

categories constitutes of CMD ULBS, allmost 42 per cent of 

the NON-CMD ULBS have either poor or below average levels of 

urban development. This shows that a major portion of the 

CMD ULBS are having either average or above average levels 

of urban development than their NON CMD counterpart. 

An intra-CMD analysis shows that almost 82 per cent of 

the CMD ULBS are having average or above average level of 

urban development. The rest 18 per cent falls within the 

below average category. 
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On the other hand, within the NON-CMD ara, only 33 per 

cent of the ULBS are having average and above average value 

of urban development. While, almost 66 per cent of the ULBS 

are below the average level. The analysis further shows 

that, while none of the CMD ULBS are having a very poor 

level of urban development (ie C.I. value< 1.00), almost 31 

per cent of the NON-CMD ULBS falls under this category. 

Thus, out of the total 93 ULBS in 1977-78, almost 50 

per cent of them are having average and above average level 

of urban development. While, the rest 50 per cent are below 

the average level. 

The 1988-89 analysis (Table 6.~ and~·') shows that the 

values of composite indices (Y 1o*) ranges from .09 to 7.68, 

showing a high degree of variability in the levels of urban 

development among the ULBS. Out of 76 total ULBS, almost 26 

per cent of the ULBS having average and above average value 

falls within the CMD area and only 18 per cent of them falls 

under NON-CMD jurisdiction. On the contrary, only 8 per cent 

of the CMD ULBS are having the status of below average level 

of urban infrstructural development, while almost 4 7 per 

cent of the NON-CMD ULBS falls within the above category. 

An intra - CMD analysis shows that almost 77 per cent 

of the CMD municipalities are having either average or above 
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average level of urban development. The rest are having 

their development indices below the average level. 

Similar intra NON-CMD analysis shows that only 25 per 

cent of the NON-CMD ULBS are within or above the average 

value. While 72 per cent of them are below the average level 

of urban development. 

The analysis also shows that none of the CMD ULBS are 

having the poorest level of urban development, while, almost 

28 per cent of the NON-CMD municipalities falls within the 

above category. 

Finally, out of the total 76 ULBS in 88-89, almost 45 

per cent of them displays an average or above average level 

of urban development. The rest 55 per cent of the municipal 

bodies are below this average level. 

Though a comparative analysis between this two points 

of time cannot be worked out because of the non

comparability of the data, however, some broad observations 

can be point out. The intra-CMD, and NON-CMD analyses shows 

that during 1977-78, almost 20 per cent of the CMD ULBS and 

5 per · cent -of . the -NON-CMD ULBS have ~ 4. 0 plus value. of 

composite indices i.e., with an above average level of 

infrastructural development. But, the same figure 2 3 per 

cent and 4 per cent for the CMD and NON-CMD ULBS 
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respectively during 1988-89. This shows that though the CMD 

ULBs have maintains their standard regarding the 
-

infrastructural development, the already poor condition of 

the NON-CMD ULBs have deteriorated further. 

In the next section, a correlation exersise has been 

undertaken · with some selective indicators (including the 

grants and other subheads of revenue and capital accounts) 

with that of the level of urban development of the ULBS. The 

analysis has been carried out for both the CMD and NON-CMD 

municipal bodies, for the year 1977-78 and 1988-89. 

The different indicators used in the analysis for the 

year 1977-78 are given below: 

y1 Per capita tax receipts 

y2 Per capita non-tax receipts 

y3 Per capita own source revenue receipts (tax + non-tax) 

y4 Per capita state revenue transfer (including D.A.) 

y5 Per capita revenue grants (M. V. T. + E. Tax etc. 

excluding D.A.). 

y6 Per capita total revenue receipts (own source revenue + 

state revenue transfer) 

y7 Per capita capital grants/Plan grants. 
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y8 Per capita total grants (Revenue+Capital grants) 

y9 Per capita revenue expenditure. 

y10 The Development Indices of the ULBS. 

These indicators hve been constructed also for the year 

1988-89 that may be denoted as y1*, y2*, y3* .... y10*.(T~~-~~ 
'TcM..W65&.~) 

Due to non avail~bilty of data, for 1977-78 analysis 93 

ULBS has been taken into account of which 34 are CMD ULBS 

and 59 are non CMD ULBS. For the 1988-89 analysis altogether 

76 ULBS has been taken into account of which 26 are CMD ULBS 

and the rest are non-CMD ones. 

The correlation coefficients of the development indices 

(Y10 and y10*) with the other indicators for the CMD and the 

NON-CMD ULBS for the year 1977-78 and 1988-89 are given 

below: 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------
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The above analysis shows, that, in 1977-78, no 

significant relationship existed betweenthe development 

indices of the ULBS with any of them indicators of receipts 

• and expenditures within CMD. 

In case of the NON-CMD municipalities, the development 

insdices shows some significant positive correlation with 

the per capita tax receipts and the per capita own source 

revenue receipts. This implies that those NON-CMD 

municipalities having own-source revenue or (of which the 

tax is a major component) are also more developed interms of 

infrastructural facilities. 

Interestingly enough no significant correlation can be 

found between the development indices and the grants and 

total revenue receipt and expenditure pattern in the CMD and 

the NON-CMD ULBS. But if we consider all the ULBS together, 

we get different results. It is observed that the 

development indices of the ULB are strongly correlated with 

the per capita tax receipts and the per capita own-source 

revenue receipt. Moreover, it shows a significant positive 

correlation with the per capita revenue grants and per 

capita total revenue receipts.~ 

No significant relationship exist between the 

development indices and the per capita capital grants as 

well as the per capita total grants or the revenue 
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expenditure pattern of the ULBS. Thus, during this period, 

apart from the revenue grants, transfer none of the other 

indicators have any impact on the infrastructural 

development of the municipal bodies in term of their 

infrastructural development. 

The scenario remains almost similar in 1988-89 period 

with someimportant deviations as discussed below. 

Unlike the 1977-78 period, the CMD ULBS does show a 

significant positive correlation between their percapita 

revenue grants receipt and the level of urban 

infrastructural development. But again, no significant 

relationship is observed between the development indices and 

the other receipt/expenditure indicators. 

The NON-CMD ULBs, on the other hand shows no 

relationship between their development indices with that of 

any of the indicators. 

Interestingly again, like that of the 1977-78 analysis, 

if we consider all the ULBS together, a number of 

significant positive correlations emerge. Here, we can find, 

both the per capita own-source revenue receiipt (with its 

components tax and non tax receipts) and the per capita 

total transfer (with its revenue and capital grant 

co_mponents) are strongly reJated with the infrastructural 
.·, 
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development or urban development of the municipal 

bodies.This shows that, in comparison to the earlier period 

i.e. 1977-78, the pattern of urban development of the ULBS 

as a whole shows a significant dependence and relationship 

with the nature and process of devaluation of the state 

funds. It is further correlated with the nature of own 

source revenue base of the ULBS., The spatial 

differentiation among the CMD and the NON-CMD ULBS has also 

emerges out of these foregoing analyses both in terms of 

their level of urban (infrastructural) development, as well 

as in terms of their revenue receipts/expenditure. 

In all the above analyses, when we considered all the 

ULBs together, we find that the correlation coeficient 

improves considerably and several of them turns out to be 

positive and significant. This is evidently because of the 

gap between the ULBs located within the CMA and outside it, 

both interms of their level of development as well as in 

terms of their words, it is basically the CMD ULBs with a 

higher level of development and proportionately higher 

revenue receipts/expenditure, tends to effect the aggregate 

_ c_qr:;r::~laJ:;io_n ___ coe_ff ic.ient between the- ind-icators cons-iderably 

and thus, imporves them significantly. 

In the light of the foregoing analyses, it is possible 

to make the following generalisation :-
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1 A large portion.of the ULBS within CMD have average and 

above average values of development. On the contrary a 

large section of the NON-CMD ULBs are either having a 

below average development or poor level of 

infra structural development. In other word we can 

conclude that the within CMD ULBS are much better off 

than their NON-CMD counterparts in terms of urban 

infrastructural development. 

2. Over time, CMD ULBs have maintained their standard and 

level of infrastructural development. Whereas, the 

already poor state of the NON-CMD ULBs have 

deteriorated further. 

3 The correlation coefficient results shows that urban 

development of the ULBS are strongly interrelated with 

the own source revenue base of the municipalities. It 

is significantly related with the revenue grants 

transfer from the state. 

4 In 1977-78, the urban development indices shows 

significant correlation with the own source revenue 

receipt (mainly the tax base), state revenue grants and 

the total revenue receipt of the ULBS. But, it shows no 

correlation with the pattern of capital and total 
' 

grants trans fer to the ULBS. It also shows no 

relationship with the revenue expenditure pattern of 
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the concerned municipalities. On the otherhand, in 

1988-89 urban development indices shows a significant 

relationship with the above indicators. It also shows a 

strong positive correlation with the pattern of 

devolution of capital and total grants. Thus, the 

present nature of urban development clearly shows a 

close relationship with the devolution pattern of the 

revenue, capital and total grants-in-aid to the 

municipalities which, was not revealed in the earlier 

period. But here also no sharp differences emerges out 

between the CMD and NON-CMD ULBS regarding the above 

relationship when considered separately. 

5 It can be further concluded that, the develoment of the 

ULBS in 1977-78 was influenced more by their Own Source 

Revenue than the state government grants. In 1988-89, 

however, the ULBS are not only dependent on their own 

revenues but also on the transfer from the state. 

6 Moreover, it can be seen that, pattern of devolution 

and increase in the per capita grants did not 

necessarily influence the level of urban d~velopment at 

the sofue tune. Otherwise the over all urban develoment 

of the ULBS would have shown an healthy trend. In 

contrast it shows a deteriorating picture over these 

years as appeared by the 1977-78 and 1988-89 analysis. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

Inspite of certain limitation regarding availability 

and comparability of data, it has been possible to come up 

with some important findings in the present study. In the 

light of the foregoing study, the following observations and 

generalizations can be made which are of considerable 

importance in understanding the nature and level of 

urbanisation vis-a-vis the process of municipalisation in 

the State of West Bengal, and to find out the spatio-

temporal pattern of devolution of funds to the urban local 

bodies in the state. This study also highlights some 

interesting finding regarding the impact of the nature of 

devolution on the urban infrastructural development of the 

ULBs, both spatially and temporally. 

7.1 The criteria of municipalisation in this state has 

marked some important changes since it was first laid 

down in the 1884 Bengal Act. A number of important 

changes has been incorporated later on, to make it more 

stringent. The latest modification (Bengal Municipal 

Act -1980) raised the population and density criteria 

from 5000 and 1000 persons per sq.mile to a minimum of 

10,000 arid 2000 persons per sq. mile respectively. It 
- - . ·"" . 

has also incorporated a new income criteria of 
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ascertain their sustainability the 1980 amendment has 

further rested the sole power of constitution of any 

local body and its dernancation or modification, on the 

State Government. Thus, for the establishment of any 

local body, the district officials determines the 

various socio-economic and demographic potential as 

well as its political consciousness and affiliation) of 

the concerned towns. After comparing them with the 

existing norms etc., they are then recommended for 

considering to the ministry for the establishment of a 

local body in that town. 

7.2 The rnunicipalisation process since 1947 shows that only 

thirty percent of the total towns in West Bengal has 

been rnunicipalised so far. Out of the rest all most 

fifty two percent of the towns eligible for 

rnunicipalisation (considering that all town with 

population grater than 10,000 persons and density 

grater than 2000 persons per. sq. mile) are eligible 

for rnunicipalisation are yet to get any civic status. 

(Though the present government with its new urban 

dev~loprnent strategies took some intiatives and a 

number of new municipalities carne up during 1978-89 

period, but as mentioned above, the new policies did 

not improve the scenario significantly]. 
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An analysis of the existing municipal bodies of this 

state in terms of three stipulated norms of 

municipalisation reveals an inherent weakness of a 

number of urban authorities who have failed to satisfy 

one or more of the three stipulated criteria. A larger 

number of them also show doubtfulness in their 

financial viability with a very meager revenue base. 

In the context of 

dimensions affecting 

the changing socio-economic 

both the demographic and 

occupational structure of every sector; rural, urban 

and peri-urban, it is expected that the state should 

provide some minimum basic services to these growing 

nodes. Thus the exigency of a modified criteria of 

municipalisation with a more logical and optimal 

framework with a vision for the future is warranted. 

7. 3 The level of urbanisation in this state has shown a 

decline since 1981 census, the process has since been 

marked by stagnation and decay. The hierarchy of the 

density pattern in this state follows the same as that 

of the size-class classification of towns ie, highest 

density in the class I towns, which decrease as one 

moves from upper to the lower classes of towns. This 

has lead to a skewed concentration of urban population 

to some selected upper classes of towns in this state. 
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The pattern of growth of the urban centres of this 

state resemble the national trend excepting class II 

and V category of towns, where the towns of this state 

are decreasing and increasing respective in contrary to 

the national scenario. The decadal growth rates of the 

towns also represents the same contrasting picture. 

7. 4 The urban municipal population also shows the same 

uneven distribution. Calcutta Metropolitan District 

(CMD) accounts for almost sixty four percent of the 

urban 'municipal' population with only thirty seven 

percent of the total municipal area of the state. 

However, Calcutta Metropolitan City shows a near 

stagnation growth in the last decade. The other urban 

local bodies in the state, though represents a 

relatively higher growth rate of population than 

Calcutta but cumulatively, the municipal urban 

population of this state is also showing a decline or 

stagnency in its growth. The non-municipa 1 urban 

population however, is growing at a much faster rate. 

This further -highlights that the 'pull f-actor'- of. .. the 

municipal towns of this state as in the not that active 

as the case of the other states. 
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7. 5 As far as the individual municipalities are concerned 

a gross inter - municipal disparity in their population 

growth can be noted. The decennial population growth 

rates widely from - less than ten per to more than 

sixty per cent. The latest census shows that a number 

of ULBs, in each size -class category has experienced a 

phenomenal growth. 

Apart from the economic factor which perhaps influenced 

the high rate of growth of some urban-industrial towns, 

other possible factors can be either the addition of 

new areas within the old municipal boundary or being 

located and influenced by a neighbouring industrial 

hub. However, the reason for fast growth rate of 

population for a number of other towns is obscure and 

cannot be explained by the above mentioned factors.) 

7.6 The nature of municipal revenue receipts shows that the 

resources of the ULBs have not grown commensurately 

with their responsibilities and they have to face a big 

budgetary deficiet every year. The proportional share 

to external revenue or state transfers/grants show that 

the -uLBs- of this state -·are getting more and more-

d,ependent on the state every year to meet this deficit. 
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7. 7 The process of devolution of the state funds to the 

ULBs shows that till 1977, the grants were given more 

as an emergency financial help to solve the bottleneck 

problem of the ULBs, than as a regular scheme of 

development. Most of the ULBs are arbitarily (or 

selectively ?) selected and were sanctioned a so 

called 'development grant' in a purely ad-hoc basis. 

There were no fixed pattern or policy and the quantum 

-of grants devaluated to ULBs were highly arbitrary and 

lacked any kind of rationality. The grants that a 

local body received was not related to its population, 

its need or its tax effort. It was also unlikely that 

the size-classes of towns plays any significant role in 

determining the quantum of grants. In the devolution 

process, no special attempt was made to assist the 

power local bodies, in contrast, it can be observed 

that the 'better off' municipalities were also the 

recipient of larger per-capita grants. 

After 19 7 7, with the change of Government, some 

important changes can be noticed. The present 

government along with the a new urban development 

strategy constitute a Municipal Finance Commission 
.· ... 

during·· 1979-80 to review the financial states of the 

ULBs in this state and to examine the optimal level of 
.""':; 

resource transfer to make than viable. 
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The Commission was followed by launching the of present 

Revised Grants Strategy (RGS) of the state. The R.G.S. 

put more emphasis on the nature of the Own Source 

Revenue (mainly taxes) base of the ULBs and has a 

provision of rewarding those ULBs who will be able to 

reach their minimum performance target and put penalty 

against the defaulting ones. It has further scrapped 

the concept of development grants which was earlier 

earmarked for the ULBs for specific developmental 

purpose. 

7.8 From the temporal analysis of the nature of devolution 

of funds to the ULBs for the last fifteen years, it is 

possible to make the following generalization. 

1) The per capita Revenue grants transfer shows a 

clear bias in the devolution pattern towards the 

CMD municipalities. The ratio between the 

percapi ta transfer between the CMD and NON-CMD 

ULBs during the period of reference further shows 

that the discrepancies between them has aggravated 

further during the recent years. When treated 

separately, all the different sub heads of the 

revenue grants transfer ie. assignment from entry 

tax, motor vechicle tax, D.A subvention grant etc. 
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shows the similar bias towards the CMD ULBs The 

only exception of this is the newly introduced -

'assignment form entertainment tax' which shows a 

true decentralised and rational allocation. 

2) Another expect ion to the above trend is the 

pattern of devolution of the capital grants which 

is more favourable towards the NON-CMD ULBs. 

Though the capital grants constitutes only 10 to 

20 per cent of the total ~ransfers in the case of 

CMD municipalities, it seems to be a major 

contributing factor to the total grants received 

by the NON-CMD municipalities. But this has been 

the case only after 1985-86. 

However, on the whole, 

before, ~te the major 

transfers. The growth 

the CMD ULBs as mentioned 

recipient of the State 

indices of the transfer 

further reveals that after1977-78 the growth of 

the state transfers to the CMD municipalities has 

been much more than their NON-CMD counterparts. 

The whole devolution process thus reflect the 

effect of the discriminatory grants- in-aid policy 

of the present government favouring the 'better 

off' CMD municipalities. 
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3) The size class-wise pattern of devolution reflects 

back more or less the same picture with 

dispropertionality high allocation being given to 

the Calcutta Municipal Corporation. 

The devolution of grants-in-aid before 1977-78 

shows a skewed distribution of both the revenue 

and capital grants towards the class I Municipal 

towns· while a negligible amount was given to the 

lower category of municipal towns. 

Though the situation remains almost similar in the 

case of revenue/non plan transfer, the devolution 

pattern of capital/ plan grants shows a different 

picture. During the last decade, more plan 

allocation has been given to the class IV and V 

category of municipal towns. The overall present 

picture shows that it is basically the class IV 

and class I category of municipal towns who are 

getting the maximum percapita state transfers. 

4) An interesting picture has been revealed by the 

co-efficient of variation result between these 

size class categories of municipal towns during 

these years (ie 1974-75 to 1988-89) 

The analysis shows that in case of information in 

case of non planjrevenue grants more discrepencies 
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exist between the size-classes of the municipal 

towns during the recent years ( ie 1989-90} that 

that which existed during the regime of earlier 

government (ie, before 1977-78) However, in the 

case of capital/plan grants and total 

(plan+nonplan) grants, the highest variation was 

in 1975-75. The situation improves significantly 

just after the change in the State government (ie 

during 1980-81} but over time the coefficient 

values has again increased highlighting the fact 

that the initial balance among the size-classes of 

the ULBs has been distorted and later policy 

modification has further increased the inequality 

among the different size classes of the municipal 

bodies. 

7. 9 The correlation coefficient analysis between the 

different sub-heads of municipal earning (including 

grants etc.) and their population reveals the following 

observation: 

1) Before 1977-78, only the CMD ULBs had a 

significant relationship with their populations 

and the1r Own source Revenue which is not observed 

during the recent years. 
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Apart from this, no significant relation can be 

observed with the population of the ULBs and 

their earning including grants during 1977-78 

period. However, the 1988-89 analyise reveals that 

a significant negative correlation exist between 

the NON-CMD municipalities and their population 

base Thus if follows our earlier conclusion that 

during the recent years a major portion of the 

grants are given to the lower size-class of 

municipal towns which again, constitute the major 

portion of the NON-CMD ULBs 

2) During 1977-78, a significant positive 

correlation exist between the own source revenue 

base of the ULBs (both CMD and NON-CMD) and the 

per capita grants they receives {revenue, capital 

and total grants) . Thus, before the left front 

government era, it was those ULBs with more own 

source revenue base were also the recipient of the 

maximum state transfers. 

During 1988-89, only the CMD ULBs seems to have 

any significant relationship .with their own source 

revenue base and the transfer of revenue grants. 

The other correlation re~;ul ts does not show any 

significant resu 1 ts thus, showing no apparent 
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relationship with the own source revenue base of 

the CMD and NON-CMD ULBs and their per capita 

state transfers (in terms of revenue, capital and 

total grants). 

3) Unlike the own source revenue base, the per capita 

total revenue of the ULBs has maintained its 

strong relationship with the total grants received 

by them for both these two times period. Thus, it 

shows that the municipalities with more per capita 

revenue base are also the recipient of more per 

capita state transfers (for both the revenue and 

total grants but excluding the capital grants 

transfer which seems to have no significant 

correlation with the revenue base). In other 

words, this proves the relative dependency of the 

total revenue receipt on the stae transfers in 

both these two points of time. 

7.10 The levels of urban development (in terms of 

infrastructural facilities and service) of the ULbs in 

the state and their relationship with the nature and 

process of devolution of funds and other correlates 

reveals the .following poJnts. 

1) The CMD ULBs are much 'better off' in terms of 
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their level of urban (infrastructural) 

development, than their NON-CMD counterparts. 

2) Overtime CMD ULBs have maintained their standard 

and level of infrastructural development whereras, 
'---/ 

the already poor state of the NON-CMD have 

deteriorated further. 

3) It can be observed that development of the ULBs in 

1977-78 his influenced more by their Own Source 

Revenue than the State Government grants In 1988-

89 however the ULBs are not only dependent on 

their own revenue but also on the transfer from 

the state. 

7.11 Thus, it can be observed form the foregoing 

discussion that grants are coming up as an important 

contributing factor for determining the total revenue 

base of the ULBs which in turns determines the level of 

their infrastructural development. The grants are 

further seen to be tied up with the nature of their 

revenue base. In other words, ULBs with more _Own source 

revenue, are also the recipient of more Grants-in-aid. 

Since it is the CMD Municipalities which are much 

'better-off' in terms of their own Source Revenue 
·;. ((; 

base, . ar~ also getting the maximum state transfers and 
., 

t'h~;.;-~~ ·'ab 1 e 
-·"'· 'i't. · .. -

to maintain their level of 

infra structural development. On the contrary the 
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poorer NON-CMD ULBs. with less revenue potential are 

only able to get transfers which are not adequate to 

maintain their already poor infrastructual level and it 

leads to their further deterioration. 

Ironically, the pres.ent government Revised Grants 

Strategy (RGS) with its inbuilt provision of rewarding 

the ULBs who could achieve their minimum performance 

target and punishing the defaulting ones is indirectly 

helping those 'better off' municipalities with more 

elastic revenue base. In contrast, the poorer urban 

local bodies with their limited capacities to generate 

their own resources are also the ones to get the 

minimal grants. This anomaly puts these bodies in a 

vicious circle, a breakthrough from which is almost 

difficult if not impossible. This also implies a 

widening gap between CMD and NON-CMD ULBs over a period 

of time questioning the concept of distributive 

(spatial) justice. 
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2 6. J5 

17 •• 5 

26 .13 

24.5° 

2 7. ~ ~ 
(26.30) 

1 J 

7 

4 

1 7 

I 5 

" 
~ 

2 

1 2 

I 6 

11 

1 3 

33. 39 

46."29 

2~.70 

34.58 

:33.47 

:5.19 

' •• :.4 
~2.33 

1 •• 57 

41. 79 

37.59 

47. o!i 

24. ~2 

34.)9 

3~. 79 

25.72 

23.J!i 

32. 3 <l 
(32. :)9) 

9 

2 

12 

8 

1;) 

14 

3 

11 

17 

5 

1 5 

7 

6 

13 

16 

44.88 

N.A. 

t,9. 39 

3 6. 69 

44.43 

21.07 

35.42 

44.69 

26.34 

44.51 

38.12 

53.70 

37.96 

46.91 

26.52 

H.36 

2 3. 0!! 

37.49 
(41.30) 

4 

z 
11 

7 

1!i 

8 

6 

1 4 

5 

9 

1:J 

3 

13 

12 

1 5 

42.54 

38.53 

30.39 

33.5::1 

~3.)7 

36.46 

~5 .. 94 

2 9. J)l 

bO.!!~ 

44.~5 

3 B. 65 

36. J8 

29.11 

39.Z4 

1Q.28 

3S. 97 

28.70 

36.B 

5 

8 

16 

12 

' 10 

z 
14 

1 

3 

9 

11 

13 

6 

17 

7 

15 

N;,te : + The 1951 Cens;us :ouli not be hel:l in Assa111. The ~ec•nnial growth rate for 1051-01 has b•e 

co ao~ted ont "" b3sis of the total i. ~r!la'l pooul,tion f3r 1981 obtained by inter-o::.lation. 

• The 19~l Censu~ lla:> 10t neli i1 J i. (. f'le 9~oo:t~ rate has been obtain"d fro• p3palation 

projrctino by standi,!l C3~r.itea of ~•oerts 01 P3Jalation Oct B89 ). 

1. This Qroath •ates arr all ii~JUited ecceot for 1~51 - 91. 

The 3ase yea• P33ulation ~as ~""" ke;)t :onstant ahe~e as the total o3oulatio1 f:Jr- the 

terainal yea~ ha> be•n a:ljustej for the acco4nt 3f addition /substitution of pooulat1on 

due to addition 3f nJ5 towns e~d de:lassificati:J1. 

for fuUur drtai.\~,:,. ~aa,.sh 'hl-a1 an~ P;;"t in '14orpnol?ilY of urbanisation in tndia', 

soae r-es~lts of 1951 ce.,iUi 1.n :•w, )ept. 1~, 1~32 a1d also K:un~a. a. il'l 

•rneJriei Jf CLty )ice Jlstrlbuti<ln ~ l'1dian ur::~an Structure•, a r .. a,or-isal. 

in :>w, July 3J, 1~es. 

:ens~s of I n:Ha Se•its ! <1 031) )c:ca:>io.,al Oaper I :Jf 1986 4ppe.,dix Table 'I • 4, p 350 S 

:•ns~s of Injia, Sari•s (19~1), ~a~•r rr. 
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TABL.E : 3.2.rt. 

I 

MAJJR STATEi OF IND:A ARRENi~D IN 02SCENOIN~ O~JER OF TrlEIR 

SH~RE lN I~OIA'S 1191 UR5~~ P~PULATIO~. 

----------------------------------------------------------------Stabs 

1 9 ~, 1 1 s 1 

1 MAI-i~RASTRA 1 4.01t 13.79 1 

2 u. p •. 1 2. 73 12. r. e 2 

3 TAMILNA)U 8.76 10.JO 3 

4 W. B.: 8. 57 9.)5 4 

5 A • p •; S.02 7. 53 5 

6 M. o •. 7.07 6.S4 8 

7 GUJ4RAT 6. 52 6.~5 7 

s ~AR~AJ4(A ~.33 0. 73 6 

9 !3I~~R 5.24 S.if7 9 

1 0 RAJ~ST~HN 4.62 4. 52 1 0 

11 KciUlA 3.54 2.1Q 11 

1 2 PUNJA5 2.7o 2. ~ 1 12 

1 3 ORISSA 1. 95 1. ~5 1 3 

14 '"!ARt ANA 1.86 1 • 77 1 4 

INJ[A 1J~.oo 100.)J 

----------------------------------------------------------------
SJU~CE : Statem~nt ~, p~. 15 Jf Census Jf I,dia 1911, Series r, 

Pa;>er II. 



TA3L: 3.3 

G~)wTH )F U~3AN UKSAN P)PJL4TIO~ I~ WEST a=NSAL 

IN R:LATION TO C~U~T~Y (1951 TO 199t) 

Cc~SUS rEAR STi.Tc 

TDTAL ?')P. 

1 ~; 1 25~919:30 

1 ~51 34126279 

1 ~ 71 44312811 

1 f 3 1 545S..J6tt7 

11 :f 1 :~7f82732 

1151 351053)9:; 
I 

1 ~51 43n34771 

11 71 54315Q5S2 

11 s 1 63)134592 

1 1 y 1 E4+324222 

T:>tal 

62815+2 

854f3+2 

1:J~67J33 

1444S7Z1 

1S:J22JI4 

624437)0 

739355)3 

10Q113J77 

15972735? 

217177r:-?s 

J~3AN P J P. 

De:ad.:3l X of 
Var-iati:>n 

24.59 

23.)6 

2 3. J: 

2.:.. :f 0 

27.~S 

32.~9 

37.C.0 

3 0. 1 Q 

level of 
u~)z. 

23.08 

24.45 

24.o75 

2!).47 

27.39 

1 ~. 0 '3 

17.9? 

11.91 

2 3. 34 

25.72 

SJU;(CE : In:or;JJrated from ta.:>b 3.1 :;, 3.;: ?rovi.sional Totals, 

Series I ,?a~er rr, Ce1SUS of InJi3 1911. 

Nota ; )ecajal ~ of var-tation ( i.e. ;rJtn rate ) is adJusted 

for 1951-61,10~1-71 anj l971-81.fhe level of urb~nisation 

is ajjusteJ :>nly for 1151, d~e t:> defin:tio,al c~?n~e. 



TlBLE 3.4 A 

DENSITY JF t;R3AN POPU~ATION FJR T;E "'UOR STITES OF aOil - 1971 & 1981. 

sure JESITf OF UR3AN POP. 

1971 

OESITf OF URBAN POP. 

1981 
-----------------~--Person/SQka. iank P1rso~/S~k•. Rank 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------~--
w.e. 5624 7H7 2 

PUNJAa 4648 2 5!138 5 

u.P. 4355 3 5366 3 

HolRfANl J9Z4 ' H35 8 

A.P. 3359 5 5762 4 

ASSl"' 290!! 6 N. A. 

K:Rlll 2583 7 3137 10 

MA 'ilRl STRA 2554 s 7729 

M.P. 2376 ~ 331f 9 

Tl"'ILNOU 2115 1 J 4193 6 

BI -HR 2031 1 1 4147 7 

GJJH&T 1625 1 2 ~.A. 

OIUSS& 111 3 13 2 4!1 0 12 

R&JlST~AN 215 14 2~53 11 

' ------------------------------------------------------------------------------
N.A. Jata Not ~vailable. 

Jhila •o·kin~ out t~e ;e,5itf t~~ :J~par•ble data have been taken into 

SJ~~CE : :ensus of India Series I, In~ia P3r~ II - A (iii) Standard Urban Area. 

Tl!!LE 3.48 

DENSITY OF URaA~ POPULATIJ~ Br iiZ~·CLASS :ATAGJRf 

OF TOJS5/~~3AN AG~LO~ERATIJ~ - INJ:I 1'51. 

-------------------------------·-------------------
C4HGOR{ OF 

TOW~S/Uil!!U 

I'IJ. o= 
TOii~S 

-------------------------------·-------------------
I 2~ 1103 

II 4J 529J 

III 52 271 2 

I~ oz ? 57~ 

v 63 2221 

VI ~.] -.-- 1155 

' 
SJU~CE :·:ensds ~f India l~~l I.r1~1 i3o •eit !2n;3l 

Part x-·4. 

''( ' _L ·o 



CLASS J.&.l 

I 76 

II 91 

III 327 

IW 6]3 

v 11 z 4 

VI 5~~ 

TOTAL zns 

UBLE 3.5,_ 

PR~;RESS I~ THE NJ~~ER ~F URSA~ lGGLOM=~ATI~NSITOWNS lNO T~E DISTRIBUTION 

ANJ G~)WTH OF JR3A~ P~PULATIO~ BY SIZE CLlSS IN IN~IA - f951-,1. 

Ill S!ZC: IJ. A • f Ill SIZC J. A. I Ir; SIZE IJ.A./ IN SIZE 'CJ.l.l 

4'.63 1J2 51.~2 14~ 57.24 216 50. 4.2 296 

9.9~ 12g 11. 23 173 10. H 270 11.63 341 

15.72 437 16. ~4 55S 16. 01 738 14.33 927 

13.~3 719 12.77 8 27 10.H 1 053 9.54 1135 

12.97 71 1 b.H 623 4.r.s 739 3. 58 72) 

3.0~ 172 o. 77 147 C.H 229 0.50 1S5 

1)C.OJ .. 270 100.00 24B 1JO.OJ 3245 1 O:J. 00 360g 
(ALL cLass=s> 

IN Silt: 

65.20 

10.9 5 

13.19 

7.77 

2.60 

c. 2 9 

100.00 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 
N~ta : ~x:lud~~~ Jaa•u ~ ~ash•i·· ~ ls~aa. 

SJURCE : StLia~14 & 17 ~f Canius )f I~dia (19~1}, Sa~ies I, Paper II. 

o=:AJl. ~'JWT~ RATC:S {AJJUSTEJ) UK9AN Pj?JLATIO~ OF I~Jll ~y SIZ~ CLASS 

(FR)H 051-~1 T) 1951-~1> 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------c:N:>U) OE:AJ!:i 

srz: 1951·61 
CL.A:>S 

1161-71 1971-81 I <I 31 ·91 

----~------------------------------------------------------------------------
I 33.25 ss.h 42.7 CH.n> ()3. 51} (53.35) (4~.87) 

II 2l.48 31. g 5 4J.3 
(41.~8) 04.0~) {55.73> (25.14) 

III 2 4. Z3 3C.31 3e.1 
(35. :>2) no. H> (3).55) C25.3:J) 

Iv 21. 72 ,Q r 3 ~-.: (17.~0) < r t~: h {2 .8:)) (1::1.72) 

v 18. 26 30.1Y 4). 6 
(·33. 33) <10.7)) <17.82) <-1.27) 

vr 2 5. 32 52.6 5 B.6 
<-o!!.71l (·2J.71) (65. 73) (-21. 70) 

ALL CLl :>S 2:.. 3:> 32.51 '1. 3 
T)UL (25.35) (57.Qt) (4~.23) (3~.J9) 

------------------------------------~----------------------------------------
NJT:: 1. 1~S1-~1 ~~Owl~ ~ATE Ii IJ~AOJJ;T;~ 

2. FIGU~:S I~ S~AC~oT AR: UNlCJUiT~J JATA 

~JU~CE: =JR 1~51-~1 ~ 61·71 lUNJJ A•rTA3~ • :TH!J~I~S o= CITY SIZ~ 
)lSp~SJTION ~ Il'iJH"i t,~St.l\ SHU:Tu~i:-A KEA-~?IIA:SAL" 
IS cP~ JULY 3J 19ti3. TABL: 2. 

EJ~ 1111-31 Tt.5L: J, PA~:.ts3t. ~l~=s~ ~J~AN ~ oANT:· 
~O~?iC~O~Y o= JR3A~IiAT1~~ I' ;\;:A-SCM! R2S~lTS FRO~ 

1 ~51 :E .. SJS". 
r~ t:P< SEPT ts, 1<~52. 

~QP.1~S1-~1 ~.riT~ER U~AJ~~ST~~ JATA: :)TATEMoNT 1~, 
-:N~IJ) OF INJ.A,(19~11 S=,IcS !, ?AP:~ II. 



-------------------------------------------------------------------------------. : 

:.:'4SLJS TOTA_I NO. POPJL~TI.ON SII:-CLASS WISE )IST~I3UT!ON 
rE~R Of T )'..JN S ------------------------------------------------------CLASS I. CLASS I! ~L.:.Ss Ill CLASS IV CLASSV CLASS VI 

1 ~ j 1 12Q (7.3) 7 en 1 :. ( 5 ) ;..? (16} 41 c 2:n lo (17) 11(10) 

1 ~.) 1 1 8 4 (1.)2) 1 2 ( t. ) :; ( 1 j) ~'} ( 29) 45 (~f) 47 ( 2 6) 1 2 (4) 

1 ~ 71 22.5 ( 11 2 ) 1 5 ( j ) 31 ( 1 :> ) :.o (3 2) 6) ( 3 2) S9 (25> 9 ( 2) 

~ -
_ _:; l 9 :31 ~91 (15')) (.4 ( 1 2 ) 4 J ( 2 1 ) '") 

)~ ( 5 c; ) 92 ( 3 j) 63 (20) 2J (7) 

")? 
1 f J 1 382 (1:>0) :.2 ( 2 3, 3) (, ) ) ~5 ( ~ 6) q-

. ) ( 3 3) 1 27 ( 34) 1 D ( 6) 

N:)fE . Fl~JRcS IN 3RAC.<.ET GIVEi THe I'IIJ"'Rc~S IN TC.~MS JF U A IT 0 lOINS . 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------



U~S~N PO?UL~TlON 3Y SIZ~-CL,SS JF U.~.l TOW~S !~ ~~ST !E~GAL : 1971 TO 1991 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIZE NU 1HE,( JF ~· Of POP. IN eACH srr=-cc-Ass JECADAL GROWTH RATE OF 
Ci..AiS U.A./TOIIINS To TOTO. ... UR.PQP. u. P'JP.( lfo.J t ) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 ~ 7 1 1 9 ~ 1 1991 1 y 71 1 Q j 1 1 'i 91 1~61-71 1971r31 19151-91 

A1..L 1 1 " 130 16) 100.0J 10 .... JJ 1QQ.J) ? 3. 0 6 ~ 1. 6 4 01.73) 23.93 
CLASSES 

CLASS I ) 1 2 2 3 7 4 • .) 2 71-0!. 31 • 71 3J.16 :n. 5) C3e> • .,11 > (36.71) 

Ci..ASS I I 16 21 1 3 10.r.O 1J.7!. 6. 5 ~ 3D. 11 31.02 ()~.04) c-21.o~n 

C1..AjS III 32 35 it6 Q.J2 7. 4 5 7. 0 5 43.37 46.0~ Co.~2) (32.57) 

CLASS I Y' 32 35 3 3 4. 1 3 ) • 57 2. 59 31 • 2 6 53-67 (13.32> c-o.31> 
•' ;r,· . 

CLASS " 
. , 2 5 ~J 3l. 1. 7 ';) 1 • 0 ~ 1. .s 5 C-21.'13) 

2o.10 :.5.35 (6~.72) 

CLASS V'I 2 7 :) O.J7 J. 1 s j. 11 (1 '34.67) (-7.83) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
NJT~ : TH2 GROWTH R~T~ JF 1~61-71, 1971-31 ~Rt ~JJUST~Q, W~ER~ fH~ POPULATION OF THE NE~ TOWNS ADOEJ 

~R~ ~CCQJNTEJ FO~ THe TE~MlN~L Y~AR IN Trt~ ~~SP~:TIV~ CO~PUTATION. 
SOJ~;~ : ~~NJU~ ~. C}9~~!: "TH~J~Ic5 1F SITY SIZE DISTRI3UTION AND UR3AN STRUCTU~E 
-A ~cAP~~ALS~L ,TAdlc ),:.P.~.,JULY 50. 

Trl~ 1981-91 ~ROWTH R~T~ 1AS 3EEN CQ~PUTEJ FJLLOWING THE SAME PRINCIPAL F~OM THE PROVISIONAL 
?OP~LATIJN TJTALS,TABLE ~ ~ 7, C~N5U~ JF INJIA 1191,SERI~S I,PA~ER II. 

=r;~~ES IN S~~CK~T GIV~S UN-,DJUiT~) FIGJR~S AS ~IVE~ IN TASL~ 7 ,c~NSUS ~F I~OIA,SERIES I, 
?A?E~ II, 1911. 



T~BLE 3.S 
TlTll AN) PER:ENT~~E JIST~I3UriON OF ~UNICIPAL AND NO~-M~~ICI~Al pOPUtATION 

JV~R V~RRI~Ui iiZE-G~OJPS OF ~JNICIPAl ~DOlES IN ~EST 3EN~~L FROM 1951 TO 1991 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 9 51 l t61 1971 198 t 1991 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TDTll STATE POP.(!~ "00)) !630J 

TJT~L U.POP. ([~ ~OJQ} 6282 

X OF U.?OP.TO TJTAL POP. 23.33 

A) ~UNI:IP~L U.?OP.(IN -oJa> 5971 

X OF ~.J.PJP. TJ TOTAL J.?OP. ~5.Jj 

A. I) CMJ utBS 
a) ~JP.([N "JOO> 

))X JF PJP.TJ T.~.~Qp. 77.52 

A.I.i) :ALCUTT~ M.C. 
a)POP. Ii "OJO 2b1t 
~>x oF PJP.TJ r.~.PoP. •s.2J 

ii) :iOW~AH "1.C. 
3) ?OP.Ii "OJO 43i 
l)X OF PJP.TJ T.~.POP. 7.27 

iii) OTHER CMJ Ut35 
a) ?OP.I'4 "OJO 149S 
))X OF PJP.TO T.~.POP. 25.05 

A.II> ~ON-CMO JloS 
a) "JP.CIN "OOQ) 1 3 4 2 

~)% JF PJP.TO T.~.POP. 22.4j 

B> •oN-'1UNICIPAL, U.POP.(IN"OOJ) J11 

X OF NON-MUNICIP4l U.PQP. 
TO TOTAL UR3~N POP. 4.9) 

34176 

~)41 

2~.45 

7505 

37.37 

5593 

74.52 

2t27 
3?. 00 

512 
5. 3 2 

2154 
23.70 

1 ~1 2 

25.4d 

1 J 36 

1 2.13 

44412 

10Y7tl 

24.7~ 

981 J 

39.45 

314t 
32.1) 

733 
7.52 

326~ 
33.32 

2654 

27.Qj 

11 57 

10.55 

544~6 

14437 

26.4~ 

11795 

82.01 

81" 

67982 

13622 

27.3~ 

14~1t5 

'30.26 

~59 5 

613.76 64.20 

4110 •1 4333 
32.88 2~.35 

744 946 
5.23 5.33 

3287 •2 4261 
27.76 2B.S1 

365ft 

31.24 

2 54 2 

17.99 

5350 

35.80 

3677 

19.74 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------NOT~ : •1 T~E PJ~ULATIO~ OF C~L:UTT~ EX:tuJING S.SUdAR3A~,GlRDENREACH ANO 
J~D~V~U~ ~HICi ~~S 3E~N ANNEXED WITH :ALCUTTA ~.C. IN 1981 IS 
3472 THJUSANO. SI~llA~LY,ITS ~ROPJRTIJNAL U.PERCc~TAGE IS 22.77. 

_.z SIMit,RLY, TH: POPULAriO~ OF reor~=R" "1UNICIPAtiTIES IS 4109 THO
SAND ~NJ IT3 ?ROPORTIJN~l U.PRRCE~TAGc IS 34.70. 

SOURCE : COMPUTED FROM TABLE 2 AND 3,ST4TISTIC~l ~NNEXuRE, K4NDBOOK OF 
"1UNICIPAL AO~INISTRATIQN, GOVT.OF. WEST SE~GAL,1984 AND 1986. 



~EST BENGAL: AVE~AGE OECENNI~l ;ROWTi R~T~ ~F URBAN POPULATION IN THE LAST 
FOUR :ENSUS D~tAOfS I~ VARIOUS G~JUPS OF ~UNI:IPAl BODIES AND 

~0~ ~UNI:IP~- U~~AN ~REAS. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-
UR!HN tREI\S 

TOTAr JRBI\~ POPJLATION 

1. lLL '1UNICIPA:.t oO~IES 

(I) C'1D ~~NICtP~L 3QDIES 

(a) :ALCUTTA COR?ORAfiON 

(b) ~0-RAH MJNICIPALiT1 

(c) "OTHERS" 

(II) ~ON CMO "\UNICIPAL 30JIES 

2. NON Mu~ICI?ll AREA 

DECENNiAL RAT= OF GROWTH (?ERCENT) ------------------------------------------------1951-61 1~~1-71 1971-31 1981-91 

2+.59 23.0:> 23.J8 2B.90 

2 3. 21 26.34 1 6.) 6 24~59 

2.J • .26 22.95 1 3. 76 1 6. 64 

j.44 7. 53 4. It 1 *1 f>.76 

1 7. 97 41t.14 o.a1 2 7.15 

42..LS 3 ~. 81 25.70 *2 29.63 

33 • .)3 36.2~ 31.57 41.31 

233.12 11. 6 7 1 2 g. 34 3 9.17 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
NJTE: *1 ADJUSTEJ FIGU~E T~KINj THe r=<MINAL YEAR i.a 1931 POPUtATION OF 

CALCUTT~ COM?. AS 32B~Ou~ INST~~J Or 411), TH~USA~DS i.e EXClUDING 
TrlE A~ALG~MATION OF TiE NeW ~~EAS WITHIN CAlCJTTA CORPORATION IN 1981. 

•l ADJUSTED FIGURE TAKIN; THe T~~MI~AL Y~AR POPULATI~N OF THE OTHERS 
INCLU5IVE OF THAT HAS ~EE~ L~TE~ AMALGAMATED IN :ALCUTTA CORPORATION 
i.e 410~ THOUSAND INSTEAD OF3237 THOUSANJ. 

'FoR THE CO~?UTATION Or TH~ GROWTH ?.~TcS, ALL THi: T RMINAL r=ARS POPULATION U~DER 
EAC1 CL~SSr IN i:ACH DeCADE, ARE EXCLUSIJE 8~ TH~ N w AR:AS ADDED i.Q EXCLU~ING 
T~E POPULATION INCReASE FROM Nc~ TO~N AuDITION I N ~ AR=As ADDITiuN. 

FIGJRES HAVE 3EcN COMPUTEL> FR~'1 TrlE APPE~JIX Tl\t3Lc 2 ~ 3, STATISTICAL ANNEXURE, 
HiNJBO~~ JF MUNtCIPAL AJMINISTR~TIJN, ~~ST 3ENG~L. 19~4 ~ 8). 



WfST 3~~GAL : OIST~L3UTIO~ JF ~JNIC[P~L SODIES OV~R RA~;ES JF 

Jf:lO~L !~C~E~E IN ?OPULATIJ~ FJR T~E J~CAJ2S 1~51-~1, 19~1-71, 

1071-31, A~O 19~1-11. 

11S1-71 1971-31 19!31-91 

L.=Si T·U\1 1 J.J'J 11 5 

1 J. )J 1 5 1 7 5 

~j=j~--=--~,:;9---------------~;---------~r--------)g----------3j ____ _ 
( II!JJH. ~~\I.;E ) 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
3 ). JJ 1 5 20 

4J.)0 3 16 

SJ.JO 1 7 

2 I ~ 5 13 

TJTAL 115 

SJU~C~ : ~~N030JK ON HU~I:IP~L \DM!~IST~5T!JN , ~OtT. OF ~. 3EN~At, 

1~30 T) 19f1. 



~ -(y 

rAaLc. 3.11 

~J~E~ENT OF ~UNI:IPAL T~~NS FRO~ ~D~ER TO ~ISER POPJLATION 

SIZE :LA$5 ~U~ING T1E CENSUS r~ARS 1071-31, A~D 1~81-~1. 

PJPJLA'riON 
SIZE-CLASS 

C~TAG)RY NJ~~ER )F 
C:LASi) NEW ENTRANTS 

KI ~ 1 E ~ C LA S :i i: S 

SIZ~-ClASS =~OM ~HICH THE TO~NS 
"I~V:L) UP 

Il III v VI 

AaO~E 1.)0, JJO I A) 7 A) 7 

B> 1 .3 3) 1 3 

5::>,Jao - ~~,9t9 II A> 1iJ 4.) -· 10 

g) 1 2 3) 1 2 

2J,.)0.) - .. ~,9~1 III. A) :. A) 4 

3) 7 ~ ) 7 

1J,JOJ - 1 ':}, 9 ':} ~ IV A> A) 1 

B) ) g) 5 

s,JQO - ~,999 v A) 0 

B) (. 3) 2 

li:SS, T11\N s,oo~ VI A) ~) 

8) 3) --------TDrAL. A) 22 

B) 3~ * 1 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------N~H::· •_1 ·: T.1IS ~·XCLiJDES TtiE MJN[CIP~liTI::S THAi ·~AS BEEN N:t~~tY !o\UNICIPAliSED 
JR RE·C~NSTITUTEJ DR )R0~JT~J F~J~ TO~N C~MM!TTEEi fTC. 

SJU~:c : CENSUS OF INOI~ ,SERlE) r, 1981 ~~~ 19~1, 
i~~030)K ON MUNICiiJAL ~QMI14!STr<ATI:JN ,S{)VT.OF NEST BENGAL, 
1150 TJ 19i1. 



~~ST !~~~lL : JIST~!3UTIJN OF· MUNICI?~L 300:~5 
SY ~~~G~S ~= ?CPU~~riON ~~NSITY- 1~51 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- . -

R~N~~S :>F J2NSITY 
(?~~SJ~S PER S~.K~.) 

--------------------. . 

1J,JJJ- 1fu9~~ 

T:JTAL 

NJ~3=~ J~ ~U~ICI'~t 
>OJ res 

' 

3 2 

1 ) 

' 
3 

3 

1:J1 *1 

N J T .: * 1 : T rU S ~ U ."4 9 ~ R :: ( C L U J :: S T H.: T 0;.~ ~ 5 :•HJ N I C I ? A t I S E D I N 1 Y 31 ~ N iJ 
T:1ERE AFT::R 

SJU~Cc : ~~~OaJJK ON MU~ICI?AL ~~MI~IST~ATIJN ,~OVT. OF WEST B~~GAL, 
1~34 r:> 19a9. 

~14 



U3L: 3.13 

W2ST 3:'4G~L :CL~Ssr=IC'-TI0'4 OF .. u.•..r:I?Al ~'JJ N!H-MjNICI?AL TO..INS 

Ai ?~~ :ENSJS C_A5SIFI:~TiJN : 1~~1 

CLASS 
JF TJ!-1~5 

"1JNICIP~L 
TJW"lS •1 

\JON -•WrH .:r P A:.. TJT At 
TO~Ni TJW~S 

----------------------------------------------------------------. . 

1JJ,QJ) 

SJ,)QJ -
2J,):Ji) 

1),J:JJ -
),JJO -
3E~Diii 

r:HAL 

NOTE : 

A.-..1 J ABJIE I ~ ,. 1 

~?,9~':) 

4?,0~} 

1 },919 

?,999 

),QQQ 

II 3 J, 4 

:r: 3) • 1 •2 34 

IV 11· 34 

1/ ) 1 3 

VI 1 3 

115 + 1 ·~ 2S5 

•1 I'JCtJDI'J; ~.~.~S ANJ TOWN CO~~ITTEES • 

•2 INCLJDI'J; 3~~R~C<PORE C~~TO~~ENT. 

SJU~CE : ~~NJ3)0( JN ~JNIC!P~L AJ~INISTRAT!ON, GOVT. OP 

~- 3:~G~L, 19~0 ~~ry 1~01. 

"- fC 0.· _..., 

48 

35 

S5 *2 

95 

1 9 

1 8 

382 



TABL~ 4.1 

Pc~ CAPIT~ ~UNI:IPAL REifNU: ex>ENDITUR= IN SO~: 

ScL~CTE) STATES OF IN~!A : 1976 - 77. 

. . ---------------------------------------------------STAres . . PER CA>IfA REV::Nu= KANIC 

cX?EN~tTURE CRi.) 
---------------------------------------------------. . 
A.P. 54.26 5 

ASSU4 22.06 15 

BI~AR 21. 81 16 

GJJARAT 72.15 2 

HAiUANA 57.61 4 

H.P. :)7.31 l: 
.J 

J ~ !( 28.9) 1 2 

KAR~ATAU 42.15 ? 

KER~LA 28.25 13 

M • o • 47.9'Y :S 

MtdARAS-tT;(A 113.01 1 

O~I)SA 42.12 g 

PJ~JA8 32.77 11 

RAJAST·HN 45.09 7 

U • .P. 36.21 1 ') 

W.3. 28.12 1 4 

A;.L IN )I A 53.1 ~ 

--------------------------------~------------------
SJU~CE : 1. MINtSTRr OF HJME AF=AIRS OF TH= 

RE~ISTAR-GE~=R~:, !~D~A, 

~eJ~rt Jf t~e Po~Jl~til~ PrJje:tion 
mor<ed ;nde~ the ;uLda~ce lf the cxJert 
Co~nittee, ~e~ ~elhi, 116~, p 1~3. 

2. Indian Fina,ce :o~~issiJn (1973), 
Ne~ Delhi, 1979, ~ 222. 



').~ 

~ 

TABLE 4.2 

FINANCES OF "tUNI:IPAL. AUfH0iUTIE5: ~EST ~ENGAL. 
(I q 0 S - (, (:, To I q '04 , '3 5) 

(IN 10 ~lt...L..IONJ 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~ YEAR T 0 (AL uWN 

SOJRCE 

REiENUi: (1) 

ReVENUE 

EXPENDITUi<E (2) 

REV~NUE 

GAP 2 - 1 

R~VENUE GAP 
AS PERCENT 

OF EXPl:NOITURE 
----------------~--------------------------------------------------------------~ 
1~65 - 66 ~.59 12.2d 2.69 22 

I 

197.) - 71 12.45 1 9. 2 0 7.33 37 

1~75 - 76 1'$.79 27.13 3.34 31 

19,8 J - 81 2~.42 53.23 2 6. 81 so 
1 9 31 - S2 3ft.21 o4. 75 30.54 47 

1982 - 33 3 ~ .. 51 63.92 34.41 50 

1983 - 84 33.S3 d2.32 43.79 53 

1 9 8 4 - 35 35.19 :lt..21 49.02 58 

--·------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SJU~CE : danerj~e T. 1<. (1985) : 'Re~our:e mobilisat1.on in prospect• papar 

paper ~rasantej at the Calcutt~ 33sic Dev~lopmant Plan in Retrospect 

Tabla 2, p~. 1~. 



TAaL: 4.3 

ESTIMATED RESOU~CE GAP ~T 1986 - d7 PRI:E, USIN; T~E EXPENDITURE NORMS 

LAIJ O~~N 3t 'Z,KARIA COMMITTEe•, FOR SJME SELE:TED STATES JF INDIA. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------STATES REYENUE EXPENO[TURE ~STIMATED REVENUE GAP AS PERCENT 

NORM (?ER CAPirA PER TO REVENUE INCOME FOR TKE fEAR 

AN~U~ IN Rs.J 1986 - 87 1994 - 95. 
(Proja.:ted) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------. . 
A.P. 204.74 71 117 

ASS AM 

BIHAR 

GUJARAT 

HARtANA 

J & JC. 

JC.AR~ATAlA 

K~RALA 

M.P. 

MAHARASHTRA 

ORISSA 

PUNJAB 

RAJASTHAN 

TAMILNA:lU 

u. p • .' 

w.s. 
IN~IA 

204.74 

20,.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.71t 

204.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.74 

204.7'+ 

204.74 

204.74 

1742 

947 

41 

77 
29 

24 

225 

10:1 

3~ 

58 

7'1 

16) 

122 

158 

31J 

11 7 

lt043 

1 318 

27 

135 

135 

145 

2 66 

187 

42 

96 ' 

51 
261 

163 

235 

692 

140 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SJURCE : N.r.u.~. Raport on ·up~radation of Munici,al Sirvi:e Norms (1989), 

Tabl~ 3, p~ 13. 



TA3l2 4.4 

R2V:~u: ST~UCTU~5 OF MUNICI?A:. ~UTH.)IUTI=5 IN I~JIA ( FOR 50"tE 

S2LECT:J STATES FOR TrlE Y:AR 1975 - 76, 1i7~- 3J ~ 1935 - 37 ). 

ST4TES Sh3-e ~f oG11 sour:e 
relf'a,ua (tax,. nort t:u 
etc.) to t1e tJtal 

,.. eve n J e i., com J ( = 1 00 ) 
( Par- Capita ) 

1975-7~ 197)-80 1936-3 
-----------------------------------4.?. a1 s~ ;o 
A5S~~ as 
GuJ~Ro\T 93 

Hol~fAN~ 92 

H.?. 95 

J ~ K 9S 

(.\~-.ATU.A 98 

KO:R~LA yJ 

M.?. 95 

'-U·HR~SHiH 35 

ORI5SA 7ft 

PJ'lJA3 93 

RAJ4STHN 10J 

T.\~IL ~H:l:J 97 

U.?. 31 

SIH.\R 54 

W.3. 71 

I'4J!A 37 

~) 

4) 
, -.. , 
37 

3S 

9) 

5} 

97 

9) 

72 

77 

6) 

SJ 

7) 

,, 
75 ,, 
)1 

+1 

75 

34 

)6 

)5 

)5 

12 

36 

so 
)2 

+7 
57 

)8 

ih31'"3 of states tranifer 
(gl'"3r\ts, 3ssignej ta~es, 

DJrr-J~in~s et:.J tJ t~~ t~tal 
r3v3nu~ in:Jme <= 1J0) 

( P~~ Capita ) 

1~75-76 197i-3J 193S-S7 
------------------------------19 41 5) 

1 2 

7 

:3 

2 

1J 

, 5 

2. 

3 , } 

46 

2~ 

1 .s 

-r , .. 
1 3 

s 
1 ) 

6) 

55 

1 3 

1 ) 

1) 

23 

23 

4) 

5) 

25 

, -_) 

'-) 

1 s 

33 

3) 

3 

~3 

53 

S3 

----------------~------------------- -----------------------------SJU~C: : 1. Fin1nce Com~issio~ ~epJrt (1Q7~J 

2. N.I.U.l. ReJort 1~BS ; 19B9 Frou 'Stat~ of 
Muni.cip:.l Fi.nance il· In:Ha ~ rr,a Isiua of ~)avQlJtion', 

- ly A. 3a~chi, 

Cul'""'ent Poli.cy N •. I.•l)'• F. ;J., 

~19 



~ 
)-;,, 
ry 

TJTlL T~~~SFE~S TJ UR3A~ ~O:A_ dOJI~S A~~ P~R:~NT4GE SHA~~ ~F E~CH TYPE 

':)F TRANS=~i<S FOR T.iE YcA{S 1 :,75-7~ '& 197:~-l"t. - WeST oENG~L 

MJ'II.I:CI?~L 
3JJIES f'JTA_ A"1:)U'IIT 

(R~. lakhs) 

T~ANS::=:RS 

?=:~Ct~T~G~ OF TOT~L TR~NSFERS 

Sub- ~hdr~ of Sh3r~ Jf =ducation Others 
~entLon ~VT ENTRY taK Jrany 

------:-------------------------------------------------------------------------! 

C~L~UTT~ ,.., c. 637 6J 1 37 2 . 
i 

1-J7)-7:!:J HJ~;{Ar1 M~ • 34 ).:S 2 :)Cl 

OT·ER 'J _B s 51 2 '5o 4 25 1 4 1 

TJT14L 54 2 
-------------~---------------------------------------------------------

C14LCUTT~ .'"!C. '1 ~+'] 5 I .) jg 

1-/7)-7'} HJIIIKAri MC. , 1 '3 ,. 
' :>3 -.) ... 

OT1cR U_3.; 9 1 6 4:..- I ·: .., 1 , 2 j .. 
~> 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------TJTAL 5.2 57 s 1 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------. . . 

SJU~C~ : R~~ort Of thd ~~ST B2N~AL ~uni;i~3l Fin3nca Co~mision. Govt of WEST 

3=NGAL't 19:l2, l 70. 



TA3L: S.i A 

~ATI:> BcTIIE=N R:=v:-NJE GR~~T5 HJJ TOT~L REV"=N:.J2 .(=:=r?TS Of"\HE 

ULBS INWESTE?>EN&At. (1175-7~ TJ l9c0-:>J) 

CAt. C J.T fA H:E~ 
,11\. c. ;r~J JL:>5 

~ lt C wtD 
'1 L 3 5 

AU. 
Jl3 s -----------------------------------------------------------------------

1175-75 .33 • 3 ~ • -' 1 • 3 5 .31 .35 

117~-77 .32 .50 .4.:) .37 • 4) .39 

1177-73 .. 35 • 3 Q .52 .31 .SJ .41 

1H3-71 .36 •• 5 .SJ • !t 0 .SJ .4 2 

117f-3J • 34 * • 55 •• o .53 .43 

113J-dt .47 • 52 5 ~. • J • j 1 • 6 l .52 

1 ~3t-az .47 • ~ 1 ~ -· • J .) .50 .61 • 51 

1132-33 • 51 • )4 • .57 • j 5 /..! ..... .57 

1133-3, • 41 • ) 5 . .65 • 55 • 53 .55 

113~-35 .53 .S4 • 5 ~ • 54 • 61 .55 

1135-dS .54 • 50 • 41· • 51 • 51 .51 

lBS-37 .44 • 4 3 c; -. -') •• 5 • 53 • 4 b 

11S7-33 .34/t • 47# • 61 .. . ~,;.. . .) • 51 .42 

1133-a~ .41 • .S6 .63 • 54 • 53 .55 

1131-1) .40 • 53 .52 • :. t. c • . - ) .45 

NJTE * NO T~X A~D NJ~-TAX DlTA ~AS ~V~IL~aLE F~R H~wQ~i THIS Y5A~. 
~ EXCLJDIN; O.l. SJBV=~TIJN ~~l~T F0~ ALL THE JtSS(~Mg) 

TABLE 5.1 B-

PRJPORTION JF STATE RcVENJE T~ANSF2~S TJ TOTAL REV5~UE 

IN:O~E o: CAt.CUTT4, ~O~R~H A~D OrHcR UL3S I~ WEST 

3ENGAL (FROM 1~6)-66 TO 19o~-90). 

~i~i~;;;~;~----i;;~:~~----;;~~:;;---~;~;:~;---i~;~=~i~--;~;;:~~ 
MJ~ICIPAl TO TJ T) TO TJ 

BJDIES 1969-70 197~-75 1971-~0 1134-35 1~!~-9d ---------------------------------------------------------------
CALCUTr~ C:>rp. 2J f.Z 35 so '5 
HOW~AH 32 44 t.Z sa 52 
Otlur :~o ULSs 35 54 SJ 62 57 

All CMD uc..a~ 32 50 33 54 47 

All No, CMD UL3i 38 56 4~ 62 5~ 

All UL3s 32 55 4J 54 ~3 

S~R~e~----------------------------------------------------------



UdlC: - 5., 

DIST~I3JTIJN OF MuNICI?~t 3JOIEi JV:R srz= CLAss=s OF TJTAl GRANTS-IN-AID 

A$ ?E~C=NrA;E OF TOTAL ~EVE~UE (1973-7~ ~ 1933-34). 

TOTI\L 

REVENJ: (%) Jl3S 

Jq73-79 

NJN-C:--tD T'JTAL 

Jt. J s 
TOTAL NO. 

JF JL3S (%) 

CUMUlATIVE 

co -------------------------------------------------------------------------. . 

> 3J.J) 
7J.J0-3J.JJ 

6J.JJ-S1.1~ 

1 

5 

5 

1 3 1 3 

4. :) 5 

6.'t7 

20.~3 

s.oa 
12.00 

32.00 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------
SJ.J0-51.9~ 1 3 1 s 29 33.72 66.00 -------------------------------------------------------------------------
4J.JJ-O.~~ 

> 4J.oJ 

TOT~l 

> eJ.JJ 
7J.J0-3J.JJ 

SJ.JJ-51.;1? 

4J.)\)-~1.1~ 

> 4J.0) 

TJT~l 

1 2 

3 

34 

3 

10 

10 

5 

1 

2 

36 

5 

3 

6 

1 5 

1 4 

6 

3 

17 

1933-3-t 

21 

11 

11 

7 

5 

33 

2 4. 41 

9.30 

10J.OO 

1 3 .. 2 5 

19.c!8 

3u.12 

22.39 

6.J2 

·10).00 

~1.00 

100.00 

13.00 

32.00 

63.00 

35.00 

~4.00 

1 oo. 00 



rA3L~ 5.3 

JI5T~I3JTIJ~ OF ~UNICI~~L 3JDIES (E( :AL.CO~?) OVER TH~ SIZ~-ClASS 

OF ?ER :APITA TJTAt R~V=~uE INCO~E =o~ THE YEA~ 1173-79 ~ 1983-84. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------R~N;Es JF ~cR C~PIT~ 

TJTll ~=VEN~E I~COME 
C ~ s) 

< 15.JJ 

15.)0-11.1~ 

----------------------------------------------------Jt35 !<JON-C-10 IJLBS TOTAt UloS 
----------------------------------------~-----------

2 

6 

3 

11 

25 

NU~BER CU'4 

5 

1 0 

7 

1 8 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------1 5 1 3 48 28 48 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------1 

3J.J0-3~.1] 6 5> 1 3 3J Zct 75 

4J.J0-~~.11 7 3) 9 15 1 6 92 

SC.JO-?'~.y? 2 Yl , 13 3 YS 

75.JO-TJJ.JJ 2 ·n 1 1JJ 3 9 ~! 

> 1JO.JJ 1 1 J) 1~J 1 10J 

TOTAl 35 5:) 91 

1933-34 -------
< 15.JJ 1 2 1 1 

15.JJ-T1.9~ 1 3 2 e) 3 5 

2J.)0-21.1~ 1 ) ~ 1 ~ 7 13 

3J.J0-31.1f 3 1 • ;; 35 12 27 

4J.JJ-~1.19 8 3S 5 43 13 43 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------5J.J0-7 •• Y~ 7! 1 3_ 26 74 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
75.::>0-lJO.JJ 
> 1)0.)) 

T:JfAL 

6 

4 

H 

1 ) J 

7 7J 

5 I 1 J J 
13 

9 

34 

81 
10J 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
SJU~CE : MUNICI?At FINA~CE :o~~[SSIJN Q~ 0 J~T, ~JVT. OF J~ST ~ENGAL 1982. 



T~Sl= 5.t\ 
F~~QU~~Ct )I5T~I3UfiJ~ OF ~AN~:~ISE T~TAl R=v:~UE TR~N5F~~ 

F)~ T1= Y:A~ 1Q73-7~ l~J 1933-84 

< 2.5 

:··o Jl3S ~0~ CMD Jl35 TOTAi:.. ULBS 
-------------------------------------------------------::11 X 

3. 0 

NJ"15::R 

1 5 

:uM x 
23.2 

~JM3~R 

1 4 

CU'-4 % 

15.55 

2.!1-S.J S.O 13 46.ft 14 31.11 

;:T=T~:J1~~~~c-ll~~~r-rz-----~r:2-------r7------7;:a--------!~-----o!:33--

--------------------------------------------------------------------------1J.1-2J.O 11 73.5 1~ ?4.S 21 35.65 

2).1-5).0 

5J.1-1JJ.J 

> 1JJ.) 

TJT~l 

< 2.5 

2.5-5.) 

5.1-lJ.J 
, ). t-2).0 

2J.t-SJ.O 

5J.1-1JJ.J 

> 1J:J.) 

7 3 

2 1 ) J. 0 

too.:; 
tOQ.J 

tOO.J 

1J 97.77 

97.77 

1CIJ.JJ 
---------);----------------~,------------------9) ___________ _ 

NJ'J C."'J UL3S TJT~l !JL3S 

~u '13:: R :uwt t ~IJ."'3.:R CU'1 r. ~J~3=~ CUM X 

~ 3.5 4 4.30 

5 1 9. 3 ) 10.50 

2 5.5 1 ~ 44.7 14 2 7. 71 

4 1 s, 7 1 1 53.1 1 5 45.73 

20 72.2 1 T 39.~ 31 33.13 

g ~4.4 ~ lOJ.) 1 2 97.59 

2 1JJ.O 10J.J 2 100.JQ 
--------------------------------·------------------------------------------TJTll 56 47 83 

-· .. --------------------------------------------------------------------------
SJU~CE : R5PORT OF THE "'UNI:!>4: FI~ANCE ~JH~ISSIQ~,w~ST dE~G~L,1982 ANJ 

~U~ICI>AL ~AN0300~ ,;OJT.OF ~.3EN~AL.1~30-1935. 



r.r.dtc: s.S 
)IST~I3JTIO~ OF ~uNICI?At 3)0IES c:x ~4L CO~P) JVER TH= SIZE CLASS 01 

':RCAPITA REVcNU= GRA~TS fRAN5FE~ rJ~ TH= Yc~~ 1973-7~ ~ 1933-84. 

~iq~;)-~~---------------------------------------------------------------
P::~:APITA 197:3-71 
TJT~L R:V. 
G~4-.!T.i(~5) 

< 1J.JJ 

1J.1-2J.O 

2J.1-.D.O 

3).1-4) 

4).1-SJ.O 

>j).JJ 

TJT~L 

CMJ UL3S NO~ C~D UL3S TOT~l ULBS ------------------------------------------------------------
NU~3~R CU~ X NJ~d=~ :u~ X NJ~3ER CU~ % 

J.J 10 1~.a 10 11.0 

~3.) 2} 70.J 

~4.) 14 15.J 

94. J 1 16.1 

Q :+. ) l 100.0 
I 

2 1QJ.) 

55 "'2 . 

11~3-34 

C"'J JL3S CU'4 X '40'4 C'1J :j~ r. 
( 'J)) C'.JJ) 

52 69.0 

23 94.0 

1 95.0 

2 98.0 

2 100.0 

~ll ULBS CU~ 
(NO) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------<1J.OJ ~.tJ , 2.J 1 1.0 

1).1-2).0 2 6.0 1 2 2 3. 0 1!f 18.0 

2J.1-.D.J 1 o.o 1 3 43.0 1 4 18.0 

3J.1-1tJ.O 1 s 56.0 t 0 77.0 26 66.0 

4J.1-5).0 1:J 35.0 3 ~3.0 1 3 .!:Z.a 

>SJ.OJ 7 100.0 3 1JJ.O 15 100.;) 

TJTll 35 ~7 *3 33 

~)T~ : ~1 =xCLUJING GAY:SHPUR N.N.A.,J~JAV~~R,S.SU3~R3A~ A~J GA~DENREACH 

~2 ~XCLUliNG 1J ~UNICI?A~ITI~S FJR W~ICH ~AT~ IS NOT AV41lABLE. I 

~3 :xCLUJING 28 ~UNICI?A-ITI:S FJR W~ICH DATA IS NOT AVAilABL~ 

SJU~Cc: HUNICI?A[. FINA~Cc C0'4~[SSIJN R~PJRT,~OVT.n: W.3=N~4t,1182 _ 



TA'BL E 5. 6 

?E~ :1?IT~ TJT~l R~V=NJE R:C=I?T(T~X~N~N-T~X+~=V~NJ= ~~ANT)) 

(1175-16 TJ 1~.)9-~J) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------
r=i\~ :~LCJTfA :-1)\r./~ A "i )Trl=~ 1 i r 

~- c·n :-.J0\1 c·n AU .. 
.'1 • .: • lilt. C. : ~~ J ·JLl S j_ ~.) UL3S Jt. 3 s -----------------------------------------------------------------------

1~75-75 6 1 • t 5 32.2~ 11. 30 5 ~. 53 1 J. 2? 32.7S 

117~-77 5~.15 27.43 21.65 :.J.33 21 • 2 5 35.17 

1~77-73 74.!>3 3 3. 4 7 ~ '. 6 ), • ~- 3 i 22-34 3 i. 4 7 

1175-7~ 71.+2 3 5., 3 26.23 • ? • ~ 1 2 •• 1~ 41.63 

1 f 7 j- 3) 9Ct.t4 f. 3, * ;~ 0) - ~ . - 54. J 3 2).J! 43.J9 

113J-31 106.22 3 s. J 1 3 J. 42 !> 5. ~ 3 23.57 53.32 

1131-32 1 4 3. j 6 74. 7 f .5~.5.:) ~ 4. 2 j 2:3.35 67.35 

1132-33 153.33 S2.3·!> ... ? • 3J :f 5. 2 7 32.6~ 75.57 

1 ~33-a4 160.17 33.23 57.13 1)2.51 47.37 3!t. 9~ 

113~-35 133.35 71.02 ~5.44 1:6.23 33.6S 3 2. 75 

1~S5-3S 194.1·2 7 f. 07 ct2.3J 1]9.33 .~1.o7 33.17 

113~-a1 233.59 75.,) 51.37 157.2~ 3 f. 3 s 11 ~. 91 

1137-33 23J • .>1 :1 70. 61* 51.89Jt. 131.33'~ 43.f5 101.73 

1133-:S~ 2.74.)1 124.73 74.32 1:>7.5~ 41.10 123.62 

1131-f) 351 .)1 155.73 :>6.36 ~::;J. 35 45.2) 145.36 

----------~--------------------------------------------------------------
NJTE 

SJU<Cc 

* ~0 T~X A~D NJ~-T~X DlTA ~AS ~VA!~aBLE FJR HO~RA~ THIS YEAR. 
I EXCLJDIN; J.~ .)U~V=~r!JN G~A~T =JR ~Ll T"i~ GROUP OF Jl3S(~M~ 

: rl~ND30JK OF HU~ICI.PAL l~~I~IST~4TIJ~,Il~US,GOVT.OF W.SE~G~L, 
1~:50 f) 1911. 



GRO;tT'i INJEX 

PER ClPITl TJTll R;VENUE R;t;IPT (TAX + NO~TAX + REYENJE GRANTS) 

fA(lNG 1975-7~ = 10J AT CJRRE~T PRICES 

1 H>-7S 

1 H~-77 

1 n 7-7 s 
1'i7a-n 
1i17Jl-6) 

HSJ-81 

11!11-B~ 

1»82-63 

ns3-a4 

1j)H-as 

03)-65 

1»!!5-67 

1i37-33 

1Y33-S? 

1 jl3 j)-Y) 

:ALtiTTA 
Ill. C. 

103.)0 

108.10" 

122.12 

129.37 

15it.~3 

173.70 

242.j)4 

2 5Y. 32 

'61. 12 

317.H 

-.11. n 
376.151 

it4Jl.J7 

Hit. ~9 

HlWRAti 

"'·'· 
1JIJ.OJ IOO.JO 

35.08 10~.34 

·1)3.31 124.~9 

1JS.9S 132.47 

30. 42• 14:~. J6 

266. 7d 153. n 
251.97 174.:)4 

n3.42 ~43.n 

2n. 6:~ ~8.;. 53 

220.23 234.54 

22J.44 ~1:).)3 

232.94. !5Y.44 

219. J1 11 ~62. J7t1 

3~6.e7 H7.s7 

424.1) 335.25 

TA3L: 5. 7 S 

:;<O,;Ti IN)EX 

All C'!O 
:JLBS 

1 oo. 0 J 

1 )5.!! 3 

1 2(1. 2 4 

127.2' 

1 ~0. J. 

169. 5 y 

21 !!. ') 

2 ~6. 'H 

2 ~5. 95 

275.4 7 

2)3.51 

4 )7. 52 

!4('.4J# 

4 34. 2 ~ 

519. 3:i 

NON C'!l 
UlSS 

10J.OD 

11~.B 

12>.35 

132.75 

10».93 

12i1.3S 

155.49 

1 n.o3 
25Y.93 

184.H 

15 2.84 

21 ~. 77 

241.27 

26j).43 

245.07 

All 
utSS 

100.00 

107.35 

12J.48 

127.22 

03.97 

162.75 

205.58 

23 0.67 

25 y. 40 

2 52. 59 

253.87 

356. E6 

51J.6B 

392.61 

4' 6. 76 

,::1< ::.P~H lOTH REV::~Uc <:c:rrr (TAX•SJ'i-TAX "'''JOV.Go~V-Nt"S) 
TACI~:; 1977-7~ : 10~r~T ~~~~:~T D~I::s 

----------------~------------------------------------------------------
NO~ C .. ) 
uus r E lR H )lo'i<A ~ 

".C. 
)Tri:~ 
;M;; JLdS 

ILl C '4J 
~~8S 

&Ll 
Jt 5 s 

----------------~-------------------------------------------------------

1H7-73 1DJ.J~ 1JO.:JJ 1 OJ. J 0 1J~.JJ t:JJ.J) 11JJ.O'J 

1f75-0 106.34 1 )4. ~) 10:..~0 t:Js.gz 1JS.91 1 G5. 59 

11 n-:.J 12o.~S 21. 3 0. 117.32 116.4~ ~ 7.6 9 111.19 

113)-:11 142. n 256.97 12.5.40 H1. :J• 103.P 135.0!! 
I 

11!! J- :12 19.3. n 2~:5.45 It. J. 2S 131.57 12 4.12 17:J.63 

1 j)32-d3 212.7.4 136.31 !OJ.JO 2) 5. 3, 142. S1 191.46 

1133-o~ 2h.>7 2 53.~ J n1. 76 2 21.13 2:J7.H 215. 30 

11H-35 24:..19 212. n JIB. 39 ~29.1) 147.37 209.65 

1;35-35 zs1. n 21:!.33 I 71 • 50 ?35. 73 121.9) 21J. 71 

B!:l~-37 3 ~ 6. ~~ 2 2 4. 3 ~ ! 0 :). 3 9 3 38. 91 174.51 n~.19 

1i37-o3 3C3. )6 ' 21::'. ?:;# 21.:J.>D"'" 233.011'1' 192.4~ 257.86 

11B-a~ 36 7. 71 372.66 3 03.; 2 3:>1.1) 214.97 325.86 

11~1-n 47J.!2 4 JS. 5 I 261.29 451.H 197. p 37.).81 

----------------~--------------------------------------------------------
NJT: .. NO TU UJ ~)N-T AX OHA IS AiAilt.SLE "0' HO lo' KA H fH IS T~lR. 

il :X: L J~I •::. ;. 4.. S J3W' c H 10); ;;t1PH FOR t.li:. Tt<: =~:l JUS. 

S:lu~:::: ril~.03:))~ o; '4U~ I:P IL ~~~~~IST~tTI~~,ILGUS•GOVT.O; W. ~·: ~~ G &l, 

H3C f.) 1 9 ~ ~. 



T~3-E 5. s 1\ 

?=~ ;:AFJITA TAX 3 ol s: (1075 -76 TO 1139-10) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
tEI\R :AlCJTTA KJW~~~ )Ti1E~ ~tt C-10 NO~ c ... ) 4lC.. 

~.c. M.C. :Mu Jl3 s u_ss Ul3S ~l3S 

-------------------------------------------------------------~---------

1t7)-75 33.j3 1 3. 3 3 f. }0 iiJ.~~ 3.53 T7.33 

111s-11 3~.~0 1 3. 1 + ~. 75 21. 11 3.34 17.~1 

1~77-73 3~-~9 )9.63 9.} 1 2 3. 1 2 3. 3 9 1~.79 

117)-7~ 41. f5 1 s. '"2 1J.5't 2'. 3 •. :).43 19.~2 

1t7~-3) 4 3. f 2 :; • J J,:- 1~.01 25. 5) s.zs 19.69 

1 13)-31 45.~1 2~.25 1J.07 Z5. 5 ~ 7.22 l0.65 

1131-3? s ~.) 5 52. 61 1J.33 3 3. 52 3. 2 3 . 25.70 

1132-33 64 • .)9 17.35 13.63 34. 71 3.46 26.51 

1 f33-3~ 65.33 ~1.!+} 1 5. 7 3 57.43 1 5. ~ 3 30.62 

1t3.-35 71 •• 0 p. 51 16.03 3 9. 9 j 1 ').57 30.45 

1135-85 7J.14 2 2. 1. 2J.3~ :.1. :. 1 2.1 5 32.1 ~ 

1135-37 133.)9 32.25 2J.4t ·~?. ~ s 1 5. 7f 51.39 

1~37-d3 113.79 2 7., 4 1 5. 0 3 
I 

!>2.21 1!+.36 .6 .19 

113)-3} 111.13 2 5. •n. 10.3:) j0.7J 15.54 !+6.26 

11:31-1) 17.).)7 5 ~. 1 ~ 2 J. 3 j n. (d 15. ~ 6 ~6. 81 

-------------~----------------------------------------------------------· 
D3L: 5.<3 B 

?~~ ClPITA ~O~-TAX 3ASE ( 1~75-76 T) 1139-Q)) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------:At.CJTT4 
"'·c. 

H)WR4:i 
M.C. 

) Tri: ~ 
:MJ Jl3S 

~0~ C"1J 
Ul3S 

~lt 
JlBS 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
1175-75 

1~7)-77 

1177-73 

1173-71 

117~-8) 

1 13J-a1 

.. 1 f 31 -3 2 

1162-83 

1133-3, 

113~-35 

1135-3~ 

113)-37 

1137-33 

1:133-3? 

1 131- f J 

7. 1 ~ 

9. l > 

8.5) 

1 3. 3. 
9. 5 ~ 

15.72-

12.3> 

14.6+ 

t 4. H 

13.7) 

27.53 

3 5. J 5 

26.37 

33.JJL 

2.57 

). 3 2 

).54 

].:;2 

).JJ~ 

1 J • 3 3 

_j ) .. 35 

3.o D 

5. ~ l 

1 3. 2 2 

1). 2, 

1 >. J 4 

1.S3 

1. 5 J 

1. 7 ~ 

2.27 

1 • ~ 3 

2.51 

2.27 

2. 53 

'2. 17 

) • 4 J 

2. ~ 5 

3.S5 

,.33 

~- J 5 

:..73 

•• 71 

S. c.5 

:).:Sl 

3. t. g -

s. f J 

3.32 

~. 1 3 

11. 0 5 

, •• oa 
, l. 0 0 

15.05 

1 7. 1 6 

z.r.7 
3.31 

2.37 

2.52 

1.25 

1.44 

2.73 

2.99 

3.5d 

2.54 

2.2~ 

2. 2 5 

2.04 

1.15 

4.09 

3.50 

r..J2 

4.18 

4.06 

4.~8 

4.82 

,6.70 

5.67 

6. 81 

~.35 

8.15 

10.)8 

12. 34 

10.49 

12.!11 

"NoT€- ;- :-.c;;.-:--~-o;.. -Avf..i~.-.... :r~li:-- ------- -~---- -------- _-_--- ---------------------
sJu~cc : HINOo,JK Of MU~ICI?AL tDMI~IST~aTION,IL~US,GOVf.O~ W.~ENGAL, 

fJ-tn r'\ 10J1_ 



P:il ::PIT~ TOT4l :J,jN SJURC: REiEN:JE ( fAX • liON-TAX') 

(1975-76 TJ 19~9-9)) 

----~-----------~-----------------------------------------------------fflR ;AL:JTf& H)W~A1 )TH~~ ALl C~~ NO~ C~) lll 
~.C. ".C. :MJ JL;;S :1~::1$ UL3S Ul!IS -----------------------------------------------------------------------

1H>-7S 

1 U'r77 

1 H 7-7 S 

1n1.-n 
nn-Ci J 

1Y3J-31 

B 31-3 2 

1i132-d3 

1t33-H 

lYE~-35 

ns>-as 
1 jl3)-d7 

1 jiS7-33 

1ji!~-3~ 

1 ~3i-n 

40. i15 

41..) 3 

s J. •s 
62. ~6 

s 5. )3 

7C.. 37 

77.24 

SJ. H 

~5. 76 

HJ. ~2 

1~3.32 

I:! 8. J5 

2Ji. JS 

2 J. il1 

1 ~. ~ 6 

2 ).2 2 

li. 24 

J. o o>r 
4).50 

4 3. 4 6 

2 2.1 0 

3J.J? 

2~.n 

~5.35 

42.73 

3 7. 3 5 

41. y s 
6!. 9 4 

11.53 

11.2 5 

11.67 

I 2o 91 

I 2. '! ~ 

12. 75 

I 2. 6 5 

16. 21 

19. 7 J 

! a. 3 ~ 

~4.6) 

zz".93 

19. B 

~3.73 

~ 4. 71 

2~.95 

25.41 

27.8 5 

n.os 
~I.H 

31.67 

". 6 0 

4 ). sc 
4.; .1 5 

52. jO 

S5.75 

7i.31 

11 J.: 4 

11.10 

11.65 

11.26 

1 2. 00 

7.5::1 

!.66 

11.01 

11.45 

1 0. 56 

1 3. 11 

14.40 

1e. Q4 

1 ~- 9:J 

1 7. 79 

2'). 95 

20.98 

21.43 

22. 97 

23.98 

24.67 

25.47 

32.40 

32.18 

37.43 

36.80 

40.23 

S1.97 

58. 53 

56.75 

7?. 42 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

1175-75 

1 '175-77 

1 ~77-73 

1'173-n 

nn-sJ 
tf3;-at 

1i31-~2 

1d2-S3 

1~~l-a~ 

1~91t-35 

1>13.>-~5 

1137-!!3 

nB-~Y 

n~i-;; J 

TAH:5.9B 

:;~OtiTi I'OEX 

o~~ cAo;rA JWN so;~CE ~~v~~uE crAx·~~~-rax 

TA(!NG 1~75-7~ = ICJ ~T CU~Ro~T P<I~~5 

1J.;.JG 

113. ~9 

1~3.19 

1S.:.J3 

136.l7 

191. H 

tes.)2 

1 ~~. ;o 

Z17.J9 

1 J:. [:) 
)4. 3 7 

~6. 7 J 

n. :11 

n4.11 

2J7. s~ 

1)5.6~ 

2)4.35 

172.~Z 

2J'J.7':J 

"!]1.;)) 

)T.~:< 
:~u JL~S 

1Qj.JC' 

97.)7 

I 01. 21 

111. ~ 6 

11J.:6 

10~.71 

14J.5~ 

t7J.~s 

17:>.~0 

17 2. ;,1 

~o;. ~1 

~~ ... 31 

11~.s2 

116.4) 

"8. JY 

1<:7.73 

158.33 

1:,7.:)~ 

? 11. 9:. 

3~~- 53 

31 o. s 7 

3)3. ~; 

H3. 4~ 

1 OJ. OJ 

1:H.95 

1 J 1. I, 4 

1C!S.1J 

~ 7. 5 s 
7~.01 

01.13 

1 03.15 

17~. 21 

115.1::1 

121.72 

1~Z.52 

15.2.25 

I 6.). 27 

1 ss. n 

All 
JLSS 

1C;J.OO 

1J2.14 

101. 4!! 

114.20 

117.58 

121 .40 

154.43 

153.39 

173.40 

175.40 

P1. 75 

zos.37 

275.97 

27::1.49 

37).55 

Nc;~-·-7--~~;-Nc;-~~;~~:€---------------------------------------------

SJ~<:: : rlA~~~JJK CF ~~-::roa~ 'JMI\IST~AT!Js,r~~~;,:;~vr.~= W.9:~jAl, 
1~.:5 'rJ 1?7~. 



;__, 
1Y, 
~ 

T~BLE 5. 1a 

PER C.APIT A NO~- PLAN/RECUR~!~~ RcYENu: Gi<I\~T5 (1 '175-76 TO 19 3 9 -9 0) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------tEAR :ALCiTTA H)W~AH )TriER ~LL Ci'IU NON CM:J AlL RATIO 
IM. c. M.C. :M::> ~Las ULBS UL3S UloS CMD:NONCI1~ -------·------------------------------------------------------------------------1f75-75 20.2) 11. 3 3 8. 2 7 1 3. ~ 3 7-12 11.78 1.91 

1~7)-77 21. 5 ~ 13.'}7 10.40 1 5. 4 2 9. 61 1'3.74 1.60 

1177-78 26.2t 1 5. 2 5 12.-;g 1 j. 54 11.56 16. 50 1. 60 

1 -173-7~- 2 3. 97 1 5. 0 9 1 3. 32 2J.or. 1 2.19 '17. 70 1.64 

1 171-aJ 32. 1 3 1.61 16.)3 22.07 1 2. 63 19.22 1. 74 

1 ~8J-d1 5o.~~ 4 ~. 4 2 17.:>6 "3 5. 5 ~ 1 4. 91 27.gs 2.25 

1181-(:)2 70.1'f 31 •. B 21.Y3 r. '. 2 ~ 1 7. 3 4 34. 9 5 2.43 

1 'f32-d3 j ,_ 6. 4J.o!.6 33.)9 5).) 8 ~ 1 • 1 7 lt3.39 2.53 

1~35-:H 79.7) 53. 1 4 '37. 43 5 ~- d 1 2 7. 81 47.55 2. 04 

1t8!t-35 ~ 8. 1 ) 4.) .1 0 26.10 5:).12 ~0.55 45.95 2.d2 

11B5-a) 1)5.2~ ~ 5. 71 1 7. )5 5 !>. 4 ~ 1 5. 2 7 tt2.94 3.C>9 

113:>-d7 127.97 3l.37 2J.59 71 • j 1 21.82 54.9 4 3.27 

1~37-a3 76.~~· 33.26* 32.J1*" 51.52' 27.06 4'3.25 1.Y0 

1-3j-!)1 1.36.5) ~2..75 51. ]9 :f1.72 31.31 71. 3 7 2. 92 

1-t81-~J 142.55 73.79 41.t>7 '3t.74 24.25 :>6.94 3.70 

N"O~-e- ;,_- ---:-i,6.uRE~~€xC"Luol~~-.p.;..-sc-~"-€"ktioN'~~NT" ------------------------------ .. -- .. -
SJU~CE : rl~NDBOJK OF MU~ICIPAL \OMI~I5T~ATIJ~,!~GUS,GJVT.OF W.9ENGAL, 

11oO T) 19~1. 



fABL~ S.II.A 

GROiiH IHJ::X 

PER CA"ITA NON ?LAN GRAJITS (fad 19 1175-76 = 10:JJ AT CUR~ENT PRI :~:s 

----~---~-------~---------------------------------------------------

1 n 7-7 3 

1 ;;u,-n 
, '17~-d) 

1i3J-31 

nst-5 2 

1il82-83 

1i13 3-a~ 

1 ~ H- 35 

1 ii35-5S 

n~s-s7 

1i37-B 

1 il33-a1 

ns~-n 

tB .1o 

143.~2 

151.31 

249.45 

}47. p 

4'J4. IS 

3 94. j 5 

·~5.j4 

520.39 

S33.i1 

371. ss~ 

)7o.J3 

705.)9 

1 16.94 

140.24 

36.53 

4JO.sa-

276.52 

3 55. 3 3 

513.1 5 

06.83 

315.13 

235.7) 

213.5~~ 

7 50.35 

!>51.23 

IS~. il5 

161.i2 

193.S8 

213.54 

~65.17 

<OJ.12 

•sz.5o 

315.)9 

213.~2 

54 3. 2S 

}87.)6'*" 

S17.77 

)03. 37 

1 36. J 2 

147.03 

151.:)2 

~46.2~ 

310. 11 

313. 1 j 

416.~) 

426. q 

414. 45 

524.65 

377.9~"' 

H2. 93 

1 62. H 

171.2~ 

177.B 

2 () 9. 4, 

243.53 

207.33 

39).51 

B3.6 2 

214.4S 

3 () s. 4 5 

3!!:i.J5 

439. H 

3t.J.51 

1 40. 0 6 

1 5'). 2 5 

1!>3.16 

236.68 

2 96.5 8 

He. n 
'J3. 6 5 

3i1C'.06 

3 54. 51 

4 :)6. 3 8 

3H.15 

~ 1 o. 10 

56~.25 

----------------~----------------------------------------------------

';~OoiT~ I'I)EX 

PH.(Al'\~,._ ~~N ?LA'If!li:CJRO!!~G R;:V:!tjJt: G<ANT:i (TAI-<!"6: 1971-i.l. "'100 AT 
. cL'AAt:NT P'il.1ce.s) 

1177-73 10-".JO 1 )0. :JJ 1CJ.JO 1:i~.JJ 10J.OJ tOJ.OO 
1n:.-n 11 :J. ~0 1 19. 9 2 1 IJ 2. ~1 1)S.Jt 1 :J 5 .2 s 107. 27 

1-i n-.sJ 122.)4 74.03 123.~0 11 c:. J~ 1 , •• 0 5 11 ~. 49 

1 iiSJ-~1 192. )3 :! ~2. eJ 13 6. )5 1:;1.J1 123.75 t6s. n 
B31-S2 267. ~Q 236.4~ 16 3. tS 2.:3.)4 14t.73 211 • 8 2 

1932-83 311.12 3 J3. 3 5 ~54.t3 250.JJ B2. 81 262.95 

1 ;153-5~ 3 03. 73 f,J5.!!1 2!!~.36 3)6.4~ 24).15 255.1 Q 

1 f 34-55 373.35 3H. ~3 ?01. )7 313.0 177.45 2n.49 

113)-SS 4::JJ. n 2 59. 52 135. n 3:4. ~ t 131.42 26).25 

1n~-e7 .. ~i.)'t 244.31 ?h. 71 33~. 71 1~;.42 332.9'1 

1t!!7-a~ 292.~6" 251.'J3>t ?'o-~1"" 277.~•"' Z33.o7 26 2.13 

1;~B-:n )2.}. ~2 624.55 s ~ .5. :. c 4 ~4. 7) 27J.F 435.60 

HSt-1J 543.1S 5)6.~3 S21.J3 4S4.J< 2'Jt.41 405.71 

iso-T E- i-:- Fic.-u""i'E-,.- £. -;.~~o;;:.G,-I>-:-;-~..,-\}-... -10-,.,-.,.~ ;;;. -v:-'"-;..;:,;---- ------- -------------------
SJJ <C: : 1A~'J3:))1C: Of I'IU'tiC I ~Al '~~I'tiST<~T!J~,!LJUS,GOVT.JF W. s:•;:;AL, 

n3:: f) 1 ~.,_ 



-----------------------------------------------------------------------

1~75-75 

1~7':1-77 

1~77-73 

1 ~73-71 

1 ~7~-3) 

1 ~3J-3t 

1~gJ~32 

1~32-33 

1~33-34 

1~3•-a> 

1~35-3S 

1~3':J-d7 

1137-33 

1~33-3~ 

1~3}-1) 

:AlCiTTA 
14. c. 

7. 61 

f. J 3 

1J.JJ 

a.a3 
1. 2J 

1 1. a 9 

25.24 

37.67 

!. J. 36 

31.77 

52.03 

5).53 

5J.05 

5!.42 

5 + .1 2 

HJWRAH 
~.c. 

6.77 

6. ?:. 

6.73 

1 0.1 J 

3.73 

9.43 

1 2. 9 ~ 

23.4J 

25.92 

15.6rt 

2S.84 

1 3. ~6 

21.17 

.32.2J 

19.31 

)TH~~ 
:ro JL3S 

h22 

j. 6 2 

).74 

).J3 

7.10 

3. 3 2 

11 • 3 3 

2~ • .51 

2 +. 7 3 

1 3 .1 5 

1 s. 7 5 

1 3. 7 ~ 

21·. 2 ~ 

2Z .15 

n .3 2 

«Lt C-t!J 
1L3S 

5.43 

7.1 3 

3.01 

7.12 

~.51 

1 3. 0 5 

1 7. 3 7 

23.7] 

31. 2 7 

2 4. 52 

.51.42 

35.53 

53.72 

35.11 

NO ... C\1:> 
Ut3S 

3.52 

3.]8 

2.17 

5.J6 

5.59 

7.rt5 

11.32 

1 5. 1 0 

3.'19 

1 J • .51 

12. 34 

13.33 

14.'+7 

12.~6 

All 
:Jt 3 s 

+.00 

~-15 

5.38 

5. 3 9 

7. 4 7 

1 J. 77 

1 '· 3 a 
23.2~ 

25.42 

24.54 

23.57 

2 5' 3 3 

3 J. 9 8 

2 7. 2 3 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

CALCJTTA "'·c. "".C. 
)TH::i( 
:HiJ JL:)$ 

~Lt C"'J 
'J ~3 s NO'I C14J 

Ul3S 
All 
Jt3S 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
117)-75 

1175-77 

1177-73 

1j)73-71 

1 ~ 71-3 J 

113J-St 

1181~82 

1~82"'-33 

1 ~~~.s~a~ 

1~8)-37' 

1~87~83 

1933-3~ 

1~3~-))) 

. . . 

J.14 0.27 

).14 o.oo 
J.Ol 0.2Y 

J.13 0.56 

3.J5 1.07 

t'.J • 3 0 0. r. 0 

. 1 ~ l 6" ;' 1) • 0 J . 
,·. 

7 - 3 ~····-.;/ :~~: 0 • 2 7 

7.17'" O.OJ ... ~-. 

3 .s 9 

d. 53 

3. 31 

. ·d.1 5 

J.25 

C. OJ 

1.23 

1. 21 

C.45 

0.2.? 

) • 2 :1 

) • 21 

) • 71 

).65 

1;.57 

).3J 

).J;J 

) • 57 

J.JO 
) • 1 2 

J~o.JO 

, .. 1 2 

).37 

I. 7 4 

) • 3 3 

J.1a 
).16 

J. 4 0 

) • 4 3 

2.1 4 

3. 3 3 

2.97 

4.()3 

4.35 

J.33 

0.37 

0.16 

1.3~ 

1.59 

J.32 

0. J·O 

o.s4 
J.JO 

J.10 

1. 66 

1. 2 4 

1 • ft 1 

J.55 

1 • ) 1 

J.22 

J.22 

J. 56 

0.72 

1.Y7 

3.47 

-2.-72 

2.48 

2.J2 

2. 76 

3.39 

3.1 5 

3.23 

3.15 

------------------------------------------------------------------------· . . 

SJU~CE : ~lNOoO)K Of HU~ICI?AL 'DHI~IST~ATION,ILGUS,GOVT.OF W.!ENG&L, 



f ~ 8 L ':: 5. 13 A 

?ER :A?ITA J:AKN~5S ~L~O"E~::tSU3V2~f!J~ ~R~~r (1975-76 TO 19e~-90) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
:~LCJTTA 

"'·:. 
H Hlx .\1 
~.c. 

)Tr·E~ 
:r·o JL3 s 

!lll C HJ 
J:..3 s 

NON C..,) 
UL3S 

~ll 
Jt3 s 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
1'}75-75 

117S-77 

1177:-73 

1173-71 

1 '}71-3) 

113J-31 

1131-32 

1132-33 

1 133- .. H 

113~-35 

1135-35 

113S-37 

1'}37-33 

1133-3~ 

113~-'}) 

NJT: 

SJU~C~ 

1 2.1) 4.27 •• J5 7.4;; 4. 35 S.73 

1 2.1 3 7.11 ) • s 5 7.5d 4.11 s. 57 

1 6. J 2 6.1 '} +. o4 ~.54 4.n 3.19 

19.?+ 5.1 j ) • 91 11 • 65 5.14 }.95 

19.?) Q.OJ :; • 31 t 1. as 4.39 1.19 
zo.g~ 3~.0::) ) • 33 15.11 5.)5 12.1:) 

3 5.1 3 17.0J ).33 .n.oJ 7.2~ 1 s. 0 5 

36.5~ 16.So 3. 1 5 ,J.s .. 7.)~ 1 ~- 31 
32.1) 32.0~ 1J.27 21.34 a.s~ 1 7. 3 a 
3 8. 1 ) 22.05 ~. 9 2 22.g.3 - -., .:l.)_ 1 3. 2 3 

t.3.?~ 6.3:> Z.92 2).72 3.10 1 ~. 9 2 
I 

51. s 3 5.6~ ) • 57 2~.53 2.13 1 7. 3 5 

N.A "4. ~ N. a, 'I. A N.A 'J.A 

55.43 33.29 1 ) • 1 4 35.5o L..71 25.44 

:)3.5) ~2.6Z 1J.t!) 3:).2.:$ N • .\ 25.o1 •1 

: *1 ~XC~UJI~G NJ~ C~D u_ss. 
: rl~~930JK·o~ MU~ICIPAL lDMI~IST~aTIJN,!~;us,GOVT.O; W.3~~GAl, 

1Y:S0 T:l 19~1. 

--·-- ---------------------
T~SLE 5. \"3e 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------:AtCJTTA 
:-1. c. 

H)W.<A:i 
M.C. 

.llt c ..,0 
'J:.. 3.) 

NO~ C..,J 
Ul3S 

O.lL 
:Jt 3 s 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
1'}3)-37 ) • 31 5.57 ).00 5. 31 5.2~ 5.62 

1~37-33 13.23 10.S3 , ) • J 7 t 1. 50 10.14 11.J5 

1 ~33-31 1 ~. 3 ~ 11. 3J 1 t • 0 6 1 ~.55 11. +9 1 2. 2 0 

1 ~8~-1) 11.6~ 1, • 0'+ 11.JJ 1 , • 3J 1J.~3 1 J. y 5 



i 

~ 

T~BLc :i. 14 
I 

TE~POR~L VARrAfiON OF ~ERCcNTAjE :OMPOSITIJN OF DIFF~RcNT SUBHEADS 

(i.e. ~NTRY TA(, M.V.T, D.A, OTHtR TRANSFER) OF THE TOTAL REVENUE 

TR~N$F=R (=RoM 197)-75 TO 1931-90 ~OR SOME SELECTED YE~R) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-
CAT(G:>~IES OF 
UL3) 

SJB HEA)S 1 ;;75-76 1~77-73 197d-79 198:)-81 19S4-85 

----~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------CALCUTTA "4:. 

HJW~Ari "'C. 

OTHER S~O ULB~ 
( EX CAL CU T T A ,. 
HOWRArO 

ALL CM:l UL3S 

ALL NuN C.•D 
UL..8) 

ALL. UL3S 

ENTRYTA){ 
."\VT 
O.A 
OTHER TKANS. 
TJT·AL REV. 

ENT~YTA'I.. 
MVT 
D. A 
0 T H C: R T ~ Ml S • 
TJTAL R=V. 

ENTRYTA'I.. 
M~l' 
D. A 
OTH:R T~ANS. 
TJT~L R2V. 

ENt~YTA1.. 
MVT 
D. A 
OT~ER T~~NS. 
TOtAL REV. 

ENTiBTAX 
M"T 
D. A 
()TI;~;";R T~ANS. 
TJT~L R=V. 

~~T~YTAX. 
MilT 
D. A 
OTHER T~ANS. 
TOTAl R:V. 

37. ';) 7 
0.)9 

59.~0 
1 • 7 4 tou.uo 
5~.75 

2.38 

3b:~~ 
1 00. ClO 

3.1.93 
2 • .. , 

45.~7 
:; • 59 

100.00 

3-i.:U 
1. 3 2 

54.~) 
3. tO 

100.00 

0. 17 
4.:)3 

63.11 .., 1 ~ q 
tbo:~o 

3 3. ~ 5 

s~:r~ 
7.)6 

100.JO 

:53. 1 ~ 
0.2!> 

:>1.0) 
. 0. 5 j 
100.0J 

)0.7~ 
2., 3 

•s:~~ 
100.0J 

j , • 9 2 
5. 46 

35. 7 4 
6.83 

1JO.OJ 

lt3.S5 
2. 1 5 

5,. 4 5 
2. 7 > 

100.0J 

34.3~ 
s.~l 

~2.4~ 

,~g:6~ 
+ 1. 0 J 
3. 3 1 

+9.63 
5. 2 I 

100.0) 

.30.65 
0.44 

6S.32 
0.92 

100.00 

:>3.5:, 
3.52 

32.'59 
Q.33 

100.00 

36.75 
4.77 

37.55 
20.~3 

100.00 

35.S~ 
2. 1 4 

53 .-1 3 
'. 21 1;)0.0G 

24.36 
11.40 
4'3.72 

16d:d3 
33.27 4.g 
56 •• J 

6.4o 1uo.oo 

3 7. 88 
20.44 
41. 6 5 
0.03 

100.::10 

lO. 76 
1. 01 

74.9() 
3.25 

100.00 

49.94 
4.53 

38. 6 7 
6.36 

100.00 

.SB.88 
13.32 
45.0 2 
2.2d 

1JO.:JO 

37.49 
5.4'/ 

57.29 

,J6:ba 
33.67 
12.45 
t.-3.77 
5.11 

100.00 

4r.J.45 
1.61 

33.Sd 
10.97 

10J.OO 

33.92 
0.54 

47.33 
17.71 

10J.OO 

5~. 38 
0.45 

3 s. 00 
11.17 

100.00 

42.1t$ 
6.Q3 

39.36 
11.5 3 

100.00 

43.74 
0.4d 

41.45 
14.33 

100.00 

42.41 

3~:~9 
11 • 9 2 

100.00 

42.77 
6.1 4 

40.5i 
10.50 

100.Q:l 

39.91 
0.54 

46.27 
1 3. 23 

100.0J 

4 3. 3 5 
3.40 

31.51 
21. 6) 

100.00 

42.53 
4.Q4 

38.77 
1 3. 7 3 

100.0:) 

It 6. 21 
1.75 

15.2o 
36.7S 

, 00. 0 0 

43.1) 

3~: ~~ 
17.02 

100.00 

37.89 
5.71 

4 3.10 
8.22 

1 00.00 

26.95 
0.29 

~~:b~ 
100.00 

4 7. 56 
2.00 

24.23 
2 6. 21 

100.00 

39.1 2 
4.5 0 

43.77 
1 2. 61 

100.00 

51.38 
6.22 
N.A. 

42 40 1oo:oo 
40.67 

3~=~~ 
16."S6' 

100.00 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------------------N G t a : 1 • · " I n : a :. e ~ f : a l c u t t a t h a r e 3 r a n o a ::1 u c 3 t i o n a 1 ; r- a n t ~ i v e n • T h e o t h e. r s a r e n o n 

spe:ifi: ~a~eral ~u·posa ~rant. 

2.'=~r other UL9~ , upto 19~~-~Srth~ 'ot~~r· sub gro~p consists of the ejucation gr3nt & 
:>~hoir non Sl)e:ific ge,era! purposa :Jr'31nt. 

l. ~fter 1Y85-37, tha 'other' su,ha:..jj.ng mainly :onsi.sts of entertainment taJC for all 
thea U:..BS. Whi:h was il•trojucej in 11~)-3~. 

S:lU~CE ~~~~Ka~~S1 ~UNICI;>AL ~DMINIST~~T!JN,IL:;us,GOVT.OF W.B::NGAL, 



r TlBLE 5.15. 

Pf 12.. C.~Pt"T,l. PLAN/ CAPITll ~ Ol!.~tN.uY GiANTS <1 HS-76 T:l 19!9-?)) 

-----------------------------------------------~--------------------------------. . 
GROiiTH I~OEl(TA{IN~·7S-76=100) 

rElR c~u "011-CI(O ALL ~q~-------~o~=~R~----,rr- RATIO 
:JLBS uus uus UL5S l.ll ss Ul8S C"O:NONC"'il 

----------------~---------------------------------------------------------------1 H)~75 1. :n 2.34 

H76-77 J. 64 4.02 

1f77.,-7'3 J. 81 5.45 

t ns-n a. 7 s 24.60 

1 'H~-8) 2.05 1 0.6:> 

HSJ-81 3.56 1 J. 6 y 

H!!1-82 3. OS 11 .14 

1#82-85 J.O:J 0.9J 

B!!3-H 6. 62 9.52 

1 H 4-B 5 1Y. 0 ~ S.22 

1~85-85 23.14 1!.80 

1 y 'H· B7 21.45 7. t7 

1 Y!!7-83 1 ~. 21 j().6y 

1 ~!! S-3~ 1 '· 82 27.7o 

1 ~!!~-9) 1).2~ 3~. 2 D 

1.6~ no 
J.oz 49 

~-17 63 

n .ss 5H .. :) ' 1 :>4 

) • 57 2YD 

) . )~ 254 

).23 0 

7. 54 5:>6 

1). 54 1 6 53 

21. 71 2H3 

1). 7 J 1 ~ 2 6 

, ~. 7 s 1 2 ~6 

O.J'3 1 3 75 

1!. ;6 91'l 

HsL: s.t5e 
:;~Q,;T-i II<EX 

1 OJ tOO 0.56 
17) 102 0.15 

247 140 0.14 

1163 593 0.35 

51!> 311 O.H 

SH 396 o. 3Z 

575 366 0.27 

4~ 20 o.oo 
)3J 551 0.69 

lo7) 1161 2. 31 

113 J 1661 1.23 

445 1303 2.99 

1991 1587 O.li5 

17 53 1 )33 0.53 

2465 1565 0.29 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------
rE~R 5El;-----':j[~~~~-----t~~~ J~~~------Na~~~~~----~£~; 

1~75=7;----,;;~j;·--;j;:;]------;j;:o;-----------------------------------
,n:.-77 4:).12 111.n n1.2s 
1-177-7~ 

103-71 

1i7t·SJ 

1i!!J-S1 

1t31•il2 

1iS2-83 

, ,73}-.)4 

1 ~3~-35 

n3>-s~ 

til~:.-37 

1 d7-03 

BB-.)1 

, ~B-n 

6J.H' 232.0J 

=>6.).15 lOP.!!, 

154.13 455.55 

267. 'J7 4:.5. 3:l 

231.57 47~.0:> 

J.J:J 3~.40 

~97. 74 4.)6. ~3 

173 •• 3, 503.41 

1 ~13. 53 3J6.41 

1 J 63 • ~ 2 1 31 , • c 3 

,,,~.z= 113~.oz 

135.6Z 1 DJ. O'J 

s'~-~7 1J!!3.n 

zn.o.:; Z53.o' 
I 

3.3.12 431.52 

355.62 3SJ.24 

17.5<1 ).JJ 

471.:?5 317.3:J 

071.25 235}.63 

1~)6.!'7 :?55:..3~ 

1(' .. ).75 2:.0.47 

125~.25 17H.B 

1H2.50 1H1.o~ 

~~=s.ou 172J.41 

1:J~.oo 

115.5~ 

B9.92 

204.4J 

1 6. 51 

174.65 

1 5 c. 32 

344.95 

1:>1.56 

5:.3.13 

soo.:;o 
64 5. 83 

1CO.OC 

H4. 45 

213.53 

2 56. 63 

262.21 

174. (> 3 

347.47 

71!1.15 

1)0).40 

76 •• 61 

~11.55 

~71. 20 

373.76 

------.---:.. -:_-.-~- -~- -.7.--~-- --- ~::-_-:.. -.~-:..- --=----- --- ~ -~-- -------:------ ~--- -~-~-- -------
SJJ<C~ : -~ls,3))~ OF ~U'I~:PA_ l~~I~IST<~Tl~~,l~GUS,GJVT.o~ W.3:NGAL, 

11 ;'::r- T) p ,71 • .. 

___ !]_'~ 



J .. 1b ,.... . 

PE~ CAPITA JOTA:.. IORANTS ( RfVEN:JE+CAPITll ~RANTS ) 

( 1975-76 ro 19Sil-~O J 

--------------------------------------------------rEAR ALL CliO . liON CI!J All arr:> s::rw.: N 
UlBii Jtas uus Cll):fiO~ CM 

--------------------------------------------------
1 H>-75 

1 17)-77 

1H7-73 

1173-B 

1i17~-6) 

113)-61 

B31~o2 

0!!2-83 

1 y3)-84 

1194-85 

113)-35 

1 ·~~-S7 

1 il!!7-c33 

11~3-B 

1 ~=-•-n 

1 H5-75 

117)-77 

1177-73 

1 n:.-n 
1H~-5J 

BEJ-31 

H31-52 

1132-33 

ns3-34 
1~H-35 

1 i35-i>5 

1 :il 0 ~-57 

1 ~s7-o3 

nB-3~ 

nB-jl) 

14. ~5 9. 47 

16.)7 13.64 

H.35 17.04 

za.n H.O;J 

24.1Z 23.2~ 

37.11 25. 81 

45.36 2 8. 4 ~ 

53.)8 22.0 7 

63.44 37.3 3 

77.16 28.75 

n. s2 34. 'J7 

92. n 2!!.9il 

65.73tl 57.16 

106.55 59.J7 

100.)3 59.46 

1 3. 33 

15.3o 

1s.6e 

31.26 

23.87 

33.6J 

4:1.14 

43.67 

5'5.10 

01.4 9 

e4.6o 

71.64 

:);.04 

ii:J.O~ 

.15.9J 

TleL~ 5. 166 

:;tOoiT1 IIIEl 

tRJoiT~ INJEl(TA(!~~·75-76=1JCJ 

=~j------~jr;=~~~-----i[[

JLdS uL3S u:.:; 

1J:J.J) 1 S).JO 1J2.c.; 

1 )7.0 14:..J3 114.7,1 

1. 57 

1. 1 7 

1.13 

o. 77 

1. J 3 

1. 4 3 

1.51 

2.4! 

1. 5 ~ 

2. 53 

2. 3 3 

3. 2) 

1. 1 )t 

1.8J 

1.63 

~~OoiT1 IIIJ:XCTA~I~S.77-78=10'JJ 

~~~-------r:o~=rq~----~[c-
:J~5s uus JtsS 

129.43 171.9 3 13~.t1 '1JIJ.1) 10J.OJ 10J.O:J 

h?.'H 3;).70 233.63 14~.Q·, 217.14 167.34 

1:!1.33 24>.9 3 173. 4Q 124. H 1 H. 63 127.78 

2 48.22 272.5' 251.12 1 i1. 77 151.47 179.87 

3)3.41 30).73 3uc.oJ 2 34. 42 167.13 2H .8'3 

3)!!. 31 233.;)5 325.36 U6. Si 1 u.s 2 23 3. 7 g 

~24.3• 3:) ~-1 9 411. ~) E7. S:> 21 y. J7 29 4. 9~ 

516.12 303. ~0 459.5o 3iS.7~ 16:0.8~ 329.17 

<32.57 35 ~- 76 '3 ~. 25 q1. 47 1Qjl.94 346.14 

521 .S7 30>.12 5 35.4.: 430.4:. 17J.13 333.51 

4H.6~·~ oJil.n 471.1) 339. ~= 333.;17 337.4 7 

712.7) 023.75 67). 6 7 55C.5< 345.6~ 4e5. 83 

B9. J~ 527.87 6;.2.0.J 6~9.:Ji 527.87 542.00 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------NO,£ l'l: ~EcE N01tol 

sJu~::~ : riAN:l3:JJIC OF IIU~IC I ?A:.. 'OM!~!ST<!T!J~,I~GUS,~JVJ.O= W.t:::t.:GAL, 

1130"'1') 1Qn. 



T~3L2 - 5. t/ 

PeR CAPITA ~ON ?LAN I R2Vc'JJ~ GRO.NTS- Sl'l.E . .:.e.LASS W\Sf 
OF THE UL-C?>S (\q1~-7S, tCI79-'lSO, 10~"f-?;S"~\~~~-CJo) 

---------------------------------~-----------------------------srz: :LASS 1~7t.-75 197~-30 19~~-35 19~~-90 

CAL:urr~ '1=rRo. 13. 2 J 31.~0 1 ~ .1 0 142.53 

CL.I\SS I IJL3S 17. 3 J 2 3. lO 5 9.2 9 95.09 

CL.I\iS II ,, 11J.3J 21. 20 21. 31 1 ~. 5 s 
CLASS III , , 11.6J 27.30 1 3. 2 3 11.76 

C~ASS II' ,, 5.6) 34.70 33.66 33.65 

CLAiS " ,, 5.3) 43.10 3.23 1~-~0 

TJT~l 1 4.1) 2 7. ~0 4 7.16 61.49 

t;JFF.I'A~. ~ 5. 2 5 29.22 ;)7.34 ~J-10 

----------------------------------------------------------------
5~J,H~ JF :;, 2R :~PIT-t :-40 ~ PLAN/O~DI'URY ;RANTS (.loT CCJRRE~T P~IC~S 
TAIU~G .197~-75 : 1 0 J) 
----------------------------------------------------------------
CI\L:UTTA .'4:TRu. 1JO.:JJ !41.)7 7t.3.13 107~.77 

CLASS r IJL3S 1JIJ.CJ 153.~3 333.03 531.33 

CLASS II , , 1J'J.OJ !IJ5.:S2 211.74 13~.80 

CLASS tii , , 1J0.0) 239.~5 157.15 17).34 

CLASS I~ ,, 1JO.OJ )19.~4 69~.35 6~).17 

CLASS '( ,, 1J0.0) nz. ~4 ~1. 38 231.13 

TJT!ll 1 JO. 0 J 197.37 334.46 492.33 

----------------------------------------------------------------. . . 

SJU~Cc:HANJ 30~( ON MUNIVIP~l ~)MI~STRATIJ~ ,GOI'T JF W.3.,1~80-~1 



TABLE - S.1g 

='=R C~PlT~ CAf:J!f~-· I ?LAN GR~~TS- Si'Z.E:-CLA~S NI~E 

oF i\-11: uLBs (,q74-1c;, tcn~-<bo) r~e·.q-<6.;6t,t9~9-9o) 

1~74-75 198~-ss 

CAL:urrr. 11cTRJ. s=GLIGr5L= N=~i..IGI3lc 3.?o 3. 81 

C~A SS I U~o. 35 24.4J 1. zo ~.39 1).27 

Ci..ASS Il r C' , - j ,... 12.1.3 t ~- ~ 3 ~~ ""' ..... J j. :>:... 

CLASS III ~~ 1. 1 J > • JO 1 5. 8 3 41.82 

CLASS r ~ ~ , C.SJ 5.7J 1S.Jb 9 r.. 52 

c~..ass " ~~ \I:;;LIG:3L~ 3. j c .. ,.., 
)·-" 3.33 

TJT~L o.3) 1. lC 1 5. J 3 1 ~. 6 8 

CJ==.v~~- 175.22 41. 3 6 33.76 3 1 • s, 

CAL:urrr. .'1i:TRJ. O.DJ J.J:J 1 O:!.J:J 222.47 

CLASS I u_3s 1JO.QJ 4. ~ 1 3 6. 43 62.5S 

CLASS II ,~ 1JG.OJ +SJ.JO 1S22.5J 2453.75 

CLASS Ill "~ 1JO.OJ +54. 54 1439.J9 38J1.g1 

CLASS IV ,, 1JO.DJ 712.;0 2Q1;.J;:; 1Q6)5.75 

CLASS '( ,, O.OJ 1 0~. JC 176.3o 252.42 

TOTAL 1JJ.~) 1 3. ~ 7 , 72.?0 211e61 

----------------------------------------------------------------. . 



TABLE - 5.19 

?E~ CAPITA TJTAl REV=NJE GRil~TS (PLilN + NDN PlAN)~ SI~E-UPt>S 

\-..1\".:>E OF UL.P.>S ( IC\1-1-1S" 1 1q19-~0, /981-165 ,&_'lq%c:J-'}0 

-------·--------------------------------------------------------

CAL:UTTit 1'15TRO. 

CLASS I UL35 

CLASS II ,, 

CLASS III ,, 

CLASS IV ,, 

CLASS V ,, 

T3T~L 

CJF=.v~~. 

CAL:UTT~ "':TRJ. 

CLASS I U~3S 

CLASS II ,, 

c .. Ass III ,, 
'"i..AiS Iw ,, 

CLliS v , 
TDT~l 

1~74-75 

13.2) 

42.2) 

11.1) 

12.7J 

6.4J 

5.:!) 

23.4J 

37.62 

1JO.OJ 

1J0.0) 

100.CJ 

1J0.()) 

1J8.0) 

1JO.OJ 

1]('.0) 

31 • ~ c 
2Y.~0 

24. 3C 

32.:30 

4J. t.O 

52.~0 

26.73 

223.1.2 

~5.3.26 

)31.25 

102.06 

6 8.1 B 

:>3. 99 

51.03 

54.74 

:) • 1 0 

773.15 

161.56 

305.21 

4J1.81 

555.31 

171.59 

240.25 

19~~-90 

151.34 

111.36 

3Y.18 

61.SS 

123.53 

11 • 61 

~ f .1 7 

s 1 .1 a 

114~.51 

253.88 

352.97 

193).15 

21;1.05 

3~1-06 



V~LJE JF TH~ ~04PJSIT~ i~J~X (J~V~LJP~~~T I~D~X> FO~ T~~ UL3s OF ~~ST ~ENG4L. 

C FJ~ TriE Y~~~ 1?77-?i 4~J 1 )J~-J;) 

)Q77-7.:; 
------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------) f .:. • I. 

( i 1 j) 
~LL UL 3s 

-----------------------------------------------------------
'io. ~ ~f % ~t NJ. % Jf % Jf No. ~ of % of 

totzl C~J ~J~al C~J total CMJ 

------1------------------~~~~---~~:~----------~=~~---~~~~----------~~~~---~~~~ 
> r..b.Ji 

0 

3.JJ-4~J:J 
I 

7 

1 oJ 

7.5 ~ J. J J 

1 :J • 5 2 -1 • • 

.. . ., 
5 • 1 1 0 1C'.7 J•L. 

~-0 ').'J 1 0 11).7 

.··2.JJ-2.il9 1 1 11.? 't l 

... " ... 1 7 1 :) • ~ 2 .l • :j 
., Q 
~ .. .5).1 

.. 1.J.J-1.;:t 

< 1 ~;JJ 

6 ~.4 

'J. c 
1 7 • :> ~1 

J • .) 1 .) 

"' 0 .:. .:. . ) .)5.6 27 t!.9.7 

, i.) .)0.5 1 g 19.3 

l i 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TJT~L 54 IOJ.J ~) 1UD.O }3 1UO.~ 

------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------
]1.:))-'.f 

> r..JJ s l. g· 2.) • 1 - ~. 0 4. ·:J ~ 11J. '3 

3. JJ- .. ."JJ 5 7.8 2 3. 1 J .) . :; 5.J 9 11 • 9 

2. J .J- 2 .;~ ~ ~ 1 Cl. 5 3 J. l ; , 1 • .:; 1 ~.0 1 7 22.4 

1.JJ-1.19 s 7.S 2 3. 1 ~..: .., ' -
-- ) • '1 ..:.4.:J 23 36.3 

< 1.::u O.D J.J 1.:. 1;;.4 2~.a 14 1':3.4 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TJT~L ~5 lOJ.j 5J 100.0 76 1UO.O 
------~---------~-------------------------------------------------------------

s.) iJ ,( c c : c) .np u t ::1 d fro ;n r aD L:: App-~.Jh T~e- 2, 6 al'\.d vo..w.~ oJ 'I 10 ~ 'II 0~ of- "rr~d.\X 
'fQ.bl ~ "\ &Ni. s. 



APPEN.'DIX -\AeLE 

TABLE 1 \"nr G{£.stablishmftlt. ~m~of'Wardsand Num~TofHold&llgso(tJae Municipal~ ia w~ 
Reng_2l 

District N&m(: of lh(: Yeer of Number of f'umbc: of 

mumc1pal bodies establishment wards holdmgs 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

< ·~tA municipal bodie' 

('akutt.a Calcutt.a Municip;tl Corporation 1726 141 2.00,154' 

)bora Haora Municipal Corporation IH62 50 47,!!702 

Rally 1!!!!5 25 15,4~ 

l~:~~na 19R2 19 ::!2.41\4 

Huf:h R.?..-_<bc:'ta 11!69 17 ~.534 

Huglo-Chinsurah 1!!65 30 24,04~ 

Chandarmagar Municipal 

Corporatwn 1955 22 20,h 7~ 

Bhadrcswar )H(l<} 16 6,!133 

Charnpdani 1917 17 6,739 

Baidyahati 1!!69 18 14,929 

Scram pur 1842 21! 17,952 

R1shra 1944 II! 10,649 

Konnagar 1944 IS 9.005 

L'rr arpar a-K otrung 19M 20 14,700 

24-Parganas Kanchrapar a 1917 20 5.!!72 

Halisahar 1903 18 13.208 

~ai.hali 1869 19 7.100 

Rha:para 1899 25 15.5!1.-! 

Garuiia 11!96 17 6,85.! 

Nonh Barrackpur 11!69 22 11.547 

Rarrackpur 1916 19 10.679 

T1tagarh 1895 21 3.461 

Khardaha 1920 18 10.988 

Panihati 1900 30 41;675 

Karn;,rhati 1899 25 17.947 

Baranagar 1869 29 22.500 

Budge Budge 1900 16 7,114 

Barasat 18(19 15 20.178 

Nc,. Barracltpw 1965 19 9.663 

Nonh Dum Dum 1870 16 IR,009 

Dum Dum 1929 14 2.224 

South Dum Dum 1870 25 22,501 

Salt Lake (N.A.A.) 1989 - 32.000. 
. :~-- ·.· j._:..._ 

Rajpur . 1876 14 1!,701 

Baruipur 1869 II 6,139 

I. bcluding holdings in Jadavpur unit. 

2. Haora Municipal Corpnration can1c into hcing after 1981. Wilh that its nurnhcr of holdings have undergone change which c.ould 
not be indicated here. 

Ml 



TARLE l-Contd. 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5Y 

Nadia Kalyani (N.A.A.) 1965 N.A. 8.583 
J 

Gaycspur tN.A.A.) 1979 N.A. 4.431 

:\on-C~IA municipal bodies 

Koch-Rihar Koch-Rihar 1946 Ill 9.502 

Dinhata 1973 10 2.H70 
[. 

Tufangan1,; 1983 16 3.2H2 
.... 

Mathabhanga 1986 10 3.050 

Mckliganj 1986 NA. N.A. 

Ha1dibari 1986 4 3.292 

Jalpaiguri Jalpaiguri 1985 19 6.763 

Alipurduar 1957 15 9.219 

Mal 19H9 9 4.149 

Dar)lling Darjiling IH50 N.A. 3.663 

Kurscoog I H79 12 2.34S 

Kalim~ng 1'.145 15 2. 703 

Siliguri 1949 Ill 17.191 

Mirik (:'-J.A.A.) 19S3 \.A. 1.025 

West DinaJPUI Ralurghat 1'151 l'i <J.965 

RaiganJ 1951 If, I 1.625 

KaliaganJ l<JH7 'I S,l H7 

l~lampur I<JXI N A. N.A. 

\laiJah English Ra;ar lX6<J ! 7 11.237 

Old Maldah 11!69 9 I.H23 

Rirbhum Suri 1876 I.J 6,()/)lj 

Rampurhat 1950 13 ),72<) 

Rolpur 1950 I.J 7,1!) 

Oubrajpur) I ':IX. I N.:\. N.A. 

S;tinthia J<JX7 N.-\ 3.5<J4 

~ad1a Krishnanagar IX~I 2{~ 13.79) 

Nahadwip I XI>' I JJ 1-U<O.\ 

Santipur IX'i\ 25 Jli.!)JX 

Ranaghat I Xt>-1 :t. 10.56S 

Rirnagar 1X69 'J '.<JX2 

Chakdaha IXX6 NA X ,00 2 

24 -l'argana.~ fl_a.ng 't"" .l.!J54 17 X.J<H 

Jo)'nagar ·M :itilptir ,.:.:.-s:,~ IXf>'l II 4.'19-1 

GoharJ.mga IX70 II lJ,Jm 

Iladurta IXh'J 14 1.927 

Ilasuh.u 11<6'1 IX 10.562 

Taki 1S6'1 l.t ~.017 

------- ---- - -· ----------· -------- --·-· 

3 Originally constitutod 10 1977. H..:tng ch.J:;c•:,:~j m the Calcuna H1gh Court, a rule ....... , "'u<·J L-,J ~.....!~!~<>lute:. LatL'T 111 

purslUI'Icc of a High Court Ruhng. the m•c'"!tl'lp;siJty was.i;:onstiu,JLcd afresh tn IIJS-1. 
·- "'·~~;,.. 



TARLF. 1-Coflld 

--v-·- • --· 
(1; m (3) (4) 
.. - --· -·- ------ ----- -----------·- -~ ----------

A~hoknagar- K al y angarh 

;.1 P.tf).!,tJla' Hahra 

Doarnond llarhour 

\L·.!II!Ijltlf Mcdonipur 

Tamluk 

Ghat a I 

J!'..upam 

c:-.:md~:U:.ona 

;.: ...;;·, Jl han pur 

Kshirpao 

Khar ar 

Kh<!! agpur 

Contai 

Haldia (N.AA) 

Hankura Bankura 

Bishnupur 

Sonamukhi 

I'L::".Jiiva Puruliya 

Jhalda 

Raghunalhpur 

fh:JJh:•man Barddhaman 

Kalna 

KaLwa 

Dainhal 

Raniganj 

Asansol 

Guskara 

Durgapur (N.AA) 

Kuhi-Barakar (N.A.A.) 

Dishcrgarh (N.AA) 

Niamatpur (N.A.A) 

Bumpur (NAA.) 

Hu~h Arambagh 

Tarakcswar 

Murshidabad Baharar11pur 

Jiaganj-A7jmganJ 

Kandi 

Jangipur 

Dhulian 

Bcldar1ga 

'>ult'>: (N. A.) -lnfonnauon nul available. 

\.'.A A)- l'oufocd Aru Aulhorioy. 

19N! )4 

1979 NA 

1<JX2 NA 

llifl) 21 

IXM ll 

IXt.Y 17 

19X2 2-1 

IXt.Y (j 

l!l7t. (j 

1!!7t. <J 

I!!XX 9 

19)-1 30 

19:'ili 14 

191!3 N.A. 

11i65 19 

11i73 16 

1886 12 

1!!7t. :'0 

IXSX \.A. 

11i1\!l 1\A 

11\65 25 

llio'i 1-1 

181'>9 14 

lli69 10 

1876 15 

1885 25 

1988 ,9 

1962 N.A. 

1981 NA 

1981 NA 

1981 N.A. 

1981 N.A. 

1886 12 

1975 II 

1876 30 

1886 14 

1869 13 

1869 15 

1908 14 

1979 N.A. 

sovf2.LE: HANP.BOok. a-~ MuN.tC.tPA<-- At;(l{tN/5-rR..AiiON, cnovr. OF w. 5ENCnAz.../ tqqt 

\-'1 

11.072 

13.02t. 

2,1i0t. 

1),57t. 

3.950 

:'i.667 

H,91X 

6,162 

3.2M 

2.2X7 

2.lil1 

15.11 H 

4,6HO 

13,224 

14.230 

7,773 

4.077 

9.892 

2.100 

2.511 

2li.051 

6.845 

6.656 

3.334 

4,795 

12.596 

5.418 

22.082 

6,283 

13,746 

5.106 

N.A. 

3,651 

2.389 

14,690 

6,027 

5.024 

4,863 

3.892 

3,801 



A-PPENDiX-~ r~gL:: 1-. A. 

?OPUL~riON PROJ"::TiON 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------r = ~R CALC JTTA 10i11R.3.H JT:-iER 4Lt ern NO~ CtwtO Alt 
"'·c. '4.:. c ~·0 UL:)5 UL3i 1](3) Ul3S --------------------------------------------------------------------------

1~71 314~ 733 32S9 71 s s 265. 9~10 

1~7) 32;]4 74:J .5532 7~-r.-
)~) 30TS 105 51 

117S 3 21 8 741 36~5 7633 311~ 10747 

1177 3232 lf.?. 3750 7732 321> 10947 

1173 3246 742.2 .5 ~B 6 733 2 332J 11152 

1171 32:)) 7.+3 3?25 79! ~ 3!.27 11 3 ~1 

1 ~ 3) 3274 743.4 4 D 16 30 37 353t 115 76 

1131 3233 744 41J? 31 '1 365r. 11715 

1 i 3 2 3334 7~Z. 4124 3Z7l 3 7~ s 1201~ 

113) 34:)3 731 41 39 3413 394. 123 57 

113. 35:35 sua 1t154 3552 40~7 12649 

1 ~ 3) 361) ~21 :.1 :>9 ~s ~ • 42 5 ~ 12 950 

113) 3713 3P .:.1 3 4 333j 4421 1 3 2 59 

1187 391) 35~ ~~JO 313~ 45~3 1 3 5 77 

1 t 33 +024 3)) .. 21 5 0 1 3 3 4472 13 S JS 

1181 +142 9J2 4 2 .YJ ~)>I-
~-) 4157 , .. 2~ 2 

1.f~) ~263 924 it2~6 9433 515) 145 33 

1 .f Y1 ~363 9'" .. J ~ 2 >1 95:) 5 535) 149 ~5 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

?OPULAfiJ~ P~OJ~:TION 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------:ALCJTTA 
~.c. 

?OPULAT!ON srz~-:L~SS JF TO~~S 
----------------------------------------------------I Ir III IV V 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
1175 314::> 34JO 1 774 65 J 130 1 4 

1~3) 3233 +71J ~3:>4 334 1 6'C) 1 3 
1.f35 3535 3383 27)8 1 01 3 17J 48 
11~) 4142 ~9os-- 331Q 

·-
1256 189 51 

-- ~ -~-- --:------ ---·- ---- _____ ;-~---- .- ~- ----~.?~·- ~ -------------------- __ .. ______ ---
N :> t 1 : r h a ·il r o j J c t i J n f Jr.~ ui'·a 

• •b. 

u = u ~ rt-
1 0 -

?rJja:tion poo. 

u : 

,. = 

t = 

SJU~CE : 
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- ....; :~ ·-· 

~-
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A.PPEN't>\X TA.elE - TABLE 3 

SE.LEc1eo ~~oiCA."toR> OF DE.vELbPMENI (i~FAASTRunuRAt...) fo12. 1H E 
U.L!?>S ot ~E.ST e>Et-U>I'-L- FoQ. Jg;r-?-78 

~~ cR\ 0 OC\5'> X-'1 XS XI A6N· ZMO UC~s 
lC'!> l<.Z. "3 X-4 

} 4. ~:.t~ 
T • (".,--f 

1 G.:.:·~~! 

! ---,_ ~-•. ~ 

l- !...! \1- c."\ 
:: i-

-· 1 •• 
o,·- I~~ 

• • 1 --~ 

--~· ' 

! ~ j '-::. 1.-

1.:...·-·· .. 

;.-;_. lj 

I - • l"~ ! 

~- n.: 
/- (;~_. 

L' .. ;<,' 

I ; - !_. 

1L~ .. -.~. 

· .. r:. 
.··0 •. 1c. 

{:-.. -: 

f .::~ • ·- r.,· 

II ' 

-~. - ..: 

•• ':.."i 1. ~-.:. 
j 1 1. •-:. 7 

10.-.·,_ ..:;·-, 

···. ""'ih1 

1. 1 s ~--

l~ 1-6:- ! :-·. i r-. 

~ ,.~, •' • C. • • 
· .. "' 

I - ~ - ' .. ' -' ·~. -. ;c:; 

~ ' . ~-' 

i. 

·r-.-:: 

:. ·- - t; 

1 . - ~ !l 

-~--·- :-.-. . 

l.!"i . .:.., 

... "'1-l 

~ . .::I 

1 ; I . l ~:: -

. I 

; rc, • r ·, ~ • 

!.;. 

I;. 1;; 

t. r:::=-u; 

___ , ~-:.·r:-, 

. -:..n: 

...J. ''l·C' 

, I • [~' :\! 

I-.·.-~ 

;"'j_<~ i! 

---........ . 
- "'·' 

14. ~4 

-~; - ::·! 

-:r.- I·~ 
,. .. """ . ' ' 

,..,_ •·:, 

~ - _ I c 
-' c . ..J.· 

;-..:_ "'1 

.... ('[~ 

J-'l. 
.. . -,,., 

...,..-~ .. ,-·. 

-l- '·I 

-.l:t", 

. . - .-.i. • 

··,j 

; : i ~-~ ; 

'_J ··: 

--, -::_,~~:..~ 

"36.&J"f.. 

,, !(--

I ·. 

; [1_ -. 

-. J_ c,.:; 

j ~+. ~ : 

I.GCi 

! f .• ~.8 

! •· •. r.~. 

1-'·· -.;-, 

1::\_,:.. .. 1 

~.' _. 

,, 
:~. r:•l 
.: - r,,c 

~'- -l'' 
_;:l 

,,_ -1'• 

J''j_ 1.·· 

,, 

'·'. ::;::....: 

0.'51 

i- 1.-

I . Fit~ 

~'- ! 7 

i J • j ~-~ 

. .:...._ c--,s 

..:.-1 

~ -.!-

:-:_ .J·-; 

i. j.: 

c.-_.; 

1.54 

I ·:~ •. J.o, 

l ~r. "' "!- .-• .....: 

J -l~·- (l~ 

! ! "'· i~; 

··. 

. ,-,1 

·.t"':' 

~ ' . .-o~ • 

~- ,. 

J '·.- ~.-

I. ! --

22. 813 

~:;'- 81 
I·'-,'-.\-. 
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A.pp~ NPI )( ""U>.BLE S . 
eo..F'OS!TE /~Ole&~ OF t>EVELOPMe-HT (lltf.eAN INFAAS.n!IJCTUfU.L)-.'110 (1911;..78) 

J.~t> IT.S C:OAAcLATEf. • · 
'II ~q V.f Y7 Ys- Y~ Y6 V& YJ ~·~·•· 

PC TAX7PC NTAXPC.S.RTPC C.GRPC MVT7PC·ET78PC R.GRPC OSR7PC T.RVPC T.GRPC R.EXD ND7 OP 78 
~\N'OOtl) 

15 . .tl 
12.50 
15.7~ 

13.81 
17.63 
8.66 

1U.8.S 
16.19 

10. oc. 

0.64 17.82 0.21 1.19 7.24 8.43 19.08 36.90 18.03 10.85 2.86 144 
1.16 14.42 0.00 1.11 8.12 9.23 16.57 30.99 14.42 28.02 2.05 66 
1.64 15.95 0.25 0.76 7.87 8.63 14.14 30.10 16.20 11.73 4.43 109 
9.41 41.04 0.00 1.69 8.19 9.89 25.15 66.19 41.04 19.52 5.41 79 
0.98 17.49 0.52 0.84 8.22 9.06 14.79 32.27 18.01 5.50 2.80 48 
0.85 16.04 1.45 1.68 8.06 9.73 18.48 34.52 17.49 3.81 2.83 63 
1.97 14.94 8.85 0.43 8.01 8.44 10.64 25.~8 23.80 14.14 2-~~ 58 
1.54 26.04 0.00 0.67 9.93 10.60 16.42 42.46 26.04 8.12 6.68 104 
1.15 14.34 0.00 0.21 8.11 8.32 17.34 31.6J 14.34 9.84 3.32 68 
1.97 18.65 2.25 0.55 8.23 8.79 17.79 36.45 20.90 25.75 5.32 36 
0.43 14.77 0.11 0.00 8.10 8.10 11.31 26.08 14.88 4.13 3.73 72 
9.16 12.79 0.83 1.16 8.19 9.35 13.49 26.27 13.61 12.23 1.72 73 

11.3G 13.62 16.61 0.00 0.29 9.11 9.40 24.92 41.53 16.61 27.20 3.86 86 

6.77 
7.63 
8.22 
6.11 

" , ........ 
.,~. ..... oc 

17.61 

13.72 
O.OG 

..... ...>/ 

......... -
J.U • ..I./ 

16.64 

7.C~ 

7. 1£:-

6.00 

0.00 
;::,_ 19 
3.06 
O.OG 

". / ..1. 

2.'91 
.....>. ~u 

.:...ou 

8.63 
1::. 16 

6. t.-7 

~.07 

11. 3('1 

10. C. f.· 

......... -· 

(·. j_::. 

0.72 13.42 0.05 0.91 8.14 9.04 9.54 22.97 13.47 5.65 2.21 217 
0.59 13.59 0.00 1.29 7.83 9.12 7.36 20.95 13.59 12.59 2.05 49 
0.47 2.07 0.70 1.02 8.12 9.14 8.10 10.17 ~.,o 10.01 3.59 81 
1.89 12.05 0.00 0.42 8.2~ 8.67 10.11 22.16 12.05 14.65 3.31 101 
1.82 14.30 G.OO v.~o o.uv 8.71 7.92 ££.LV 14.30 7.48 2.77 90 
£.£U 20.62 0.00 0.54 7.11 7.65 15.98 36.60 20.62 13.41 4.51 39 
0.75 11.42 0.3~ 1.09 7.90 o.~~ 8.66 20.08 11.76 3.40 v.~£ 162 
0.56 14.03 0.23 0.00 o.vv o.vv 15.44 29.47 14.26. 3.64 3.63 175 
2.92 
~ ~r o. /..J 

1. 39 
1. 31 

O.OG 
~- .....>0 

6.32 
0.00 
r ~r 
...) . .:.. .... • 
G. 6:'·. 

1.82 
2.04. 
-'·OJ. 

0. 1(· 
8. 2·6 

'-' • J. L 

0.3.:. 
2. q~. 

7.36 
3.30 
U."'"'-

1.93 

0.00 
0.61 
0. 72 
0.00 

1.41 

u. J..._) 

2.80 

14.62 
17.65 
11.53 
20.64 
11 .. 22 
24.40 
0.00 
6.72 

10.53 
9.51 

17.18 
7.27 

21.22 
10.92 
11.72 

7.80 
13.71 

•r ,........, 
J.....J.O"' 

11.33 
11. 13 

12.60 
1~ ... 67 
9.10 

13.02 
9.70 
0.00 
8.8~ 

19 .. 06 
0.00 

·-· OL 
22.89 

6.38 
';.42 

17.89 
11.82 

1. 5.:~ 24. 60 
..1. • .I L . 2Q .. 73 
1.64 27 .. 98 
5.02 .:...:.. . ...>o 

2.23 20.89 
1. 72 17.84 
o.c;c. 16.33 
1.90 20.67 
~ . 1 ~. 11 . ~·0 
:. (,.:. (·. 4 7 ... ,. .. ,. ,.. 
.l. • .I. ~' J. ·' ...... .I. 

c .. :::·;- :20.17 
.... _..... 1 ~. 90 

1 . l '2 J. -'. '-' L 

.... .1. .I. 12-.30 
' r r ... _,_, 4. ... o ... 

0. :;!) 7. 44 

0.52 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
2.27 
5.17 
0.00 
o ..... .~ 

3.51 
2.15 

18. 10 
7.54 
0.00 
~ ~r o. /....} 

11.23 
13.~6 

.I. • I'>' 

c .. 97 
G.OO 
0.00 
0.00 
1. 74 

16.32 
0.87 
1.62 
G. DO 
0.51 

0.00 
4.81 
3.17 
7.89 
9.9~ 

1. 17 
1. 6!:1 
0.9~ 

0.95 
4.44 
6.14 

- r ........ 
.._) • .t:. / 

7.41 
1G.92 
1:::·. 30 

1. ~.~ 

.t...:::. /0 

o. s£, 
.:.. . 12 

1. 26 
0.2~ 

1. 60 
0.64 
1 .. .tO 
0.00 

0.90 
0.72 
0.39 
2.10 
0.67 
1. 12 
0.00 

U."'7L' 

0.36 

J... -...c.• 

2.18 
5.96 
0.49 
3.18 

u.vu 

0.00 
1.21 
0.3~ 

0.00 
~ r~ 
.,J.,.,J.._) 

10.41 
0.00 
0.79 
0.87 
0.60 
~ ~-...>. / J. 

o.3o 
O.GO 

0.32 

.l.U'-' 

1. 07 

0.00 
1. 75 

7.94 
8.54 
7.50 
8.00 
8.00 
5.92 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
5. 14 
4.50 
3.70 
3.19 
5.09 
4.89 

3.98 
5. ~·0 
7.44 
4.80 
3.93 
0.00 
3.86 
3.92 
0.00 
6. 15 
4.04 
4.04 
4.06 
4.67 
5.29 
5.c40 
5.41 
3.98 
0.00 
3.8c4 
'9.63 
4.90 
4.31 

~.19 

~- 18 
~- 40 
3.80 

9.20 
8.79 
9.23 
9.61 
8.63 
/ • ...>.t:. 

0.00 
0.!:;8 
1.23 
0.90 
~.86 

4.88 
!j.80 
3 .. 86 
6.21 
4.89 
5.25 
6.31 
6. 18 
4.09 
6.79 

6. 7::, 
6.17 

11.45 
7.93 

O.OG 

6.31 
0.00 

4.04 

6.19 
6.29 

3.71 
4.22 
9. {,;::, 

/ • ....> ..1. 

4. {~4 

8. (,:, 
r r~ 
_, • -..'L' 

4.8:. 
7.07 
8.9~ 

~.48 

~ • .S6 

20.53 
36.68 

6.74 
5.03 

18.46 
0.00 
6.72 

10.71 
7.00 

21.67 
5.00 

34.86 
13.01 
22.4.5 
6.70 
~ ~~ 

/ • .JLU 

19.81 

8.12 
9. 79 
7.73 
6.72 

18.32 
r r~ ;,J. _,.., 

2. 45 
10.47 
4.71 
0.00 
3.80 
~ ~~ v. /0 

0.00 
11.65 
3.58 
4.32 
6.15 
2.94 

11.43 
13.69 
6.04 
4.03 

11.89 
6.30 

12.34 
12.84 

(>. 3~ 

14.92 
10.38 
11.22 
8.18 
!).93 

35.15 
54.33 
18.27 
25.67 
15.95 
42.86 

0.00 
13.43 
21.24 
16.51 
38.85 
12 .. 28 
56.08 
23.93 
34.17 
16.32 
15.00 

J..,. / / 

23.94 
21.12 
18.87 
18.09 
30.92 
21.26 
11.54 
23.48 
14.42 

0.00 
12.65 

0.00 
26.4 7 
26.48 
10.70 
15.58 
20.82 
23.24 
38.29 
26.77 
32.02 

27.19 
33. 13 
28. (.7 
::.::~. ~. 1 
16.10 
18. 73 
42.14 
26.52 
29.8~ 

2~.80 

29.52 
33.02 
13 . .37 

15.14 
17.65 
11.53 
20.64 
1.3 .. 49 

..... ,.., r-. "'-..., . ...., /, 
0.00 

15.18 
14.04 
11.66 
35.27 
14.82 
21.22 
19.67 
22.95 
.£....> • ..1."'7 

.31.04 

1~.23 

17.61 
20.30 
11. 13 
11.38 
12.60 
17.41 
25.41 
13.89 
11.32 

0.00 
9.37 

20.63 
0.00 

19.64 
26.06 
14.27 
19.37 
40.31 

..... 12.99 
26.2~ 

21.68 
28.93 
26.82 
27.0~ 

23.11 

24.80 
8.o1 

32.9!) 
17.6S 
18.90 
19.16 
28.96 
10.15 

4.21 
26.89 

2.57 
2.60 
1. 41 
9.33 
0.00 
1. 95 
0.00 
3.41 

19.00 
/. ov 

20 .. 22 

6.41 
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........ r-,.., 
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