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Foreword by the Director 
Following one of the most draconian and ruthless lockdowns that any country has 
introduced for the Covid-19 outbreak, in May 2020, more than 1.19 lakh documented 
(Karnataka State Road Transport Corporation (KSRTC) data) migrant workers travelled 
from Bengaluru to their homes in northern parts of Karnataka, mostly Kalaburgi, Yadgir, 
Koppal and Bidar districts.  

During the lockdown the State government has been lax in fulfilling many of its major 
responsibilities around food, education, public transport, healthcare etc., but it chose to 
“control” the pandemic primarily by targeting some of the most vulnerable and 
marginalised citizens of the State, such as the migrant workers. The State was even ready 
to impose draconian measures such as police force and stopping train/bus services under 
duress by the real estate and other business interests, to prevent workers from going 
back home. The decision to resume trains was made only after vocal criticism of the 
government by trade unions, civil society groups and the Opposition parties. 

Several thousand migrant labourers from North Karnataka region come to work in the 
construction and other industry in Bengaluru. Migration for labour is highest among the 
Scheduled caste communities and most uncommon among socially privileged categories 
More than 50% workers earn less than Rs. 6000/month and more than 68% of migrant 
workers from socially marginalised SC, ST and OBC caste are landless with landless SC 
being the highest proportion. Escape from caste discrimination in their native villages 
and lack of access to basic facilities is a big reason for migration. Even if they do own 
small land holdings, they are unable to grow a second crop because of the arid weather.  

Many people were neither paid by their employers nor by the state government. 
Although the Chief Minister of Karnataka had announced a total of Rs. 5000 for the 15.8 
lakh registered construction workers, many of them hadn’t received it and many 
thousand others are not even registered.  It was mainly the support of civil society that 
offered some relief to the workers and some recourse to go back to their homes.  

There is no robust data on numbers of migrant workers, where they work or their 
working conditions. It is as though beyond their services the workers are themselves of 
no consequences. The workers do not have access to most of the social security schemes 
such as Public Distribution System (PDS), Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS) 
Scheme or the Mid-day meal scheme. Their accesss to healthcare schemes is also 
unclear. In the absence of data, interventions cannot be planned and definitely no 
grievance redressal if they face exploitation, abuse, labour law violation, harassment etc.  
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Those who went back to their villages were not readily offered work under the Mahatma 
Gandhi Rural Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) as they should have been. The 
government should have been cogninsant of the fact that 50 thousand people traveling 
back would need immedate access to livelihood and basics such as water, shelter, food, 
education etc.  

Now again, pushed by poverty and looming unemployment in northern Karnataka 
districts, many of the migrant workers are coming back to Bangalore in search of  jobs, 
inspite of the rising number of cases of Covid and the poor treatment that had been 
meted out to them earlier.   

It is important that the government understand this and work to strengthening people’s 
access to dignity and essential services. This is a good opportunity for the government 
and bureacurats to introspect into the reasons for large scale migration to the city and 
whether this can be alleviated by more decentralised planning, keeping the most 
vulnerable communities as the focus. Those who stay back need investment into their 
requirements and those who migrate to Bangalore also need a different kind of support.  

Ashirvad Social Concern, Bengaluru has put together this report in the hope that it will 
initiate this process. It help us understand the main reasons for migration and also that 
more than half (52.72%) of the individuals interviewed belonged to Scheduled Caste 
communities, followed by  Hindu Other Backward Classes castes ( 21%) and  Scheduled 
Tribes comprised 7.26%. 32.8% migrated to Bangalore with an average income of 
461.5/day but only 6.25% of the respondents who reported working in the construction 
sector had a construction labour card. 
I thank our partners mentioned below for painstakingly collecting this data from  Bijapur, 

Raichur, Haveri and Uttara kannada,   inspite of the difficulties of the pandemic and 

lockdown. I thank Siddharth KJ for collating the report.  

Looking forward to change in a positive direction. 

Fr. Jerald D’Souza  

Director, Ashirvad Centre for Social Concern     
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Objectives of the report 
To understand 

1. Patterns of migration in Karnataka 
2. Reasons for migration 
3. Access to social security schemes of migrant workers 

Methodology 
The sample comprised of 10,161 migrant workers across four districts and 11 Talukas in North and 
Coastal regions of Karnataka. The largest district-wise representation in the sample was from North 
Karnataka districts of Vijayapura, Haveri and Raichuru followed by Uttar Kannada district in the coastal 
belt. 

Background 
India’s total population, as recorded in the recently concluded Census 2011, stands at 1.21 billion. 
Internal migrants in India constitute a large population 2.309 million internal migrants or 30 per cent of 
the population, and by more recent estimates 326 million or 28.5 per cent of the population [NSSO 
2007–08]1. Migration is mostly from Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh 
Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, Odisha, Uttarakhand and Tamil Nadu, to primarily Delhi, Maharashtra, 
Gujarat, Haryana, Punjab and Karnataka (UNICEF, 2012)2.  
 
Within India, a large number of people migrate in search of employment and are often considered a 
floating population. It can be Rural-to-Rural, Rural-to-Urban, Urban-to-Rural or Urban-to-Urban 
migration. The two main types of migration are Internal (within the country) or International (from one 
country to another).Poor investment in rural infrastructure, employment and welfare schemes have 
aggravated the divide between rural and urban areas in India and have aggravated the migration from 
rural to urban areas.  Among the biggest employers of migrant workers is the construction sector (40 
million), domestic work (20 million), textile (11 million), brick kiln work (10 million), transportation, 
mines & quarries and agriculture. Managed in many cases by private labour contractors and fuelled by 
social networks there are well formed patterns in movement of labour across hundreds of kilometres 
within the Country.  

“Migration is defined as the movement of a person or a group of 
persons, either across an international border, or within a State. It is a 
population movement, encompassing any kind of movement of people, 
whatever its length, composition and causes; it includes migration of 
refugees, displaced persons, economic migrants, and persons moving for 
other purposes, including family reunification”     

World Health Organisation 
 

http://mospi.nic.in/sites/default/files/publication_reports/531_final.pdf
http://mospi.nic.in/sites/default/files/publication_reports/531_final.pdf
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/FIELD/New_Delhi/pdf/Policy_briefs_full_low_01.pdf
https://www.who.int/migrants/about/definitions/en/
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Stigmatisation of workers as carriers of disease and as a population at risk can obliterate the 
contribution of migrant workers to economic growth, innovation, skill development and 
entrepreneurship, whereas policies and programs of urban development and planning exclude the 
needs of migrant workers. They tend to engage in occupations that urban residents feel are either too 
low paid or undignified to do. [Bhagat RB et al, 2020]3 
 
Although a report on condition of migrant workers in India was prepared by the Working Group on 
Migration (2017) set up by the Ministry of Urban Housing and Poverty alleviation, there have been no 
significant actions based on the report.  [Working group on Migration, 2017] 
The first case of COVID-19 surfaced in India on January 30,2020, and following the out-break the lock 
down in the entire country was announced on 24th  March for a period of 21days.Borders were sealed, 
transportation got stopped, factories, shops, restaurants and all type of the economic activities were 
shut, barring only the essential services. 
This proved to be a nightmare for hundreds of thousands of migrant workers, who lost their livelihoods 
overnight and became homeless. The immediate challenges faced by these migrant workers were 
related to food, shelter, loss of wages, fear of getting infected and anxiety. As a result, thousands of 
them started fleeing from various cities to their native places. Many migrants lost their lives either due 
to hardship on the way, hunger, accident or comorbidity and some even committed suicide. [Bhagat RB 
et al, 2020]4 
 
A telephonic survey of more than 3000 migrants from north central India by Jan Sahas shows that 
majority of the workers were the daily wage earners and at the time of lockdown, 42% were left with 
no ration, one third was stuck at destinations city with no access to food, water and money, 94% don’t 
have worker’s identity card (Jan Sahas, 2020)5. 
 
The most vulnerable section would be those migrant workers who are employed in informal sector, 
those who do not have either security of employment or any social protection. In urban areas, average 
wage earnings per day by casual labour engaged in works other than public works ranged between Rs. 
314 to Rs. 335 among males and nearly Rs. 186 to Rs. 201 among females during 2017-18 (PLFS, 2019)6. 
A large number of migrant workers and workers in informal sector just have been surviving on 
subsistence wages. 

 

 
1“Employment and Unemployment Situation in India NSS 64th ROUND (July 2007 – June 2008)”, May 2010. National 
Sample Survey Office Ministry of Statistics & Programme Implementation Government of India 
2 “Internal migration in India Initiative: For a better inclusion of internal migrants in India” October 2012. UNICEF in 
collaboration with UN Women and SDTT,  
3 Bhagat RB et al “The Covid-19, Migration and livelihood in India-A Background paper for Policy makers”  14th April 
2020. International Institute for Population Sciences, Mumbai 
4 Bhagat RB et al “The Covid-19, Migration and livelihood in India-A Background paper for Policy makers”  14th April 
2020. International Institute for Population Sciences, Mumbai 
5 Jan Sahas, (2020) Voices of the Invisible Citizens: A Rapid Assessment on the Impact of 
COVID-19 Lockdown on Internal Migrant Workers. April, New Delhi. 
6 Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation (2019), Annual Report Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS), 2017-
18, National Statistical Office, Government of India, New Delhi. 

https://iipsindia.ac.in/sites/default/files/iips_covid19_mlli.pdf
https://www.prsindia.org/sites/default/files/parliament_or_policy_pdfs/Report%20Summary%20-%20Working%20Group%20on%20Migration.pdf
https://iipsindia.ac.in/sites/default/files/iips_covid19_mlli.pdf
https://iipsindia.ac.in/sites/default/files/iips_covid19_mlli.pdf
https://jan-sahas.s3.us-east-2.amazonaws.com/publications/Voices+of+the+invisible+citizens_April_2020_JS.pdf
http://www.mospi.gov.in/sites/default/files/publication_reports/Annual%20Report%2C%20PLFS%202017-18_31052019.pdf
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Furthermore, several studies have pointed out that migration is not always permanent and seasonal 
and circular migration is widespread, especially among the socio-economically deprived groups, such as 
the Scheduled Castes (SCs), Scheduled Tribes (STs) and Other Backward Castes (OBCs), who are asset-
poor and face resource and livelihood deficits (Deshingkar and Akter, 2009)7. 
 
A study in Indi and Sindagi taluks of Bijapur found that 38% respondents who migrated out of the taluks 
were below the age of 30, constituted 80% males with a vast majority belonging to the Schedule Caste 
category. 70% were illiterate but almost all had ration cards. They were predominantly employed in the 
unorganized sector which was temporary and seasonal. 63% were employed as agricultural labourers, 
followed up by brick making (12%) and construction workers (10%). Average monthly income ranged 
from Rs. 8142/- to 7252/- and the period of migration is for 6-8 months with about 180-240 days of 
employability. Average monthly expense on provision of the families who migrate range from Rs.3668 
to Rs.5939. Almost 60 percent of the respondents had  availed loans from various sources, which mainly 
included money lenders constituting to about 21.46 per cent of the total sources.  Interest charged by 
the money lenders was comparatively very high than that of interest charged by banks, and majority of 
the population still prefer money lenders to fund their requirements. One of the main reasons for opting 
money lenders is because there was no much of documentation and legal procedures required to avail 
loan. Individuals working for construction sector and those working as security guards earn closer to Rs 
10000 per month. [SJCC, 2020]8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
7 Deshinker and Akter “Migration and Human development in India” 2009/13, Human Development Research Paper 
8 “Socio Economic Implications of Seasonal Migration on the livelihoods of Agricultural and 

Unorganized laborers in Bijapur District a research study on the migrant labourers in North Karnataka”June 

2020, St. Joseph's College of Commerce (Autonomous), Bangalore and the Bijapur Jesuit Educational 

&Charitable Society Vijayapur. 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/migration-and-human-development-india
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Data analysis 
 

1. Pattern of Migration in India 
The primary source of data on migration in India is the Census Enumeration. Till Census 1961, 

migration status of individuals were defined based on Place of Birth only. Thus, if the place of birth 

reported by the individual was different from the place of enumeration, then the individual was 

classified as a migrant. Table 1 below shows the decadal change in the number of internal migrants 

(having migrated from a place inside India) based on Place of Birth. The 2011 Census recorded 44.16 

crore individuals as living at a place within India other than their place of birth, which comprised 

36.17% of the total population of the country as recorded in the census. This is the highest ever 

proportion of population which has migrated internally. 

 

Table 1: Internal Migration based on Place of Birth over Decades (1961-2011) 

 

Year Population  
(In Crores) 

Number of Migrants  
(In Crores) 

Migrants as percentage of 
Population 

1961 43.92  14.48 33.0 

1971 54.28 16.68 30.4 

1981 68.38  20.35 30.6 

1991 838.86 23.00 27.4 

2001 102.86 30.70 32.9 

2011 121.08 44.16 36.17 

Source: Census Data over various years, Migration Data, Table D1. 

 

From Census 1971 onwards, data on Place of Last Residence is also being collected for classifying 

individuals as migrants if their place of last residence is different from place of enumeration.  Table 2 

below shows an overview of migration based on the place of last residence. About 0.58 crore people 

reported having lived outside India before moving to the place of residence at the time of 

enumeration. The most common form of internal movement was intra-state migration which was 

reported by 35.68% of the total population in the country. 
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Table 2: Migration in India based on Place of Last Residence 

 

 Number of People 
(In crores) 

As Percentage of  Total 
Population (%) 

Total 45.57 37.64 

 External 0.58 0.48 

 Internal 44.99 37.16 

  Inter-state  5.42 4.48 

  Intra-state  39.56 32.68 

   Intra-District 27.75 22.92 

   Inter-District 11.81 9.76 

Source: Census 2011, Migration Data, Table D2. 

 

The Census data also allows us to classify migrants based on the type (rural/urban) of place of last 

residence and place of enumeration into following origin-destination binary categories: rural-rural, 

rural-urban, urban-urban and urban to rural. Table 3 shows classification of internal migrants in India 

based on this schema. Over 53% of the migrant population in India which could be classified into these 

four categories migrated from a rural area to another rural area.  Rural-Urban and Urban-Urban 

migration comprises roughly 20% of the total classifiable internal migration each. 

 

Table 3: Classification of Internal Migration based on Origin and Destination 

 

Origin-Destination 
Type 

Number  
(In Crores) 

Percentage of Total 
Internal Migrants (%) 

Percentage of Total Classifiable 
Internal Migrants (%) 

Rural-Rural 21.37 47.51 53.84 

Rural-Urban 7.82 17.38 19.70 

Urban-Rural 2.69 6.00 6.79 

Urban-Urban 7.81 17.36 19.67 

Un-classifiable* 5.28 11.75 - 

Note: The last place of residence for about 5.3 crore internal migrants couldn’t be classified into Rural 

or Urban 
Source: Census 2011, Migration Tables, Table D2. 
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1.1 Reasons for Migration in India 

The Census data also allows us to categorize migrants based on their reported reason 

for migration. Fig 1 shows the reason for migration reported by migrants (all, male and 

female).  Marriage appears to be the largest reason behind migration (46.64%), which 

also has a gender dimension since while among all the women who migrated, one-third 

(66.74%) did so on account of marriage, this was a reason for migration for less than 4% 

of male migrants. Among male migrants, the biggest specific reason for work and 

employment.  

 

 

Fig 1: Reason for Migration: Internal Migrants 
The drivers of migration appear to be different when we compare reasons for migration for inter-state 

migration (Fig 2) with those for intra-state migration (Fig 3).  In general, work and employment are 

more common reasons for inter-state migration than for intra-state migration.  

 



 

 

11 

 

Fig 2: Reason for Migration: Inter-state Migrants 
Fig 

3: 

Reason for Migration: Intra-state Migrants 
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2. Patterns of Migration in Karnataka 
When we look at the figures for Karnataka (Table 4) we find a higher proportion of 

inter-state migration (37.82%) as compared to that in India (4.48%).  This is indicative of 

the fact that Karnataka is a net in-migration state . As per Census 2011, 32 lakh 

migrants came into Karnataka from other states in India while  25 lakh migrants from 

Karnataka were found to be residing in other Indian states during the time of 

enumeration. 

 
Table 4: Migrants in Karnataka based on Place of Last Residence 

 Number of People 
(In crores) 

As Percentage of  Total 
State Population (%) 

Total 2.64 43.31 

 Outside India 0.01 0.18 

 Inside India 2.63 43.13 

  Inter-state  0.32 37.82 

  Intra-state  2.31 25.69 

   Intra-District 1.56 12.12 

   Inter-District 0.74 5.32 

Source: Census 2011, Migration Data, Table D2. 

 

 

In terms of the origin-destination binary classification shown in Table 5, a greater proportion of 

migrants in Karnataka fit into urban-urban migration pattern as compared to those for India as a 

whole, and a lesser proportion are part of rural-rural migration pattern, indicating perhaps the urban-

centric development in Karnataka.  

 

Table 5: Classification of Internal Migrants in Karnataka based on Origin and Destination 

 

Origin-Destination 

Type 

Number  

(In Crores) 

Percentage of Total 

Internal Migrants (%) 

Percentage of Total Classifiable 

Internal Migrants (%) 

Rural-Rural 1.03 39.35 46.97 

Rural-Urban 0.39 15.10 18.02 
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Urban-Rural 0.18 7.05 8.41 

Urban-Urban 0.58 22.28 26.59 

Un-classifiable* 0.42 16.21  

Note: The last place of residence for  some internal migrants couldn’t be classified into 

Rural or Urban 

Source: Census 2011, Migration Tables, Table D2. 

 

In terms of out migration from Karnataka (Fig 4), the most frequent destination is the Maharashtra, 

followed by Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu,  Goa and Kerala. Thus, the out-migration from Karnataka is 

largely confined to neighboring states in Southern and Western India.  

 

 

Fig 4: Out migration from Karnataka 
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2.1 Reasons for Migration: Karnataka 

When we look at the reasons for migration reported by migrants in Karnataka, the picture appears 

similar to that in India, with marriage being the most common reason, disproportionately so for 

women than for men, although the proportion of those migrating for purposes of work and 

employment is higher in Karnataka (11.79%) as compared to India (9.86%). 

Fig 5: Reasons for Migration as reported by Migrants in Karnataka 

 

But when we compare the reasons reported by intra-state migrants in Karnataka (Fig 6) with inter-

state migrants in Karnataka (Fig 7), the predominance of work as a reason for inter-state migration is  

much more pronounced in Karnataka when compared to India.  
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Fig 6: Reasons for Migration as reported by Intra-state Migrants in Karnataka 

 

 

 
Fig 

7: 

Reasons for Migration as reported by Inter-state Migrants in Karnataka 
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So, it is not just that Karnataka sees greater inter-state migration in terms of volume 

when compared to rest of India, even in terms of drivers of those inter-state migration, 

a greater proportion of inter-state migration to Karnataka is driver by work and 

employment opportunities.  

 

The Census data on migration is known to be deficient on many counts. Firstly, the 

methodology used by Census enumeration, severely under-estimates temporary 

migration. For example, as per the Economic Survey 2016-17, just the inter-state labour migrants 

between 2001 and 2011  were estimated to be six crores.9 A similar observation was also made in the 

Report of the Working Group on Migration (2017) constituted by the Ministry of Housing and Urban 

Affairs. 10 The Working Group also pointed out that while many women may migrate on account of 

marriages, but part of the reason for migrating also includes better work opportunities.  

 

3. Migrant Worker Survey: Data Analysis 

3.1 Sample Description 
The sample comprised of 10,161 migrant workers across four districts (Fig 8) and 11 Talukas (Fig 9) in 

North and Coastal regions of Karnataka. The largest district-wise representation in the sample was 

from North Karnataka districts of Vijayapura, Haveri and Raichuru followed by Uttar Kannada district in 

the coastal belt. 

 

 
9 See Economic Survey 2016-17, https://www.indiabudget.gov.in/budget2017-2018/es2016-17/echap12.pdf 
10 See Report of the Working Group on Migration (2017), http://mohua.gov.in/upload/uploadfiles/files/1566.pdf 
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Fig 

8: 

Sample Description – District 

 

Fig 9: Sample Description: Taluka 

In terms of caste category-wise distribution of the sample, over half (52.72%) of the individuals 

interviewed belonged to Scheduled Caste communities. The next biggest group in terms of caste-

category was of Hindu Other Backward Classes castes like Uppara, Kumbhara, Kuruba etc. comprising 
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over 21% of those interviewed. Individuals from Scheduled Tribes comprised 7.26% of the sample and 

Muslims comprises 4.43% of the sample as show in Fig 10. 

Fig 10: Caste category-wise distribution of the sample 

In terms of family size, the most common type of household was with 4-5 members as shown in Fig 11 

below. The average family size was 4.6 members large.  
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Fig 11: Family Size Distribution in the Sample 

3.2 Destination of Migration 
As Fig 12 shows, the destination to which most of the respondents migrated to was Bengaluru (32.8%) 

followed by Maharashtra (26.53%), Dakshin Kannada (5.91%) and Goa (5.21%). While within 

Maharashtra, Mumbai was the preferred destination, districts like Satara and Sangali were also 

reported as common destinations for migration.  



 

 

20 

 

Fig 12: Destination of Migration 

3.3 Type of Work Engaged In 
In terms of the type of work engaged in after migration, almost one in 6 respondents reported being 

employed in construction sector (17.12%). The second most frequent category of work was that of 

Helper/Supervisor/Attendant (15.1%) followed by Daily wage labour (14.84%), Public Works (8.56%), 

Company work (7.56%) and Farm/Garden/Cane Cutting Work (7.01%).  Fig  13 below shows the 

distribution of types of work engages in by the respondents. 

Fig 13: Type of Work Engaged In 

3.4 Wage Earnings 
The income reported by all the respondents was normalized to daily wage earnings. 

The distribution of these daily wage earnings is shown in Fig 14 below. The average 

reported daily was 461.5 per day while the median reported daily wage was Rs 400 per 

day indicating a distribution skewed towards lower end of the wages.  
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Fig 14: Daily Wage Earnings 

3.5 Access to Social Security Schemes 

In terms of access to social security benefits, 93.42% of respondents reported having a ration card, 

while over 4% respondents reported not having a ration card. 
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Fig 15: 

Access 

to 

Ration 

Cards 

In terms 

of 

access 

to 

NREGA 

Job 

cards, 

only over a third of the respondents reported having Job card (35.05%) while over 60% respondents 

didn’t have a job card. 

 

Fig 16: Access to Job Cards 
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In terms to access to Construction Labour Cards, which are given by Board of Constriction Workers 

(BOCW) after registration and entitled the workers to receive the cash transfer from BOCW funds 

announced as part of relief package during the lockdown, as Fig 17 below shows, only 6.25% of the 

respondents who reported working in the construction sector had a construction labour card. 93.41% 

of the workers, didn’t have a construction labour card implying that they would have been denied the 

relief cash transfer during the lockdown. 

Fig 17: Access to Construction Labour Cards 

3.6 Future Plans 

In terms of what the respondents were planning to do in the immediate future, over 40% (Fig 18) 

responded by saying that they are planning to migrate back after the work started. About one-fourth 

of the respondents wanted to stay back in their native villages and work there. Nearly 10% of the 

residents had already took up work at their native villages. Others had either gone back already or 

waiting for government interventions or were not clear about what they wanted to do in the 

immediate future. 
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Fig 18: Plans in the Immediate Future 

Among those who were planning to stay back, their preference of the work they wanted to do is 

shown in Fig 19 below. Over 37% of the respondents didn’t specify any particular preference. Nearly 

30% of those planning to stay back, wanted to engage in cultivation, while nearly 25% were planning 

to take up agricultural labour on other’s field. 
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Fig 19: Type of Work Preferred by those who Want to Stay Back 
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Recommendations 
The issue of migrant workers have not received their due attention. Based on the findings 

from this study a list of recommendations have been created 

 

1. There is an urgent need for accurate and up to date documentation and 

registration of intra State migrant workers. Every migrant worker needs to have 

an identity card. 

2. There should be seamless availability of all schemes to the workers in any part of 

the state, so that intra-state migration is not a reason for denial of services to the 

workers. This would specifically include pensions, Integrated Child Development 

Services Scheme (ICDS), education, nutritional programs and public health 

facilities. No resident of the state should be denied social security schemes or face 

discrimination for reasons of migration within the state. 

3. Strengthening of the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Act 

(MNREGA) to ensure that people have access to minimum rural employment 

Guarantee. The village economy should be strengthened in all forms and the core 

reason for migration should be addressed.  

4. Comprehensive policy to document and address the issues faced by people both 

at the source of migration as well as the destination, within the State. This can 

include livelihood, nutrition, education, minimum wages, health care, 

discrimination related issues etc.  

5. Education of the seasonal migrants need to be addressed. The children should 

have the opportunity of studying in any nearby government school without being 

burdened by rigid and bureaucratic admission procedures, which, in fact become 

barriers for children of migrant workers from accessing education. 

6. The model of social security schemes that has been devised for construction 

workers should be extended to many other groups like domestic workers, street 

vendors, auto drivers etc.. 

7. There needs to be a good number of welfare boards to address the concerns of 

laborers belonging to various sectors. 
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8. The safety at the workplace needs to be ensured. Grievance redressal, 

compensation for occupational hazards and death due to workplace related 

injuries or illness should not be complicated. 

9.  There needs to be legal mechanism to address the issue of harassment, abuse, 

denial of essential services etc. at the destination place.  
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