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THE MINISTER OF HOME
AFFAIRS (SHRI INDRAIJIT GUPTA):
Madam, as per your direction, 1 beg to
lay on the Table of the House a
statement on issues raised by hon.
Members regarding release of persons
who are still under detention under the
erstwhile Terrorist and Disruptive
Activities Act of 1987 which lapsed on
the 23rd May, 1995.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Will it
be effective retrospectively or just from
today? So, copies of this statement
should also be distributed in both
languagtes, Hindi and English, so that
Memebrs can read it—copies of both, the
statement of the Defence Minister and
the Home Minister. Now, the discussion
on the Acquaculture Authority Bill, 1997
is open for discussion. )

THE AQUACULTURE AUTHORITY
BILL, 1997—Contd.

SHRI S.B. CHAVAN (Maharashtra):
Madam, have we waiyved all the rules?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Today,
we have waived all the rules in view of
the plea which Chaturananji made and in
view of the people who are going to
suffer due to this. The House is being
very indulgent to do this and I thank on
behalf of everybody. I think, if we have
so many speakers, we won't be able to
finish it in one hour. So, I will have to
cut down names of speakers. Dr.
Gopalrao Patil.

ara & o oft dw A e ¥ e WS
A1

e Tarera fggeroe wle (soe) ¢
wod W W T owm D A R A A
o

Faawmaf: T o s T WA wWEw
W R X we P
R o wiR s AR

Mr. Vayalar Ravi, yon are also
speaking on this.

SHRI VAYALAR RAVIL: Yes,
Madam,

PROF. RAM KAPSE (Maharashtra):
Madam Deputy-Chairperson, today, hon.
Chaturanan Mishraji introduced a Bill,
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moved it for consideration and in a way,
we are forced to support it immediately,
but I think it will not be treated as a
precedent, This is a crisis management
and we are working like a fire-brigade.
The judgement was delivered on 11th
December, 1996 and since then three-our
months have passed. the Minister should
have prepared the Bill earlier and at least
two days should have been given to us
for study, and that would have been
ideal, but we want to support it in the
interest of human element which is
involved in this whole affair. Hon. S.B.
Chavanji enquired whether all rules have
been waived. Yes, we have waived all the
rules, but this is just for today and from
tomorrow onwards, we expect that the
U.F. Government will work in a different
manner and not in a haphazard manner.

Madam, 1 would like to read some part
of the judgement. The Supreme Court
judgement has said, “All acquaculture
industries, shrimp industries, shrimp
culture ponds operating set up in the
coastal regulation zone as defined in the
CRZ Notification shall be demolished
and removed before March 31, 1997.”
So, within ten days it needs to be
demolished. Some State Governments
have already started the work. In Orissa,
225 fields have already been demolished,
and in many States collectors, police
authorities and the people are ready to
demolish.

If at all signal is given ‘go ahead’, then
what will happen in the next week
throughout the coastal shore? You can
imagine that. Therefore, in the interest of
humanity, we support this Bill with some
reservations and some suggestions to
which, 1 feel, Mr. Chaturanan Mishra,
will definitely agree. This Bill will have
far-reaching effects like the far-reaching
judgement. The Bill itself will have far-
reaching effects. If we take into
consideration the environment of the
country, we will have to be very careful.
At the same time, if we demolish this
aquaculture, it will lead to a great loss.
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So, I would just like to give information
to the House as to how much amount
and men are involved in the whole affair.
At present aquaculture gives
employment—according to the figures
given by his own Department—to three
lakh people. It is much more than that
because the actual labour and the other

‘persons involved in the industry who are

benefited because of this industry, thier
number is about 16 lakhs. As far as
financial share of the Government is
concerned, it is also not a small amount.
The financial stakes are very high. Even
in the Minister’s own Department, that
is, the Ministry of Agriculture, the
NABARD has interest of Rs. 465 crores
which has been disbursed. An amount of
Rs. 1,200 crores has been given by the
banks. The private -finances involved are
to the tune Rs. 12,00 crores and the
affected area is more than 80,000
hectares. We started helping this industry
from the 6th Plan period. We wanted to
help the fishermen. We wanted that the
aquaculture should be promoted. The
Department of Agricultural Development
was very happy to mention the
development that was made in 1995-96
with regard to  brackish  water
aquaculture. Paragraphs after paragraphs
have been written in his own report of
1995-96. At the same time you had given
land to the people. There are many
States which even gave land to the people
just for aquaculture. Subsidy was given.
In Gujarat subsidy was given. If you
wanted to promote this industry, then
what came in the way of this industry and
what created a problem in the Supreme
Court? Their own rules of 1991 created
this problem. This is a legacy that you
have. In 1991, the Department of
Environment and forests came with some
rules with regard to environment. The
Supreme Court was of the opinion that
these rules were being flouted by the
aquaculture industry. For this your
Government has to suffer. This is the
situation in which we are placed. What is
the reason? The real reason is the
Coastal Regulation Zone, th¢ CRZ.
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1 want these rules to be studied
urgently. The CRZ is creating a problem
not only in aquaculture, but in many
other arca also.

In the 80’s, Mrs. Indira Gandhi had a
feeling, had a wish, that on the seashore,
up to 500 metres should be a free area;
whatever was to be done, whatever
construction, etc., was to be done should
be done beyond 500 metres. This was just
a wish, but it was taken as an order by
many. Then many things followed and
that has created a problem in
Maharashtra, especially, in Konkan.
(Interruptions) Any comment?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No.
How can anybody make any comment on
such a good suggestion? It will be only
appreciation.

PROF. RAM KAPSE: As I said, this
was just a wish of Mrs. Indira Gandhi.
Actually, when the CRZ thing was
started, enough care was not taken. In
the case of thc eastern shore and the
western shore, the coastline is different.
Arca-wise, it differs. As far as Konkan is
concerned, the valley and the sea are so
nearby that the CRZ needs to be
restudied and then we should go ahead,
according to the needs.

Therefore, my first suggestion to the
hon. Minister is this. Of course, we will
pass this Bill. We will support this Bill.
We do not oppose it on any count. Even
if it is to be passed today itself, we would
not object. At the same time, since the
issues involved are so many, I would
suggest that a Parliamentary Committee
should be  appointed by  the
Government—really speaking, the
Committee should be appointed by
Parliament itsef—to go into the many
issues which are involved in this.

One is environment. Madam, Mahatma
Gandhiji once said that Nature had given
enough to the humanity, but not enough
to the greed of the humanity. Therefore,
if at all we want to protect the
environment, we have to work against
this agreed which is all-pervasive. In that
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case, something needs to be done for the
environment. Wherever aquaculture is
creating a problem vis-a-vis environment,
it should be immediately studied and
ways must be found to overcome the
problem.

Another problem is about the
fishermen. If, because of aquaculture, the
fishermen living in the coastal area are
put to a loss, it would definitely be
detrimental to the interests of a particular
section of the society. I think this needs
to be taken care of. There are some
leaders of the fishermen who are saying
that this aquaculture is creating a
problem for them., We will have to listen
to them. Mr. Thomas is there. We will
have to listen to him. There are some
persons in Maharashtra also. We will
have to listen to them. Just as we have to
take into consideration the environmental
aspect, we should also take into ‘account
what these fishermen want to say. If
there is any substance in their argument,
the Committee should go into it in depth
and then decide the matter.

While giving the judgment, the
Supreme Court had opined that
aquaculture was not agriculture, but an
industry. Now, what is the opinion of
Parliament? We have been treating this
as agriculture since 1974. We have been
treating this as agriculture. If the
Supreme Court is of the opinion that it is
an industry, we will have to study this
question whether it is an industry or not.
That is also a matter of concern.

Then, whether it should be small
farming or big farming, that is also an
issue. Whatever information I have today
is that in most areas it is small farming
with two hectares, three hectares, five
hectares or, at the most, ten hectares.
There were only two big companies
which were working till 1995. They
stopped working. The Government did
not work in time. That has created a
problem. A case was filed in the Supreme
Court in 1994. An interim stay was given
in 1995. Financial institutions stopped
giving loans, and naturally some
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industries backed out. Now, small
farmers are interested in it. So, we
should try to work for their betterment.

Another issue is whether MNCs should
be allowed to come here. We would like
to oppose big industries and big
agriculturists coming in this. We support
small farmers, and we should have a
separate Act for them.

Then, at the same time, you mentioned
about exports. If you want to promote
exports, you should also look into the
facilities which could be created for
exports.

Now, financial assistance has been
almost stopped. The last month the
whole industry closed. Nobody is working
there. so, this also needs to be looked
into.

Again, the infrastructure facilities
which need to be given also need to be
looked into. We will have to work for
technological advancement.

So, these are the issues. You will agree
with me that these issues will not be
considered by the Authority you are
forming today. That is a separate job. It
needs to be done. If we really study, it, if
we work on the matter, naturally,
whatever we will do will ultimately be
beneficial to fishermen, agriculturists,
industries, the nation and for exports.
Ultimately, we will not be at a loss.

Therefore, though I support the Bill, if
at all the Government thinks that my
suggestions are worth considering, these
may please be looked into.

Thank you very much.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Kapse made very good suggestions.

I have a suggestion from the Chair,
Mr. Minister. We weke discussing it with
Dr. Biplab Dasgupta in my chamber. We
have done this because of the urgency of
the situation. Having done this, we would
like that sometime after forming the
Authority you come back to the House
and discuss this matter in great detail so
that Members’ input could come in a
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proper form which may guide both
environment-protection as  well as
protection of the livelihood of the people
and the export which is important to us.

DR. GOPALRAO VITHALRAO
PATIL: Madam, I associate myself with
you on this.

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI (Kerala):
Madam Deputy Chairman, let me being
with fully endorsing the views expressed
by the Chair itself.

Madam, I am coming from a place
where the writ of the Supreme Court on
the Coastal Regulation Zone never runs
because the sea-erosion is the order of
the day. Whatever shore was fixed last
year has gone already. So, it is a peculiar
situation. So, I hope the Supreme Court
will take this into account and give a
direction to the Government of India to
allot more money at least to protect the
CRZ.

Madam, I support this enactment
because it involves not only the
employees but also big financial
commitments. Banks may incur heavy
losses if you completely close them down.

1t is a pity. Of course, I do not want to
go into or repeat what the Supreme
Court has said. But, in this period of
public interest litigations and the social
environment concept of the judiciary,
they fail to understand the agony of more
than a million workers and the agony of
the entrepreneurs who have taken so
much of loan from banks and other
financial institutions.

Madam, while you are making a
separate enactment, I would submit that
there is another enactment called the
Marine Products Spawn Development
Authority. Its Clause 9 deals with the
export of the marine products. As my
hon. colleague has rightly said, I also do
not agree that it is an industry. It is
neither industry, nor agriculture. It is a
fishery meant for export. These
aquacultures are not mainly for
international consumption. They are
rirely for evnort The M-~rine Products
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Spawn Development Authority is doing
not only promotion, but is having its own
acquaculture. There are shrimp farms.
They are supplying seeds all over the
country. Everywhere they are giving
knowhow, technology and financial
assistance. So, even an amendment to
Clause 9 and the saving clause in the
C.R. Zone, would not serve the purpose.
Anyhow, this is only my suggestion.

The only point that I am making is that
we are creating a new institution. That
institution also can be a little more
transparent and accessible to the
entrepreneurs. Here at page 5, clause 10,
vou arc saying a licence for every
aquaculture farm will be issued. It is
good, because there must be some kind
of a regulation. But that regulation under
this authority is going to be concerned
with another institution. It will be parallel
to the Marine Products Export
Development Authority doing the same
work. They are encouraging the export
potentional of shrimps and spawns. But,
the point is that the people who invest so
much of money have to take a licence
and within three.years the licence will
lapse. So, what is the guarantee for
them? They will involve their money to
the tune of Rs. 34 crores, Rs. 4/~ crores
or even Rs. 10~ crores after taking bank
loans. To formulate an aquaculture farm
itself takes at the minimum one or two
years. So, there will be a.sense of
insecurity, because they won’t know what
will happen after three years. 1 would
request the hon. Minister to look into it
and see if this period can be made 10
years. If not ten years, it can be five
years at the minimum. Moreover, since
the officers will have the authority to
renew the licence, it will lead to
corruption because so much money will
be involved. They will demand money for
renewal of a licence. In any case the
Authority will have the power to cancel
the licence at any point of time if they do
not follow the rules. Therefore, 1 say,
prescribing the limit of three years will do
more harm than good.

My other point is that this kind of
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legislation will compel us to have a fresh
look at the Environment Protection Act,
I do not blame the Supreme Court,
because they went into the letter and
spirit of the Act and the decision of the
Government. It is because we made an
enactment that way, we Bill, created a
problem. So, while supporting the, I
request the Hon. Minister to have a fresh
look into the Environment Act of 1986.
Of course, we have to protect the
environment, but at the same time we
have to look into the practical difficulties
that have been experienced so far. That
is why I said at the beginning that the
people who are living next to the sea, are
facing the problem. They are facing the
threat of sea-erosion at the time of every
monsoon. You visit Kerala on the fourth
of next month and you will see how
disastrous it is.

(The Vice Chairman (Shri Triloki Nath
Chaturvedi) in the Chair]

It is foreign invasion. While supporting
the Bill and while thanking the Minister
for protecting the interests of workers as
well as the investors—especially many
from Kerala are involved—] want him to
look into my suggestion of increasing the
period of 3 years and also the
Government should look into bringing
forth some kind of an amendment on the
basis of practical experience gained from
the Environment Protection Act, 1986.
Thank You.

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA (West
Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I
can see the urgency which has prompted
the Minister to bring forth this Bill at the
fag end of this particular session. I can
see his justification in supporting the Bill
because unless some decision is taken by
this kind of legislation, employment will
be affected and the flow of foreign
exchange resources will also be affected.
So, I am supporting this Bill. At the
same time, I would not like this Bill to be
seen as an attempt to overturn the
decision of the Supreme Court. ] would
also not like the warning of the Supreme
- PR IR s £ 1
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are going in for heavy commercialisation
of agriculture. This commercialisation has
many pitfalls, It has long-term
environmental implications. These should
be studied and considered. Whatever
measure we take now should not be at
the cost of environmental degradation in
the long run for the country as a whole.
As far as shrimp farming is concerned,
there are a number of problems which
have come to light. For example, the two
reports of the United Nations
agencies—the United Nations Research
Institute of Social Development has
produced a report on fish farming and
another report was produced by one of
the UNDP experts—have raised certdin
issues which I hope the Ministry of
Agriculture would consider. One of the
points they made is this, the shrimp
farming encroaches on paddy farming.
They introduce saline water. Paddy
farming is converted into shrimp farming.
Farmers go in for it because there is an
attractive offer. They offer a very good
price to the farmers. Farmers give up the
land for fish farming companies. But then
what happens? Sometimes the demand
falls in the world market. For example, in
the case of Taiwan, many of the
companies started this farming, but they
were closed down because the demand
went down. Sometimes the disease
spreads and the fish farming collapses.
When the fish farming collapses, there is
no way of going back to paddy farming,
You cannot switch over to paddy
farming. It is irreversible. It can only be
reversed after a very long time, maybe,
70 years, 80 years or 90 years. So, the
damage that you are going to cause to
paddy farming is irreversible. You are
changing. the land use pattern which
cannot be converted very soon. This
problem should be seriously taken into
account. These companies which go in for
fish farming never pay the farmer the
price for this very serious environmental
degradation. The farmer -not being very
educated, doesn’t know what risk he is
taking. If tomorrow the demand gogs
down, all our farms will have to be closed
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down. These people cannot go back to
paddy farming and that should be clearly
understood. What is the demand for this
product in the world market? There are
all kinds of fluctuations. We cannot really
expect a steady stream of income,

Another issue which comes up with this
kind of shrimp farming is its impact on
the mangroves in these coastal araeas.
Mangroves play a certain ecological role.
The land mecets the sea at that point.
These mangroves maintain the land
structure. They balance the weather and
protect the soil conditions. If you go in
particularly for this kind of farming, it
destroys the ecological balance in the
coastal areas with serious implications on
agriculture, on livelihood and other
things. These issues have been raised by
international experts.

A third kind of problem comes which
should also be highlighted. If you go in
for commercialisation of aquaculture,
your focus is only on the shrimps. You
take out a lot of other things, spawns of
the other fish because immediately they
are not usable for this particular purpdse.
You destroy them. So, while we are
gaining in terms of fish-farming, shrimp-
farming, we are losing a lot in terms of
farming other kinds of fish which could
have been used for domestic
consumption. This should be assessed and
without assessing this, we should not
simply say, because some employment is
affected, we should take some action.
The long-term implications on the other
sections of the society should also be
taken into consideration.

Then, there is an exaggerated view
about the. importance of fish farming for
our exports. If you look at the data for
fish and fish preparations as one
record—there is no record for shrimp-
farming in the figures which I
have—there has been an increase in the
amount carned from the export of fish
and fish preparations. From somethjng
like 274 million dollars in 1980-81, it has
increased to slightly more than one
billtbn dollars in 1994-95. This is certainly
an  increase. But it is not
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that substantial. Moreover, if you look at
the proportion of Indian fish and fish
preparations’ export to all exports, it is
one of the lowest. For example, it is only
1.8 per cent of the total world exports. In
fact, it was two per cent in 1980 and
there has been a decline in our share as
far as shrimp exports are concerned. So,
while I agree that foreign exchange
should be earned, there is some
exaggerated view about the importance of
shrimp-farming. 1 want this to be scaled
down so that we know what we have, so
that there is no exaggerated view about
shrimp-farming.

Lastly, the point 1 would like to make
is this. For the time being I agree with
this because 31st March is so near and we
cannot afford to get whatever is there
destroyed because it is difficult again for
them to come back. I would suggest to
the Minister one thing. We are passing
this Bill. But as far as the existing shrimp
farms are concerned in the coastal areas,
please give an undertaking to us in this
House a very clear undertaking, that
within the next six months, all these fish
farms would be examined case by case, in
consultation with the people who
understand our ecology. There is no
point in inviting me or Mr.
Narayanasamy for that. There have to be
some experts on ecology to understand
how the ecological balance is disturbed.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI):
Why  are you including Mr.
Narayanasamy? He is an expert.

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: Well, I
like him very much. That is the reason
why I mention myself and him. There
must be some experts who wurmderstand
ecology. They should determine whether
the ecological ~ balance has been
disturbed. If we fill this Authority with
people who are only representing the
industrial interests to which they belong,
it will not serve the purpose. I think
there should be members who are drawn
from other sections of the society who
understand the overall implications. Only
then will it make some sense. And this
Authority must go through all
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the existing farms, their positions,
their conditions and all that, within the
next six months so that those farms which
are not in line with our environment,
which are causing environmental
degradation, are closed down, come what
may. I might reduce production, foreign
exchange or employment. They are all
important in the short run. But in the
long run, we cannot afford environmental
degradation which is irreversible. So, a
decision should be taken on this within

.six months. I would very much appreciate

if the Minister is prepared to give an
undertaking in the House. If he is giving
that undertaking, I have no difficulty in
supporting this Bill because I do not want
also these employment and all that to be
disturbed just now. Thank you very
much.

SHRI R. MARGABANDU (Tamil
Nadu): Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman.
Sir, I strongly oppose this Bill as long

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY
(Pondicherry): As Jong as Mr.
Chaturanan Mishra is the Agriculture
Minister.

SHRI R. MARGABANDU: ...... as
long as the second proviso to clause 12
sub-clause (6) is on the statute. It reads,
“Provided further that nothing in this
sub-section shall apply in the case of an
aquaculture farm which is in existence on
the appointed day.” This runs contrary to
the provisions of sub-clause (6) which
says, “No licence shall be granted for
aquaculture farming proposed to be
carried out within two hundred metres
from the High Tide Line:.” As a matter
of fact, there are suggestions that the
distance should be 500 metres. According
to the Supreme Court judgement, the
distance should be 1,000 metres. So, in
sub-section (6) of clause 12 the distance
of 200 metres should be substituted by
1,000 metres. If it is adopted, I welcome
this Bill; otherwise, I am opposing this
Bill. The reason why I say so is that there .
is 8 judgement delivered by the Supreme
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Court. The Supreme Court judgement
says that it is a method which causes
salinity, sedimentation, health hazard
beside spoiling drinking water, These are
the four consideration which have been
taken into consideration by the Supreme
Court while delivering the judgement.
The judgement of the Supreme Court is
not & half-baked judgement. It has got a
good basis. The reports examined by the
Supreme Court include the Alagirisamy
Report submitted at the conference of
the Food and Agricultural Organisation,
the two reports by the National
Environmental Engineering  Institute,
Justice Surcsh’s Report and the United
Nations Survey. These are the reports on
the basis of which the judgement was
delivered.

Sir, from the Statement of Objects and
Reasons it seems that this Bill is
introduced with a purpose to get away
from the clutches of the Supreme Court
judgement. One aspect is accepted. The
Supreme Court has suggested the
constitution of an autherity, This Bill has
been introduced for that purpose. 1 will
appreciate the hon. Agriculture Minister’s
intelligence In drafting this Bill and
explaining things. 1 will come to it a little
later, The Bill is not introduced with &
good intentien at all. It is with an
intention te evercome the Supreme Court
judgment. This Bill is a sugar-ceated pill.
1 can say that, This is what he hes stated
in the Statement of Objeets and Reasons,
“Since It is necessary to validate all
coastal aquaeulture farma set up hitherto
retrospectively”, Here comes the
fmisehie!, Whatever mischief has been
done by the blg monopollstic persons,
who are having this aquaculture on the
coastal areas, is validated. It is not the
small farmers who are having one or two
acres, but big monied people, big
companies who are having thogisands of
acres on the coastal areas, whggare going
to be benefited. In Andhra Pradesh the
area extends up to 25 miles into the
interior land from the coastal area. The
same is the case in Tamil Nadu, in Kerala
and in Maharashtra. In all these States
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the saline water, when.it is stored,
percolates into an area to the extent of 10
miles to 15 miles. The result is that in the
coastal areas, an areca up to 100 miles
becomes unfit for cultivation. The saline
water percolates into the interior. With
the saline'water it is not possible to do
any cultivation, either paddy or anything.
Therefore, it will do a great injustice to
the people. The big monied people are
purchasing the land at a high cost
displacing the agriculturists from that
area. In Mayavaram area of Tamil Nadu
there was a massive agitation, One
Jagannathan had filed a public interest
litigation before the Supreme Court,
These situation are not taken care of. 1
would like to know whether the
Government wants to support the bigwigs
by way of this Bill. Who are behind this
Bill? I would like to know whether those
people whe are going to face the
demolition of acquaculture are supperting
this and whether they are behind this
Bill. 1 would also like to know whether
the Government would support these
people who are rendering the land unfit
for cultivation. so long as this proviso is
there, it will justify the injustice that is
done to the agriculturists,. A preat
injustice has already been dene te the
agrieulturlsts. It Is only beeause of this
the Supreme Court had eome in the way
and we are talking of judicial activism. In
a way It will proteet enviropment
situation alse. But this sort of a thing will
help some bigwigs and meneyed persons
who are backing this Gevernment. My
party will net aeeept it. Mr. Viee-
Chairman, 8ir, I appeal to the Minister to
remove Clause 12 (6) provise !1 from the
Statute. Then alone a good spirit will be
exhibited in this Bill.

I would like to say one more thing.
The hon. Minister has mentioned that
about three lakh persons will be rendered
homeless. But on the other hand in
Clause 10(2) it is mentioned:

“Where the Authority orders for
removal or demolition of any
aquaculture farm under clause (d)
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of sub-section (1), the workers of
the said farm shall be paid
compensation in accordance with
the provisions of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947.”

So the persons who would be rendered
jobless or who would be thrown out of
jobs, their interest has been safeguarded
by the hon. Minister.

1 appreciate the hon. Minister for this
provision. ‘Then there s another
provision that before the demolition they
will be given a hearing. This Is a principle
of natural fustice. The hon. Minister has
bestowed his thought while drafting this
Bill. But this mischief has to be rémoved.
So long 4s it is there, it will be doing
injustice to the common min and we will
be supporting only the moneyed people.
It will riot help the common man. It will
not protect envitonment. At the same
time, 1 would like to uppeal to the
Minister of Environmeént to bring a Bill
for containing water pollution. Tannetles
and dyeing factorles und other fuctories
which are - relessing water which s
affecting the agticultural land. If the
Bnvironmetital Minivter comes forward
with such a Bill, In which case this Bill
will be very good. It will be appreciated.
At the moment there is a bad Bill with a
bad taste. That 1Ind proviso to sub clause
6 to clause 12 has 10 be removed. Then
glone it will be giving a good taste. I
oppose this Bill so long as it is on
Statute,

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): Mr.
Margabandu, at the moment the Minister
wants:  your  support, not  your
appreciations. The Deputy: Chairperson
has already requested the Minister to
consider  bringing  wider  issues
subsequently before this House.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Mr.
Vice-Chairman, Sir, I will be very brief.
The hon. Minister has come forward with
this Bill in accordance with the direction
of the Supreme Court. The Supreme
- Court has directed that an Aquaculture
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Authority shall be established to regulate
aquaculture farming in coastal arcas. In
fact 1 raised this issue in the august
House by wdy of a Special Mention. As 1
mentioned earlier, there is 8,500 acres of
land on which the farming community is
dependitig, which is giving foreign
exchange to the tune of Rs. 3,000 crores
to the Government of India, Therefore,
this atea has'to beé taken care of. Several
delegations,  especially  from  the
States of Orissa, Andhra Pradesh,
Tamil Nadu, Karnataka and also some
patts of Gujarat and coastal areas of
Maharashted, met the hon. Minister and
also the hon. Prime Minister. When the
aquaculture activities were started by the
farming community and also by the
people in this trade, neither the Central
Government nor the State Government
regulated these activities. What happened
was, the countries like Talwan said, “We
have got an excellent technology which
we would like to give to your
country.”Some farmers and all those
people who export prawn went to this
countty. In the normal ponds in which
they used to culture prawn, they used to
get 2.5 to 3 metric totines of prawn per
hectute. Under this tew system, by
putting more seeds in the pond, by
intensively eultuting it and by using the
seeds which had been imported, they lost
everything. In Andhta Pradesh, there was
8 virel attack, Even Orissa had it. The
farming community suffered heavily.
NABARD and varlous other banks
invested huge amounts in this when the
business was booming. After that the
farmers went in for intensive cultivation.
Sir, the Bill is laudable. Yesterday, we
passed the National Environment
Appellate Authority Bill. We find that it
has become a practice to accommodate
retired bureaucrats and retired judges of
the Supreme Court and High Courts in
these Authorities. The hon. ‘Minister,
who is a senior leader, should see that
the people who are appointed are well
qualified people. By just appointing

.retired persons, you will not achieve

anything. You may help somebody who is

-
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just  out of the Department of
Environment or the judiciary. But you
will not be doing your job as envisaged in
this Bill, Sir, T kiow that there are saline
areas along the coast-line which cannot
be used for cultivation. But we have to
wuake use of this land. We should also
have a mechanism o protect the
environment. The people who live near
these salinc arcas arc Harijans, the
Scheduled Castes, the villagers and the
backward people. What is their living
condition? No  doubt, they get
employment. But they do not get
drinking water because the entire area is
saline. People come there and make huge
investments and also make a lot of
money. But the employees are not paid
regularly. Therefore, protection should
be given to the employees who are
working there. The people who make
huge profits—some of them own 100
hectares and 200 hectares of land
here—are not doing anything for the
purpose of protecting the environment.
Therefore, the situation there has come
to this stage. T would like to seek certain
clarifications from the hon. Minister. I
have alrcady brought an amendment. |
want that the State representation should
be increased to 5 members from 2
members. We have nine coastal States
and they have to be represented
adequately. Otherwise, only the views of
the bureaucrats will prevail and not the
views of the State Governments.
Therefore, 1 want that this should be
taken care of. Especially the bigger States
like Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra, Tamil
Nadu and Orissa should be adequately
represented. Therefore, 1 request the
hon. Minister to consider my amendment
and intrease the representation of the
States from two members to five
members. The hon. Minister is blowing
hot and cold...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): We
have to keep in view the time aliotted.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: I am
onine tg be very brief. You mgy have
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noticed that 1 am not gong out of the
subject, I would just like to make two,
three small points and then I will
conclude. Mr. Minister, [ could not
understand your intentions. You are a
labour leader. We would like to know
whether you are treating the employees
as industrial workers or as agricultural
workers. If the pond is demolished on the

orders of the Aithority for violating

environmental laws, you will have to pay
compensation under the Industrial
Disputes Act. If they are working in the
pond they should be’ paid as agricultural
labourers. What is the difference? What
is the analogy? They should be paid
cither as industrial workers or . as
labourers whe are working in agricultural
fields even if the pond is demolished.
You should take bold steps because
NABARD is investing Rs. 4,000 crores
and Rs. 2,000 crores have been invested
by the banks. You tell them that this is
an industry because people are earning
money out of it. Then you bring the
industrial law. It is still the CPI policy, it
is neither here nor there and you are
announcing the Bill.

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
TRILOKI.NATH CHATURVEDI): You
address the Chair. He will give a
convincing answer.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Sir, 1
am commenting on the Minister's Bill.
The Minister is the author of the Bill. He
is piloting the Bill. Therefore, I am
saying this. You should have a clear-cut
policy, not like the CPI. Sir, the proviso
that has been given in Clause 12, Sub-
section 6 says:

“Provided that in case of creeks, rivers
and backwards, no such licence shall
be granted within the Coastal
Regulation Zone declared for the time
being under the Environment
(Protection) Act, 1986.”

By bringing this Bill you wanted to
restrict the coastal regulation zone from
500 metres to 200 metres. Why? You tell
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most of the ponds are near the creeks or
the river side. It is not on the coastal
side, most of them are not on the coastal

side. Therefore, 1 need certain
clarifications on this point. Sir, the hon.
Member, Shri  Margabandu,  has

mentioned that it is a very serious thing.
Yes, we have to protect the existing
ponds. It is a fact because the Supreme
Court has come heavily on that. The
farming community has to be protected.
Is it not the duty of the Ministry or this
Bill to regulate the working ponds by
making them apply and get licence? It
has to be done. If they don’t do it, then
there is pollution on the one side and the
new ponds that are coming will have to
adhere to the rules. I do not know what
is in the Minister’s mind. The existing
ones also have to pass through the test.
There should also be a licence. You give
them a time-frame by which they can
complete the formality. That is also to be
done. Therefore, Mr. Minister, there are
so many lacunae in the Bill. You brought
this Bill in haste to satisfy the farming
community; I welcome it. But there are
lacunae which 1 want you to go through
and you give an assurance on the floor of
the House that you will remove the
anomalies and then bring amendments in
the coming session of the Parliament, not
in the month of June. Please bring the
amendments in the month of April and
thereafter rectify all the anomalies.
Thank you.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI):
Thank you, Ish Dutt Yadavji. Shri
Yerra Narayanaswamy. Please conclude
in two minutes.

SHRI _ YERRA
NARAYANASWAMY (Andhra
Pradesh): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sit, I
support the Bill. The aquafarmers’ and
wortere of ror-tel Cfstec are Iraling
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forward towards this Bill. I thank the
hon. ‘Prime Minister ~and the hon.
Agriculture Minister for introducing this
Bill.» R

The aquefarmers have invested more
than five thousand crores -of rupees in
aquafarming. In Andhra “Pradesh itself
more -than two thousand crores of
rupees have been invested. NABARD
has given liberal loans. The scheduled
banks have given loans for encouraging
shrimp farming. Many small farmers
have invested all their might in this
activity. The Marine Products Export
Develpoment  Authority  encourages
people to earn more foreign exchange
from exports. MPEDA alsc gives
subsidies to farmers. The Andhra
Pradesh Government gave land to the
landless and formed cooperative
societies exclusively of fishermen for
aquafarming. So, Sir, the existing
aquafarming cannot be dismantled due
to non-compliance of guidelines on
environment. They must be given time
to observe these guidelines.

Sir, in the Statement of Objects and
Reasons it is stated that there are about
three lakhs of workers. In Andhia
Pradesh itself there will be about three
lakhs of workers because throughout the
coast-line a number of people are
engaged in this activity—right from
collecting seeds to farming. Lakhs of
workers are there. I want to draw the
attention of the Minister to the fact that
many more workers are involved in this
activity,

The other point is about licensing.
Now there are small farmers as well as
marginal - farmers. Renewing a licence
every three years is very difficult. As
hon. Member, «Shri Vayalar Ravi, has
suggested, it should be five years. So
far as safeguarding of the environment
is concerneéd, I agree and there is no
doubt that salinity has increased.
Drinking water problem is there in the
sea-coast area and brackish-water area.
So, I have a sucoestion to make to the
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hon. Minister. Big farmers and corporate
companies arg there. Some cess should
be collected from them for the welfare of
people who are hvmg in the coastal areas
and brackish water ‘ares, particalarly for
drinkirig water purposes. ‘That may serve
the welfare of the people.

Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman.

sh ey P swnee Wi, R g
¥ T R o % w Pl W, W e
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wh 31 @ o w0 ¥ g o gems iR
wif %c1 41 Hon. Margabandu said that
this is not sugar coated and all that,
Neither the sugar Is coatéd nor is it
without sugat. Everythihi is theve written
very cleatly and you taii utwderstand that.
The whole {den is that thete were & large
number of farms and their cazes were
never heard. The Authority will go into
them one by one. But, the first priority
will be ecology. We don't, want it. to. be
destroyed because that is a thing which
you cannot build and manufacture onde it
fs destroyed. So, that would be the
gulding line. But, at the same time, all
eoology is meant for human beings.
Therefore, their miseries will be looked
into. That is why 1 have adopted this
tethod. So, 1 request you to reconslder
it.

Secondly, all hon, Members who
particlpated in the debate supported this
Bill. The Chait directed that after some
time 1 should bring some motion to
diseuss {t. If the Authority is established
and it works for some time; suzely, I will
have no objection. All of us can discuss
this question. It concerns the whole
country and I have no objection at all.

As regards setting up of a
Parliamentary Committee, 1 don't think
this is the time I should say that a
Parliamentary Committee should be set
up immediately, but Parliament is always
sovereign. You can ask me anytime. I
can appoint any commitee. It is for
Chair to decide if. Genéraly, I have no
objection on such things. Dufing the
course of the debate; two'or thingd have

“TRILOKI
" ‘Hon, Minister, Mr. Narayahasamy: is free
" with- s0 ‘many suggestions. :
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emerged. One is licence period. 1 will say
about it when we take up clause by
clause discussion, but if three years’ time
is less, then let it be five years. I have

-nothing to add.

As regards composition of the
Authority, theré ate fiot bureaucrats

‘only, as they are saying. ‘Of courde, a

retired High Court judge wili be there, A

“'fieratier who is-6n expertin the field of

aguacultute is there; a member who is an
expert in the field of pollution control is
there; so you should not say that there
are bureaucrats only. There is a member
who isan. expert in the field of
‘“envirotiment protection and then we Have
the Ministry of Environment and Fotests
and the Minlstry -of Agriculture,The
number of .-members from the States can
‘be increased, 1 don’t have any objection
to that, Théy will also be bureuucrats
The difference is they will be in setvice,

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY They
will be appointed by the State
Govérmhents, If the Céntral Governntent
appolnts buréaucrats, then why not the
State vaernmcms?

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: 1
am not for buresucrats. 1 told you that
these are all experts, Thres scientlsts will
be there, But, these are not such vital
things on which we should differ. If that
is the position, then 1 will sccept that
also,

THE  VICB-CHAIRMAN ' (SHRI
NATH CHATURVEDI):

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: 1
have already said that when we discuss it,
everything will be replied properly. . So,
this is all what ] wanted to say. As the
time is short, I finish my ‘speech.

‘THE- ' VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): The
- Minister has responded to  various
suggestions. .. sw e Laan

- SHRE AL NARA'!’ANASAMY;v Very
briefly, Sir.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOK] NATH CHATURVEDI):
Yes, he has been very precise.

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: Today
the rules for an appropriate reply have
also been relaxed.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): The
question is:

“That the Aquaculture
Authority Bill, 1997 be taken
into consideration.”

The motion was adopted,

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): We
shall now take up clasue by clause
consideration of the Bill,

Clause 2 was added to the Bill

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): On
clause 3, there is an amendment by
Shri V. Narayanasamy.

CLAUSE 3—(ESTABLISHMENT OF

THE AUTHORITY AND

APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRPERSON
AND MEMBERS)

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: 8ir, 1
move:
1, “That at page 3, line 3, for the
world “twe” the werd “flve” be
substituted.”

The question waz proposed.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: 8ir. 1
have already spoken en the amendment,
1 want to inform the hen. Minister that
there are nine 8tates where this
aquaculture farming i8 golng on.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): But,
you are not pressing for your
amendment.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Sir, 1
am pressing for my amendment.

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA:
Instead of two, you want four?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Five.
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SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA:

_How can it be five? There should be an

odd number for voting.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Okay,
you give four and I will be content.

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: 1
agree to that suggestion,

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: If the
Minister bargains, what can [ do.
««.(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI

TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): Are
you withdrawing your amendment?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: No,
Sir. Sir, 1 want representation for the
States. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: Sir,
I have accepted his suggestion. .. It is just
for four. ...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): The
question is:

“That at page 3, line 3, for the
word “two” the word “four” be
substituted.”
The motion was adopted.
Clause 3, as amended, ways added to the
Bill,
SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: 8ir, 1
thank the Minister.
Clauses 4, 1o 11 were added to the Bill.
THE VICB.-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI):
There s one amendment to clause 12 in
the name of Shti Vayalar Ravi,

Clave 12: Licences for aguaculture
farming.

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Sir, I move:

“That at page 5, line 11, for the

words “three years”, the words
“five years” be substituted.”

The question was proposed.

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: Sir,
I accept the amendment.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
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TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): The
question is:

“That at page 5, line 11, for the
words “three yecars”, the words
“five years” be substituted.”

The motion was adopted,

Clause 12, as amended, was added to the
Bill.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Sir,
CP1 is always flexible. The CPM is not
flexible. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: Sir,
Now he should withdraw his comment
about the CPM. ...(Interruptions)...

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR!
TRILOK] NATH CHATURVEDI): It
was not a comment. ...(Interruptions)...
it was u tribute that he pald
i (Interruptions)... Hew responsive the
Minlster I8! ...(Interruptions)...

DR. BIPLAB DASGQUPTA: He has
done it only now beeause o man has been
fiominated on the Board from Tumiil
Nadu. ...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
TRILOKI NATH CHATURVEDI): The
Minister has aeeepted two amendments.
.o (Interruptions). ..

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: oie
from Kerala and one from Tamil Nadu!
-o: (ARICFFUPHONS). ..

Clauser 13 10 24 were added 1o the Bills

Clause 1, the Enacting Fermula and the
Title were added 1o the Bill.

SHRI CHATURANAN MISHRA: 8if,
I move that the Bill, as amended be
passed.

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.

STATEMENT BY MINISTER

IMPROVED PEOPLE-TO-PEPOLE
CONTACTS WITH PAKISTAN

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS (SHRI LK. GUJRAL):

As honourable Members are aware,
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Indo-Pakistan official level talks at
Foreign Secretary level arc due to be
held from March 28 to 31 in New Delhi.
Talks at o higher level are also expected
thereafter. We approach these talks in a
positive and constructive spirit.

As honourable Members would have
noticed, Pakistan has announced its
decision to release 38 Indian children
who have been under detention in
Pukistan since 1994, We appreclate this
gesture. These children were/ travelling
on Indian fishing vessels which were
upprehiended by Pakistuni suthorities
over two years ago. We have made many
tepresentations on thelr behalf and 1 had
ralsed the issue with Forelgn Minlster
Suhabzada Yakub Khan when 1 met him
on December 18, 1996 in New Delhi. It is
a matter of satisfaction that Pakistan has
now responded posltively, and steps have
already been initlated by us to ensure
that the echildeen are brought from
Pakistan to India at the earliest. May 1
also conivey our deep pratitude to
Maulana Abdul Sattar Bdhi whe has
taken good care of them for over a year
and a half while they were lodged in the
Bdhi Centre in Katuehi.

As henourable Members are aware,
travel by Pakistani natienals to India,
under @ reciproeal arfangement with
Palkistan, is permitted only on the Basis
of visiters visa. These visas are meant
essentially for visits to mest eclose
relations. This is  obviously very
restrictive. In keeping with our pelicy to
protiste people-to-people, relations, we
have decided to permit Pakistani tourists
to visit India in groups. This, as
honourable Metibers will agree, is a
major new unilateral step in the right
direction. In addition, we have also
decided to ease travel by Pakistani
businessmen to India. They will now be
eligile to one year multi-entry visa and, if
travelling by air, they can exit and enter
cither through Mumbai or Dethi. The
other measures we will implement are:

(i) Young and elderly Pakistani
visitors will be exempt from police



