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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No. I am going ahead.
(Interruptions)... No. There was no time given. (/nterruptions)...

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: He has actually misled the House.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Then you can go to the Privileges
Committee. If he has misled the House, please make a privilege issue and
send it to us. We will examine it. (/nterruptions)...

The question is:

That the Bill further to amend the Food Corporations Act, 1964, be
taken into consideration.

The motion was adopted,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now we shall take up
clause-by-clause consideration of the Bill.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the Title
were added to the Bill.

AN o= IR N A wRA g
T e 91 aRa fear s 1
The question was put and the motion was adopted.

THE SUGARCANE CONTROL (ADDITIONAL POWERS) REPEAL
BILL, 2000

Id "AWE 3R wrdaife famror w5 (s o AR) ;- ARISw,
“H UG Bl g -
5 e fE (ifaRs wifthal) sifafrm, 1962 &1 e & T
fatrre W AR e @)’ '
The question was proposed.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The motion is moved. 1 have got
only three names. Shri Santosh Bagrodia.

f Ay qrreifem (JoRer) - wERan, el 'E a3 A aiR
e b 9rd @ ..
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ITAAYR : g N 919 HR

it WA Frrsifean - o B A sEH Hier FR frar Sy s A
&3 | Madam, Deputy Chairperson, | rise to support this Sugarcane Control
(Additional Powers) Repeal Bill, 2000. This Bill, like other Bills, needs to be
repealed because, in real terms, there are too many laws on different subjects
in the country. So, | think the Government is rightly repealing this. When we
are talking about sugar, the most important factor which I want to discuss
about the sugar industry is...

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. I am sorry, I am going to be
very strict about the rules of the House. The Bill is placed before you. But
you cannot discuss the problems of the entire sugar industry, because, then,
the hon. Minister will not be able to answer. Besides, the House also presents
a bad picture because the Bill...

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: Madam, I will confine myself to
the Bill.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No. | am not going to listen to
anything. You are not restricting yourself to the Bill. You just said that you
were going to discuss it. 1 must say whatever is the ambit of the Bill, you
please speak within that. Because, otherwise, the discussion becomes
irrelevant. Answers do not come. Once a thing has been discussed in the
House, the Business Advisory Cominittee may take a decision. So, it has
already been discussed. Let us not discuss-all that. Because, then, we will
not be able to discuss the matters which are very important. So, please stick
- just to the repeal of the Bill and not on the sugar...

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: Madam, 1 am going to restrict
myself to the Sugarcane Control (Additional Powers) Repeal Bill, 2000. Do
you want me to restrict myself to it?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, 1 want you to restrict yourself to

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: Okay Madam. [ will restrict myself
to it. Madam, as we are talking about the sugarcane control order, I would
say that, nowadays, there is an information appearing in the newspapers that
Government is planning to stop this system of monthly release of sugar. The
whole purpose of this monthly release in a poor country like India was; this is
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a seasonal industry. The entire sugar is produced in four or five months. If
the entire quantity is released in one go, it will be impossible to get enough
buyers and the resuit will be that there will be a complete flood in the market.
If this process is adopted, then the mills will be closed. As you have seen,
despite this scheme being in force, despite this scheme continuing, what is
happening in Gulbarga? The farmers in Gulbarga district are actually
destroying their sugarcane crop in the fields itself. In fact, the Karnataka
Government even allowed them to take it to Bombay or Goa, because there
were no buyers. If you are going to stop this mechanism, I want to tell the
Hon. Minister, through you Madam, that the entire industry will be
completely destroyed. I am for liberalisation in general. Even in this case |
am for liberalisation. But please first introduce the mechanism of forward
trading. First introduce that method. Once the forward trading is introduced,
then slowly you can stop this system also. You can release more quantity.
Because, at the moment, we have plenty of production in our country. As we
are talking about this release method, if I show you the figures Mr. Minister,
in 1994 our production was 146 lakh tonnes. After that, our production
was 164 lakh tonnes. Despite that so much import has come, of which you are
very much aware. This import was made as late as in 1998-99. So, this kind
of irresponsible import by the Government or due to the Government policies
is creating immense problems for the sugar industry.

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ADHIK SHIRODKAR) in the Chair]

When [ see the figures, 1 do not understand the rationale behind it.
Every year you had a stock. At the end of the year 1994-95, there was a stock
of 54.95 lakh tonnes. In 1995-96, the closing stock of sugar was 79.07 lakh
tonnes. The total need of the country is 141 lakh tonnes. That means S0 per
cent of the total need of the country was a carry forward stock. But still we
went on importing. We imported it in 1998-99. [ do not know what the
reasons were. Sir, if we go into the details of duty structure, during this
period there was zero duty when there was need for the import of sugar. I can
understand that. But what has happened after that? They imposed a duty of
five per cent. Then it was increased to 20 per cent. Then it was increased to
40 per cent which has further been increased to 60 per cent. 3§ 60 9=IC
SIS @M F g R, RN g9 WS § S=g. A8, § oY 3F [ v S
ff o aed € | o % R $UIE 49 81 My ghm, Afea el @ 58T W 8,
iR e 3w R, oai-vdl oTr ege) et wi-edi S o e
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T ax for | 9] &) 9R g #, groftel aiRE ¥ 40 9 9 A H
TSR W@ Rl ¥, TEfp Rgram # onft ot Uit gftew § o 9 W
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aTsq AIRAT WX, T8 AW & 5 I e 7R, 9 7R, de R A 9 R
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¥ q1g fmar & iR o9 srvr wER B 91 98 e g | §ef @ @ e
ge e 13 & 1§ R e @ v A8 39 9Efe PR O fw g =
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HEIgHr B 98 I 15 wHie, 20 wdde, 25 wde, W ff 99 w8,
qE AR @ TR oual ¢, Roraa o vk ot S e 1 Adi v B mim RwT @
5 wrR ® T foran 7, e oAl &Y, IFE A1 AT I B USa R BHS
R & e @ iRk 98 uar 6 761, 12 wEAr d e §, | 99 |
A ¥ 3R B MR AT ¥ | SHHET FO I IR A e Gad € @
Y g § g B N wenm '8 iR wrER &1 oAt o g6 | enf g 9w
IE 9 ST FMH P ¥, IR TEhH dagegte ) R | PE eEs
TE B Fodl | 9 @ W F agaR e | gar 98, 'R weH ffReR
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it &, sr@aRi A #7 el % 5 el &1 aide far T aaeR PR
frr @ 4500 <3, AR W 5000 €4, Y@ WPR 1000 ©F R OHY,
S g d IR, YA 1000 e W A AR ARu® oe PR e #1000 @5
W Y FH TP 5w @ & | A S w9 e B 3 |
qAtpe @l fabar a7 had 39 5 el @1 v ave PR @ R fea
T ? 9 "Ry, $Udl 39 9R 7 we & 41 gfaaele @@ifedt wft B srens
FE | N wERT A 3w ReH @1 fegeaa fear o1, 98 aga orew Ryeed
ort, A qar 7w T e ww ? g R fow. e F o A &
g § smaR difefieaa o 4 N e ¥ | 9 Pua e W iR
1 ffepfeE 9 8 |

IqEHTERE HeElgy, ifay 91d UF 2 5 wi-dvs dewi B ouY U%
WHR & T8 § @ L - T 9@ PR T A A iR qHd S5 &7 |
IgEHTEe AEIqY, It AR THIeTsd WAl o A wnfew a1 7 ifd srare
A2 3T 2, 39 4 PR IS B FB @ 8 o | R 5= s
e 10 u=xde, dfds R S 9 fah smawasma off, wft § enfes
ST A B D | STAMEmE ARGY, 39 W PR § @IiRed B Al A
S, 9 @ Rregr fea Y B0t ? @) 9 5 wrdlE, 10 w_Rdde a1 15 ude
F I A S R ESRN TN B AagE T B A9 § | T T TS B
@ TR &, R feR) o T 99 w0 TR ¥ ged Y ww & oW A
RusR ser fp o an I A ar o &, 59 @ PR & T AR 717 | @
ITHHTEHE WG, T W IO 59 @1 e, o BT gar | guferg Ry
@ Y & f5 oy 39 ddw A TowEge A A A W R R avE A e
I g1T § |

AEIqy, g8 Qe wd & 91y, dfea § 7 O Ry e €, sPR w3
Sft 99 oW @ S @ Y9 W 9 F A wWe B R 9 @ WoR @ H
well R | gaTg |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN(SHRI ADHIK SHIRODKAR): Please
remember that this Bill, which we are trying to repeal, was meant to help the

Sugarcane Control Order, which itself, stands repealed. So, this Bill has
become redundant. So, we will confine ourselves to the discussion on the
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repeal itself and not go into the finer aspects of production, distribution, etc.,
of suger.

Mr. Margabandu may also will kinely remember this.

SHRI R. MARGABANDU(Tamil Nadu): Sir, I rise to oppose this
Bill. in the Statement of Objects and Reasons, it is given that the Sugarcane
Control (Additional Powers) Act, 1962 was enacted to empower the Central
Government to amend the Sugarcane Control Order, 1955, with retrospective
effect. So, this is the reason. Since, the 1955 Act itself was repealed and was
substituted by the Sugarcane Control Order, 1966, it becomes redundant and
it is unnecessary. here, | would like to invite the attention of this august
House to section 12 of the Sugarcane Control Order, 1966. In the repeal and
savings clause, it is mentioned, "with regard to the Sugarcane Control Order
1955 and any order made thereunder, regulating or regimenting the
production and supply..." So, this order of 1966 repeals the 1955 order alone.
It does not deal with the 1962 Act. The order of 1966 does not repeal the Act
of 1962, for obvious reasons that the Central Government must have some
power in case of contingency. Now, this order deals with two types of sugar:
It says that the cane growers must be paid by the sugar producer soon after
the sugarcane is supplied and payment should be made within 15 days. Ifthe
payment is not made, then the penal provision under section 5 of this Act is to
pay the interest. So, payment should be made within 14 days. If not made,
the interest would be paid. There are no other penal provisions. There are
instances where the private and even the Government mills are not paying the
sugarcane prices for years together. For example in our place, Polur, one
private sugar mill was ransacked by the sugarcane growers because for years
together they have not paid. So, they do not pay sugarcane prices at ail. Just
like that in Aruna Sugar of South Arcot, they have not paid the prices. There
is no penal provision under the Order of 1966. That is why this Act gives
special power to the Central Government of any such amendment containing
supplementary, incidental and consequential provisions.  So, in such a
situation, the Central Government is given additional power to invoke any
such thing. But under this Act of 1966 there is no penal provision for not
making the payment to the sugarcane growers. | do not think whether any
penal provision is there in this Act under which action can be taken. So, in
this way, this Act has to be retained and it should not be repealed. As a
matter of fact, under Section 6 of this Act there is a provision that when there
is no profit or when there is no adequate profit, a person or authority can be
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appointed to determine the prices of sugarcane. This power is given under
this Act.  In our State, Tamil Nadu, there is a claim by all the farmer
associations, including all political parties, and they have been making a
demand that Rs.1000 per tonne should be paid. This is a constant demand
forever.  Even the present Chief Minister also assured that Rs.1000 will be
paid. But, now the Chief Minister has retracted. But, whatever it is, there is a
demand to pay Rs.1000 per tonne. But, this is not being paid. Furthermore
what is assured under the Act... (/nterruptions)..

SHRI KA .RA. SUBBIAN (Tamil Nadu): As far as Tamil Nadu is
concerned, we are giving more than all the States. ... (Interruptions)...

SHRI R. MARGABANDU:  You must understand my point.
Whatever | am saying is not controversial. ..(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR! ADHIK SHIRODKAR): Please
conclude. ...(Interruptions)... Just half an hour back hon. Deputy
Chairperson said, “Do not bring your disputes here.”...(Interruptions)...
Please conclude.

SHRI R. MARGABANDU: Why this Act should be sustained, I am
attributing reasons for that. So. all the political parties and all the farmer
associations have demanded Rs.[000 per tonne. In Tamil Nadu, they have
been paid or not, that is a different matter. What has been assured has not
been paid for years together by the private and Government mills. So, penal
provisions can be created in the Act of 1966. If the Central Government
wants to invoke any power, it can be done only under the Act. My humble
submission is that this Act should be retained and it should not be repealed.

SHRI S. VIDUTHALAI VIRUMBI (Tamil Nadu): Sir, [ would like
to say something in connection with the observation made by the hon.
Member. ..(Interruptions)... We have not mentioned it in our election
manifesto. ... (Jnterruptions)...

SHRI R. MARGABANDU: It was mentioned in your manifesto.
..(Interruptions)...

SHRI S. VIDHUTHALAI VIRUMBL  He should go through our
manifesto. ...(Interruptions)... He said that our Chief Minister is retracting.
This is a wrong observation.

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA (West Bengal): Thank you, very
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much, Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, for giving me a chance to speak for the first
time before this august House. 1 personally feel that the provisions of this
Bill that has been tabled before this House for repealing, have not been
understood properly or have not been administratively implemented. Instead,
the hon. Minister concerned has placed this Bill on 14th March, 2000, with an
intention to repeal the entire Bill. 1 personally feel, ! am afraid, that such a
step has been taken, in tune with the recommendations or dispensations of the
W.T.O. that is being proved as a disastrous move for our country and for our
common people is, when the Sugar Control Order was being exercised, the
Government was in a position to determine as to how much of sugarcane
would be used for molasses, how much would be used for alcohol and how
much sugarcane would be used for other purposes. Now, 'no control' would
mean, more control by the very, very big farmers, more contro! by the
monopolists in the agricultural field and, at the same time, 'no control' would
mean, further invasion by the multinational corporations to our country. Sir, |
very strongly feel that over-commercialisation of agricultural commodities is
going to spell a doom for us. It is understood and accepted not only by the
Members of the Rajya Sabha, the Members of the Lok Sabha but by any
conscious person of this country. We also feel ashamed that, even after a
long 52 long years of our independence, unfortunately, almost one-third of
the world's hungry population live in this country. The hon. Minister
concerned has also mentioned that nearly 33 crores of our population live
below the poverty line. Because of the over-commercialisation of agricultural
commodities, as practised and encouraged food grains will not be produced.
The commodities for the consumption of the people will not be produced. It
would only be commercial production that would be encouraged in the
agricuitural field. 1 understand and 1 personally believe that even the
Government of India, till now, could not give that subsistence and that
encouragement to the farmers of this country, but salute to the farmers of this
country; they have envisaged ways and means to make this country
self-reliant in far as food production is concerned. But, unfortunately, if such
measures are taken, if the controls are being repealed like this, if
over-commercialisation is encouraged, the sincere breed of the farmers of
this country, to whom we should be grateful, even though they are not being
patronised by the Government of india, would be discouraged and the
self-reliance insofar as food production is concerned, will be completely
destroyed. | will just, for the convenience and understanding of the House,
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tell you that shrimp production was taken up in a very, very commercial
manner. Sir, millions of acres of land, particularly in the coastal areas of the
country, was converted to shrimp production. Agricultural lands were
converted into lands where saline water was pushed systematically,
perpetually, for shrimp production. At the same time, we also know that
whatever shrimp produced here is mostly for export, export to the first-world
countries, the developed countries, export to the G-5 nations or the G-7
nations. They consider many points before importing any edible things or any
foodstuff. For very many reasons they may cancel the orders. Once the-
orders are cancelled, once the export is hindered, once the export cannot be
smoothly advanced, the entire commercial production of shrimp will be in a
haywire situation. The land that had been converted into a land for producing
shrimp cannot be used for production of foodgrains. So, there will be
complete loss of land for the country. The salinated land cannot be used for
producing foodgrains. In other words, that cannot be used for production of
foodgrains. [ also doubt that even the ecological balance of this country
might have been destroyed tc that extent. It can also be attributed to this
over-commercial use of the wetland, or, over-commercial use of, what you
call the coastal land.  Particularly with reference to the Bill, I must say that
the Sugarcane Control order is being repealed, or, is being proposed to be
repealed. We know, only some months back India had to import sugar from
Pakistan. The logic given was that it was cheap. It was imported at the cost
of the producers of sugarcane here. Some hon. Members were just now
saying that in certain States the sugarcane had to be burnt because there was
no market for them. The Government of India had not taken any initiative up
till now to utilize the production capacity of sugarcane producers. Instead of
that, a Bill is being proposed that the control be removed. So, I personally
feel that this Bill should not be repeaied like this. You can propose some
amendments. You can propose ways and means as to how to use it in the best
interest of our country; how to use it in the best interest of the export market
of our country; how to use it in the best interest of the common people of our
country; how to use it in the best interest of the poverty-stricken people of our
country. I would also say that you are trying for over-commercialisation of
agricultural commodities, but beware of cheaper competitors. An all-round
propaganda has been made as if subsidy to the agriculture is very, very bad;
as if subsidy to the agricultural products is very, very bad, it is very, very bad;
it should not be there as if the entire money of the Government is being spent
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on giving subsidy to agricultural production. It is not a fact, Sir. Even in the
advanced developed countries, like the USA, or the G-5 nations, they give
sufficient amount of subsidy for agricultural production under different
names. They are trying to deceive us by utilizing the office of the WTO.
They are trying to deceive our nation and also other developing nations by
saying that we should not give any subsidy to the agricultural production. All
these things are inter-related with this sort of Bill that has been placed before
the House. 1 would very sincerely request, through you, the hon. Minister that
he should consider ways and means; as has just now been referred to by the
hon. Member that the Sugarcane Control (Amendment) Bill, 1996 was not
properly utilized, was not properly looked into, was not administratively
looked into, and the Government had failed to work or function, where
administrative functions were required. I would suggest that ways and means
should be found as to how we can best use this control, instead of removing
it. By repealing it, 1 repeat, by repealing it we shall only be toeing the line of
LPG - liberalisation, privatisation, and globalisation. We shall only be toeing
the line of despensetions of the World Trade Organisation. The interest of
the entire nation, the interest of the common people of this nation, the interest
of the poverty-stricken people of this nation would be at the aiter of the
WTO. So, on behalf of the people of this nation, I would appeal to the hon.
Minister that he should reconsider this. He should give a different shape to
this and the Bill may be brought forward again to improve upon the situation
so that the required control can be there in the best interest of the people of
this country. Thank you, Sir.
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(SIS, 1966 & frwd g Fraaw fear o |@ar 1 IR Heie sitey, 1966
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2 s grr fd=o e on waar & | ) IR Y HEre oifee, 1979 #
frad gR1 39 9 aral @ Frafyd fear Sodaed 1 O g on e ®)
Ig Al Y€ &, U W IFETH &, o9d R v & faw & | 9rept & 9
e, § fRra e g 5 59 IR g9l ® @R fEr sl | §
fydes o {6 wife 3@ SHP! ravgeda 487 @ ¥, TUfiu 9ed sHH
Rdter w7 & fog o & |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ADHIK SHIRODKAR): The
question is:

"That the Bill to repeal the Sugarcane Control (Additional Powers)
Act, 1962, be taken into consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ADHIK SHIRODKAR) : We
shall now take up clause-by-clause consideration of the Bill.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.
Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the Title were added to the Bill.
sft erien AR - H orRiy FRar g
39 faggs o wiRka fear W |

The question was put and the motion was adopted

STATEMENT BY MINISTER

Increase in Prices of Certain Petroleum Products

st Shew @  (afeaet qorar): suar sor B foan, a8 ewm o & T,
g TH WeHe § w87 WREN Hd g€ LHe UIEw Iude dee & oy
e B° |9 g dvd F v JaR € iR e Rgew wEmE w
AV | i ofR HAfRA arell o WeaR 7 98 91T # fdar &, Otherwise a

piecemeal discussion will not work. It is an attempt to take the wind out of
the people's discontent.

T4 Had Id Y& of dd wis¥ gl dev afen sex Wed H 9917 §
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