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STATEMENT BY MINISTER CORRECTING ANSWER TO QUESTION

THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND
EMPLOYMENT (SHRI BANDARU DATTATREYA): Sir, I beg to lay on the Table,
a Statement (in English and Hindi) correcting the answer to Unstarred Question No.
411 given in the Rajya Sabha on the 26th November, 2014 regarding ‘Amendments

in Labour Laws by State Governments’.
MR. CHAIRMAN: The House is adjourned till 2.00 p.m.
The House then adjourned at one minute past one of the clock.

The House re-assembled after lunch at two of the clock,
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, clarifications on the Statement made by the
Minister on ‘India’s Stand in WTO’. Shri Anand Sharma.

CLARIFICATIONS ON THE STATEMENT BY MINISTER
India’s stand in WTO

SHRI ANAND SHARMA (Rajasthan): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I rise to seek
certain clarifications on the Statement made by the Minister of Commerce and Industry

in this House on the WTO Agreements reached in the General Council in Bali.

Sir, it is a 19 paragraph-statement in which the Minister has laboured to give
an impression that because of this Government and the Prime Minister’s dynamic
leadership, a new breakthrough in WTO has been achieved. I would say, in all
humility, that this Statement should have been very carefully read before it was made
in this august House, because the Statement is long — we have no objection; the
statement is confusing, for those who have not followed the entire trade agreements
and the history of international trade agreements, going back to the Uruguay round,
the GATT agreement, the Marakesh Agreement, leading to the establishment of the
WTO. The time when the nine Agreements were negotiated and reached in Bali, was
the first time since 1995, after the WTO was established, that the WTO Ministerial

reached any agreement, in MC-9 in Bali, in December, 2013.
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Sir, why I am saying that it is confusing, and initially I found myself confused
a bit, is, on the 18th of December last year, | had made a statement in this House
about the agreement reached on public stockholding for food security purposes,
making it abundantly clear that the issue was simply with regard to the external
reference price. Food security, as such, is not part of the WTO agenda; it is a
sovereign space. So, when it came to the external reference prices, India had taken
a very firm position. India had tabled a proposition which was not accepted at that
time by the US and EU. India had succeeded in putting together a big coalition
of countries. Finally, the meeting got extended and there was a breakthrough. The
impression which has been sought to be created by the Minister and the Government

is that a new agreement has been reached in Geneva.

Now, Sir, I would like to read para 5 of the Minister’s statement before I seek
clarifications on that: “The general Council decision on public stockholding for
food security purposes is a new, unambiguous decision.” It makes it clear that a
mechanism, under which WTO members will not challenge the Public Stockholding
Programmes of developing country members for Food Security Purposes, in relation
to certain obligations under the WTO Agreement on Agriculture, will remain in

n

place in perpetuity...." I have no quarrel with these words. Then comes, "...until a
permanent solution regarding this issue has been agreed and adopted." Now, Sir, I
checked and went through the Bali Ministerial and I went through WTO General
Council Declaration which is in my hand. This is a Declaration of 27th November,
2014. 1T straightway come on this whether it is a new Agreement because it is a
wrong claim which I say with full sense of responsibility. Sir, I am reading the
statement of Ambassador, Jonathan Fried, who chaired the General Council in
Geneva. His statement on this subject says, "With respect to the Decision on Post-
Bali work, circulated in document WT/GC/W/690, Members are collectively acting
on the premise — I put an emphasis on the words 'Members are collectively acting'
— that the entire Bali Package can and must be pursued and that all Members will
engage constructively on the implementation of all the Bali Ministerial Decisions
in the relevant WTO bodies, and on the preparation of the clearly defined work
program on the remaining DDA issues — about which there is a paragraph, I will
come to that — mandated in para 1.11 of the Bali Ministerial Declaration, with a
new deadline to agree on the work programme — which Minister refers to in her
statement — by July 2015."

Second para, "Therefore, in adopting the three Decisions on Public Stockholding
for Food Security Purposes, on the Protocol of Amendment for Trade Facilitation,
and on Post-Bali work simultaneously — now this should be very attentively heard
— we are 'reaffirming' the entirety of the Bali Ministerial mandates, including the

priorities that Ministers identified at Bali."
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Now, I would like the Minister to shed some light and educate the House that
who is right — the Chairman of the General Council or this document. I will go
further. Sir, the Director-General of the WTO, Roberto Azevedo, had a Press Conference
the same day. Our Minister also had a Press Conference and our Government has
publicised this as a major victory. What does the WTO Director-General say? He
says, "WTO Members came together at the General Council this afternoon and took
three decisions. I will just say a word or two about each one. The first decision
clarified the Bali Decision on Public Stockholding for Food Security Purposes." It
is clarificatory. It goes on, "It makes clear that peace clause which was agreed in
Bali will remain in force until a permanent solution is found." Now, Sir, I will read
further. "It also states that Members shall make all efforts to negotiate a permanent
solution by 31st December, 2015", which the Minister referred to and definitely it
is an advancement of the earlier targeted date of 2017. I will explain that also.
Now, it goes on to say, “If no solution is reached by this new target, that is, MC
10, which will be in 2015, by this new target date in December 2015, the Peace
Clause will simply remain in place and in effect until negotiations do conclude and

a permanent solution is adopted.”

Now, Sir, the Minister, in para 6 of her statement — I will read it so that it
is understood by the Members of this august House — says, “This would do away
with any ambiguity on this aspect as well as guard against the possibility of no cover
being available after 2017 in case a permanent solution on public stockholding for
food security purposes is not arrived at by then. It, therefore, strengthens the safeguard
available for continuing the Minimum Support Price policy which is a lifeline for
millions of our low income, resource poor farmers.” We all know it and we are on
the same page on that. Now, Sir, this is much-maligned and less-understood. The rest
of the world understood, as I will show further, these statements and declarations.
It was simple English language which was understood even by non-English-speaking
member countries of the WTO. The only country, which had difficulty in understanding
the Bali Formula, which is referred to as the Peace Clause, was India. Now, what is
this Bali Formula? It says, “Para 1 to read as under:- Members agree to put in place
an interim mechanism, as set out below, and negotiate an agreement for a permanent
solution for the issue of public stock holding for food security purposes for adoption
definitely by the 11th Ministerial Conference.” Now, Sir, each Ministerial Conference
takes place after two years. The 11th Ministerial Conference will be in 2017 and
the 10th Ministerial Conference will be in 2015. Now, this was interpreted by this
Government and the Minister, and statement was given to this House not once but

twice, that it is only for four years. That is why I said, “Minister, you were factually
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wrong.” I will proceed further. The Minister should have read, before this House,
para 2 of the Bali Agreement, which says, “Para 2 to read as under:- In the interim,
till the permanent solution is adopted and provided that conditions set out below are
met, member shall refrain from challenging, through the WTO Dispute Settlement
Mechanism, compliance of a developing member with its obligations under articles
6.3 and 7.2(b) of the Agreement on Agriculture. Any developing member seeking
coverage or programmes under paragraph 2 shall ensure that stocks procured under
such programme shall not be used for export to adversely affect trade.” Now, Sir,
in this clarificatory statement, which I refer to, the Chairman, Ambassador Jonathan
Fried — the Chairman of the General Council and the General Council declaration,
which I will put on the Table of the House — has categorically stated that it is a
re-affirmation in entirety of the Bali Ministerial decisions. The DG, WTO, has said,
“It is merely a clarification of what the Ministers had agreed to in Bali.” I just read
the Bali Formula. If there is anybody, a scholar of English language, who can tell
me that I, all the other Ministers, the WTO Director General, and the Chairman of
the General Council, were wrong in their understanding of the English language, and
they have said that it is only for four years. That is misleading this House and the

country. (Zime bell rings) Sir, please, I have two more clarifications.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please be brief.

SHRI ANAND SHAMA : What have they written? It says, "Paragraph 2 of the
Bali decision shall be read as follows." This is the clarificatory statement and I am
reading from the document. 'In the interim' is removed; para 1 remains the same. It
further says, "Until a permanent solution is agreed and adopted, and, provided that
the conditions set out in paragraphs 3 to 6 of the Bali decisions are met, Members
shall not challenge through the WTO Dispute Settlement Mechanism, compliance
of a developing Member with its obligations under Articles...". Except in place of,
'in the interim, till a permanent solution', here, it says 'until a permanent solution'.
The rest is the same, even its wording. There is no comma, full stop, which is
different.

Now, Sir, equally important it is to say that though I will appreciate and
acknowledge that there is one categorical statement that the Member shall try as
the best endeavour to have a permanent solution by 2015 but the Declaration keeps
both. And, T will read that also because it is very important. If a permanent solution
for the issue of public stockholding for food security purposes is not agreed and
adopted by the 11th Ministerial Conference, the mechanism referred to in paragraph
1 of the Bali Decision, as set out in paragraph 1 of this Decision, shall continue

to be in place until a permanent solution is agreed and adopted.
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Now, this is the Declaration. They are referring to both together, what you are
claiming to be a new decision. Now, Sir, next paragraph to this reads, "In accordance
with paragraph 1.11 of the Bali Ministerial Declaration dated 11 December, 2013,
the negotiations on a permanent solution on the issue of public stockholding for
food security purposes shall be pursued on priority." The Minister's statement has
also claimed that to be a new thing which has been achieved, particularly saying

that this will be pursued on a priority basis.

Now, Sir, I will just recall from my memory and correct this part. The Bali
Declaration is with me. In para 10 of her Statement, the Minister has said, "The
General Council has also unequivocally agreed to delink the negotiations for a
permanent solution on public stockholding for food security purposes from the
agriculture negotiations on other issues under the Doha Development Agenda. This
would ensure that the negotiations for a permanent solution would continue even if

the negotiations on such other issues are delayed."

Next is the claim that the work programme will be put in place by July, 2015.
I would like the Minister to either accept or deny or reject that this decision of
delinking and the work programme to be prioritized is part of the Bali declaration.
Delinking the negotiations on public stockholding for food security purposes from the
other issues of the Doha Development Agenda negotiations, including the negotiations

on agreement on agriculture, was done clearly in Bali.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, please conclude.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, these are two very important points. And, this
was agreed to. The post-Bali work programme is part of the Bali Declaration, and,

it is very important for me to put it on record here.

SHRI SATYAVRAT CHATURVEDI (Madhya Pardesh): It is merely reiteration

of the Bali agreement.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Yes, I have said so. Now, Sir, I am going to refer
what the DG says. What does he say? Sir, the Director-General states, "The third
decision taken today concerns the post-Bali work programme. With this decision,
Members committed that this work will resume immediately and that they will engage
constructively on the implementation of all Bali Ministerial decisions, including the
work programme. Now, this is what the DG says. I have read what the Chairman
has said. What actually, I will say with all respect, we have achieved as a country
is this. Sir, the deadline for the work programme to be put in place as per the Bali

Declaration, which is here, was within twelve months, that was December, 2014. The
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great achievement that is being claimed is that now the new deadline for the work
programme is 2015, July, that is, we have succeeded in making one achievement of

delaying the work programme by seven months. (7ime-bell rings).
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay.
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: No; I still have more to say. Please, Sir.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: This is very important. This is a nineteen-paragraph
statement. I am just going to conclude. I am not going to take that much time as
was taken by the then LoP and the Leader of the House on the 18th of December.

Please, you cannot have different standards for me or for him.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no; you cannot claim like that. There is
nothing to do with that.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, record is there.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no.
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, please. The Chair should allow me.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why do you want to compare? ...(Interruptions)...

Why do you want to compare?

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Why? ...(Interruptions)... Don’t you want me to
clarify? ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why do you unnecessarily bring into that?
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, please. I am very much right.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The data is with me. Why do you bring in

unnecessary things?
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, please. I am only requesting.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay; all right.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, now the last point which I need to make, and
it is equally relevant and important, is with respect to para eleven of the Statement.
Para eleven of the Statement has claimed that "As per the relevant provisions of the
WTO Agreement, a General Council decision on these elements has the same legal
status as a Ministerial decision." Now, Sir, I am astonished. It is like the Minister

informing this House that a decision is taken by the Cabinet Ministers or Cabinet
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of the country and later on -- some clarity is not there; some ambiguity is there
which was only confined to one country in understanding the simple English -- the
Committee of Secretaries changed the decision of the Cabinet. Now, it is very clear,
if the Minister's attention was drawn to the Marrakesh Agreement which led to the
establishment of the WTO. I read for your benefit. The Ministerial Conference is the
supreme legislative body of the WTO and its powers flow chiefly from Articles 3,
4, 6 and 9 of the Marrakesh Agreement establishing the WTO. According to article
4.1 of the said Agreement.... (Time-bell rings) 1 am concluding. .... the MC shall
meet at least once every two years. According to article 4.2 of the Agreement, in
the intervals between the meetings of the MC -- it goes on to say that only the
Ministerial Conference has the exclusive authority to amend its decisions, to revisit
its decisions -- in the interim, because the two-year gap is there, the General Council
can only interpret. So, the entire claim of a new decision, a major break-through,
Prime Minister's meeting with President Obama and all, I would urge the Minister,
either you reject these two Declarations and the Statements of the DG, WTO, the
Chairman of the General Council, or if you accept that, then please correct your
Statement. This House must not be mislead, nor the country because this will become
a serious matter. It could have been inadvertent in that Statement. Now, it would
be deliberate. I am making that fundamentally clear. Now, Sir, the last thing is, and
I say it again, with all responsibility, my Statement as the Minister of 18th had a
finality and I would like to say these two Statements cannot be correct. Either my
statement was wrong or this statement is wrong. If my statement was wrong, there
should be a Privilege motion against me. If my statement was correct, the Minister

should accept in all humility that she is wrong.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri Anand Sharmaji, for your information, the
then LoP on that day took eighteen minutes. You have taken twenty-three minutes!

Since you brought it, I have to say that. Shri Derek O’Brien.

SHRI DEREK O’BRIEN (West Bengal): Sir, I am very nervous today because
I have been inspired by my friends from UP and Bihar, from the BSP, the SP and
the JD(U), to try and speak a little in Hindi. So, if I make some mistakes, you

must not laugh at me.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But, it will be better than my Hindi! Do not worry.

SHRI DEREK O’BRIEN: Sir, I have two questions. I will take three-four

minutes only.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will be very grateful to you.
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the question. While the Government and the earnest and hardworking Minister has
seemingly helped improve the deal from Bali, the current situation, let it be said,
has been on the Table since it raised the red flag in the summer. But, it stopped
half way. My question is: Why did it not press for a final solution, something it had
argued for and agreed to endorse the TFA? So, am I to conclude? ...(Interruptions)...

No, I have moved now.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is Hindi !

SHRI DEREK O’BRIEN: It is my first day, Sir. I have only two paragraphs.

...(Interruptions)... Now, Kanimozhi is asking me to speak in English!
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What Hindi it is?

SHRI DEREK O’BRIEN: Sir, on a serious note. ...(Interruptions)... On a serious
note, short-term gain but long-term pain. I have two specific questions on this
short-term gain and long-term pain. The first question for the Government is that
the TFA will enhance the developed countries’ access to Indian markets; we know
that. India is losing out in competitiveness in all product lines as there has been a
Hollowing out of industries. So, my straight question to the Minister is that please
tell us: How is the TFA going to impact growth in the manufacturing sector? My
second clarification is to do with what the Minister said and I quote: “Continuing
the minimum support programme is the lifeline for millions of our low income
resource farmers. We have a right to distribute food to the poorest of the poor.”
Then, I have to ask the Minister, through you, Sir: What about MNREGA; then
what about cutting back on subsidies for petroleum products; then what about cutting
education subsidies; then what about cutting health subsidies and then what about
cutting all social sector expenditure? So, I am totally confused because they need to
clarify this. On one side, they make all these statements about distributing food to

the poorest of the poor, and on the other side, they go and cut all these subsidies.
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I will end, Sir, with a quote, and it is a nice and appropriate quote. Guess who
said this: Hon. Mr. Arun Shourie. This is what he said three-four days ago. “When
all is said and done, more is said than done!” What does the Minister have to say

about her statement in relation to this statement? Thank you, Sir.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY (West Bengal): Sir, it is a matter for seeking
clarifications and many such issues have been raised by the Deputy Leader of the

Congress Party. I do not wish to repeat them.

Sir, my first point concerns the statement made by the hon. Minister. It is contained
in point No.10 of the statement of the hon. Minister. It states, “The General Council
has also unequivocally agreed to delink the negotiations for a permanent solution
on public stockholding for food security purposes from the agriculture negotiations
on other issues under the Doha Development Agenda. This would ensure that the
negotiations for a permanent solution would continue even if the negotiations on

such other issues are delayed.”

Sir, the whole concern about this agreement and about our food subsidies arises
from the fact that India follows a subsidy programme that is price related. We give
subsidies to our farmers through our minimum support prices and then we subsidise
through our ration shops. We used to do it, I don’t know if that will continue. We
used to subsidise it through our ration shops for the consumer at a reasonable rate.
Since these are price related, the argument internationally and particularly from the
USA was that this distorts the pricing mechanism and therefore distorts world trade.

Therefore, these have to be done away with.

My first objection to the fact is this. We have chosen this mechanism. They
may not like it because, according to them, it distorts international commerce.
They continue to give subsidies outside of the price mechanism sometimes to the
phenomenal extent of 80 per cent to their farmers. And these highly subsidised
agricultural and dairy products are wishing to come and penetrate into the Indian
market and thereby destroying our farmers who are already victims of an agrarian
distress. This is the anomaly that needed to be corrected. Why did we accept that
pricing mechanism subsidies, through a pricing mechanism like the ones we have,
are related to the overall package? Why was that not argued for the sake of India
and developing countries? Our critique of the then Commerce Minister, Mr. Anand
Sharma, was precisely this. Why did you talk in terms of an interim period? It has
now been clarified. What he was saying, which I was disputing then from this very
place, was that this interim period is not a timeframe for a permanent solution. It

has now been clarified that interim period is till a permanent solution is evolved.
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Now this evolved permanent solution is very critical to our country’s future, our
people’s future and our economy’s future, because this country rests on its rural

areas, on our farming community and on our agriculture.

You have already seen in this House and in the earlier Government when the
Minister for Agriculture was giving us information based on the data collected by
the Bureau of Industrial Costs and Pricing that the cost of production in agriculture
has always grown at a higher rate than the growth in the Minimum Support Price.
And that is what explains your farmers committing suicide. The subsidies that you
are giving are not adequate to even allow the farmers to live. If you are going to
contain subsidies until a permanent solution is found -- these are the words that
I used -- and the permanent solution finding is something that we are very, very
concerned about, because if it’s got to be delinked from the pricing mechanism and
therefore that will be used as an excuse to move towards cash subsidies that will be
given instead of a pricing mechanism, that will cause havoc in the existing system
of our subsidies to our agriculture. Without these subsidies, I again repeat, neither
can millions of our people survive nor can agriculture continue to grow which is still
the backbone of our country’s people. It may not be in terms of GDP figures, in
terms of the contribution to the GDP, but for people’s livelihood, it is the backbone.
Therefore, this particular issue of accepting this linkage of our subsidies, through
the price mechanism as being something alien in the world trade negotiations, is
something that I have serious objections to. I want this Government to assure that

nothing of that nature will be done which will put our farmers in jeopardy.

The second clarification which I seek is that at the WTO our ambassador to the
WTO has said something. After these negotiations, the ambassador said something. What
did he say? I quote, “Till we have an assurance and visible outcomes which convince
developing countries that members will engage in negotiations with commitment to
find a permanent solution on public stockholding and all other Bali deliverables,
especially those for the LDCs, India will find it difficult to join the consensus
on the protocol of amendment”. 1 repeat, “..India will find it difficult to join the
consensus on the protocol of amendment”. Now, what does the hon. Minister state
here? It is stated that the General Council has agreed to de-link the negotiations for
a permanent solution on public stockholding. Now, if a general agreement is found
other than the public stockholding, I presume what the Minister means is that we
will be a part of that. While our ambassador’s and our stated position is that until
this issue on public stockholding is resolved and resolved favourably as far as we
are concerned, we will not be part of that protocol. There is a blatant contradiction
in this and this contradiction itself exposes the chinks in the armour and that is my

concern. My third point of clarification is that in today’s conditions, we are moving
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towards lower procurement of agricultural products by the Government and moving
greater towards market mechanisms which are fluctuating and unstable, and on that
basis, given one bad monsoon or one inadequate monsoon, the fate of millions of
our farmers will be in jeopardy. Now, this cannot be allowed. Therefore, there is
no question of India signing any general agreement on agriculture til this issue is
finally settled in our favour. That assurance does not come. (Zime-bell rings) Now,
that is the assurance which I think will have to be given here. There are many
other points which are connected and which other Members have raised. This will
open the door for other sort of concessions in non-agricultural areas in the WTO.
The Doha Round is still on. Various issues are also at stake like whether to include
education in the services, whether to include culture in the services, etc. In health, it
is already there. Foreign participation is coming in. But, all these are connected with
the security of the Indian people. Therefore, I seek clarifications on these three points
— first, the contradictory statements of the ambassador and the Minister; second, the
point that till we find a permanent solution which is acceptable through the pricing
mechanism, we will not be party to final agreement on agriculture; and, third, this
Government will not move towards abandonment of the Minimum Support Price
and the pricing mechanism towards direct cash subsidies and lowering procurement.
These three are very important for the people and the country, and these must be
adequately clarified. Thank you.

SHRI D. RAJA (Tamil Nadu): Sir, I wish to seek clarifications with regard to
three paragraphs — para 3, para 8 and para 10 of the statement made by the Minister.
Sir, since the inception of WTO, India is a part of WTO, a member of WTO. India
is well aware and the Minister knows that the struggle within the WTO is between
the developed countries and the developing countries as far as subsidies to agriculture
are concerned and as far as food security and procurement of foodgrains is concerned.
Now, in this background, I would like to ask the Minister what is the role that
India has been playing to unite more developing countries in the struggle to protect
the interests of the developing countries. For instance, I raise this question India
and the United States reached an agreement on the issue of Public Stockholding on
foodgrains on 13th November, 2014. The Minister's statement says "We were able to
resolve our differences with the United States, and persuade them to support us in
the WTO on our requirements." What is this? I would like to know whether we are
giving in to the pressure of the United States, or, the United States is succumbing
to India's requirement, and whether we are leaving our allies, developing countries in
the WTO forum. We are leaving them behind and going along with the United States

of America. Is the Government clear on what it is doing? Is it just a concession to
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Mr. Obama who will be our chief guest at the Republic Day celebration? What is
the position of India? India should be clear what it is doing in such a multilateral
forum. It shows lack of clarity or hidden positions that India is taking. One can
doubt India's position because we used to be with the developing countries. Now,
all of a sudden, we move closer to the United States. This is number one which

the Minister should clarify.

Para 8 of the statement talks about "The Decision includes a commitment to
find a permanent solution on public stockholding for food security purposes by
31st December, 2015 on the best endeavour basis." What is the best endeavour
basis? This introduces a sense of urgency. What is the best endeavour basis which
introduces a sense of urgency in the process and would encourage other developing
countries also to join the effort in pushing forward for a permanent solution at the
earliest? So, there are developing countries which are not with us now. You expect
that they will join us at some point of time. Which are those countries? What is
India doing to unite those developing countries? Finally, it is going to be a battle
between developing countries and developed countries. India being the number one
developing country among the developing countries India has to play a pro active
role, a positive role in uniting these developing countries. Would the Minister share

with the House which are those developing countries with whom India is negotiating?

Then, finally, para 10 talks about " a permanent solution on public stockholding
for food security purposes from the agriculture negotiations on other issues under the
Doha Development Agenda. This would ensure that the negotiations for a permanent
solution would continue even if the negotiations on such other issues are delayed."
Now, negotiations are important. What are the negotiations actually going on? Would
the Minister share with the House on what issues these negotiations are going on,
or, what concessions we are making, or, what gains we are getting through these

negotiations? ..(Interruptions)...
SHRI SATISH CHANDRA MISRA: When Raja speaks praja walks out!

SHRI D. RAJA: One last issue. India is also negotiating simultaneously Free
Trade Agreements with a group of countries, with individual countries, with the
European Union, with the ASEAN and with countries like Sri Lanka also. So, how
do you integrate all these Free Trade Agreements with the multi-lateral agreement
within the framework of WTO? The whole point is, whatever Government does, it
should not be detrimental to the interests of the nation, the nation's agriculture and

the farming community.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri K. C. Tyagi.
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st FA. @R (@ER) W, F u'd AU aeT wRA1 gear g f gg S
YS! TSt g A IR ol 81 o Dbl 9 Hg-dbs IR dTol BT godl & | H
3TYT il G <l IHIE B b MY gHBT pe A8 < |

it SURMHRY : 3T VAT FHRY, AH-IR e H T@H BRI | L (@),

PO AR A : W, TAP] 31T 92 &, $AMY AT Tl 7 Il | ... (FaETH)....
SHRI DEREK O' BRIEN: Happy Birthday, Sir!

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Happy Birthday, Tyagiji!

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Happy Birthday! ...(Interruptions)... The whole House

joins in wishing you a Happy Birthday! So, you can speak for one minute more.

ot A @l - W), § Al F e Bl @1 g=ae s 9l § 6
aRi® Harel W Y BH AN &b 9gd P9 Bl MY T AR omen ¥ 5 wH Al @
Tepell g1 X |

W, gpHIHR H oa! Age ursat e g, {1, SR, 9 dee 9% & daRHA
1 € € | The centre of looting the Third World countries, thy name is the World
Bank! % INSEIENES W 2 8 forad Tade ¥ | X, S forar © globalization
3R S SgELall. B et & STB] AFA-AM] US dos Bolol DI Sl gHHM! B
I8 WRE Bl SMYAT | IHBT AI9dd JREBR AT g3 & | AR, §9 <2 P A&l0] Qg
P B W T | SY AN A N BgH F Sewe & RIos gHmTed dh Iy ¥
.. IROH, 7 39 999 9Rd WRAR & UsSdsoR & | I8 U & § o avferdl
B IGATell & U 39 97ell HI 481 § | ¥R, Y I T &, a8 UG & <gd B
ﬁm@.@.‘{f. %E‘I@??ﬁ%ﬁ, 19 qrell BT oY TER i, though he is from the
Left, he is on my right side and though they are right, they are on my left side,
qrell FHEd B dd) & Sl 96 Foled &, 9 U B & O Wil & Fo &I fa
T BT Add ATHT TEl BT | 9, 39 <9 & 3fex 39 A @ R 9, U da
A YE 8, SY L. H A= IM SN, 991 a1 8 I b A 1 qrelt 1
MY R 3T H T2 8l | Y OF ¥ &, H T8l Il ol IgHR APl FAT ATadl
g | Sl B WSSl 8, WaRaR AR S &M d3I¢ dl | b5 WRBR Pl AlfCfheber
g 5 39 9a Boell & M T8l 9 | R 9 Wi # 98t g8 ® SR g
B TTTHE, I A1 AU ARG G Al T8l HRAT A18d, Tdl T8l (b Sl H By
gY ©, UMF 91 ¥UY IF $ o JULY. P AT B ¥ [FAE B BEAl $ M
SATET el | olfde A W 56T STl H B g © ANIhe, TER-1, TRER-G - WK
BRI PR 8, I8 SY.cl3ll. Bl T W 8, I8 drefl & Uae &1 Wi
g, R Y og @ g ge o fRun, 3 o8 ® € & S31 el e 8 | AN '
for aferst @ &) | fhaq oirg, fhaw axrs fadee =mad UeT 8iar 82 3y fRde
MY, e g YT BIAT ® MR MU A1 <% B a9 AT AT Sy, lal. H L,
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IEH g8l W AT AT TS U1.Ye.-480 DT 3R SFHRDT Il ST AT | I8 89 o,
BN R ¥ 3R P ISP I, S 9Rd Bl A1 59 AT # ow 6 gfar &
TRR-2 1ael U PR AT, THR-1 Mg UST B 9rer 3R TRR-3 BT AqFHR U
PR Tl Godb TS g 81 AT | offheT 39 WR {1 &1 71 <81 2, Sl Hal
7% T8 B | ¥R, TE T AiAS! @H B arell | H 7] TRBR DI W He1 Ared]
g 3R ITd! WBR B W | T7d] WBR & &l JHIA 8, UP & W9 {8 ofl, 39
qHY g™ | Sl Ha¥ STe] drde UgT 81 R8T © S99 I BRI Jdbell § | I8l
H SI1ET g UST 81 R8T © 98 © A US¥ | Gl gd & grgHdl 9 gl ford
g wiol, WM $IRM & g I8 s @ aR1, AR I8 & R ARSI
| fp Al ot T 81 18 | JY Seyeiell & e © e dikive Raved @
PRI | Al W, 25 RS 9 AR e 39 9 UISigd & forg foran < <@ 2, 9
Yofluferdl, BRsY iR gauicd & oy el Ardhe # 8ISl off W81 & & 9! g it
g O TMl WR A A o @l | A1 39 Seegdlsl § TMRIYE $ foy qwn w82
MY qrell § S HRP 3T &, IFH Bls 991 HRAT el gl | 3 SHD| g8 GG
3R 3 PB Wl TE T | SR Bl B O IR Wi 3R 98l &1 § 3R F' W@
5 & Refie < &1 2

R, H UgH GAMI I1Ed1 § | WANC Aege™ & oIy 38 9Rd & fam &
T B B ARG 31 feaR, 2014 T BY o, IS I8 g% ST, odfh 8 8T
H 26 SHER) I Ugel, b AMfeTe 3 X €, S g4 AT Bl T €, e |ed,
3% fog g8 26 IR 9 U Uae M1 € | 98 M fedl & W fora Sfifig
Ig S9P T 8FT1 ® | T I8 ft STacH 9 T 8, I SlacE ad T 8, YR
WWW%,PengXiaoPinngW%IW,WW@W
g7 §b igdT 959 8, I8 fShieey 81 T 8, 3MRIdT & 35 3R b fShieey 8 Y
T | WIg 3MMS aRg @ @l A Bl fh gH fewicex EMT 918 €, even then we
are proud of their economy. ?@E ¥ IR F o %ﬁm@n‘g@m far o, s ITH
[l ST 1 ART B 7 fH Ve Bl GIRT ARASS BRI | IADT ReH Dleisd d
T, Wfe B i Wi R84 © 6 3 el golt oy | ¥R, $9% 9gd % ol
T 1 Ud e omg oY 5 yws & 98 WR | SR oI ¥

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please try to conclude.

Mt & A @l W, F A IR @ g | RGEE F 3iER S WG RAT A
g, Sl fpae @ €, U W aR S9$ fU 39 ORE HT A0S RS A YA T8
B3N | § 9UTS <1 A1EdT §, 3fdhell B8R &1 PR &, NI 39 I BId ®I A
H 71 B &1 3R 89 o uew & fhami &l JF 4l $uy faied add i) 3R
dH |l Uy faded g R WSl T W8 E | 9% & iR a7 B fear |
H TE gl | HIARA St &, 31d ST SIS SR M= S & i U 7 &
R ) & % PHOR TS WM & | § YA I§ Hel aredl g (o MM 39 W
g 99 $H feur ok ¥ @2 "eiey W fae fear on, 89wy w99 o &1 fodh
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[57 &. 1. @]

fordl 5 SeIclall S 9 Ugel 9T S7ISiR Uiel & wideil &l sy | I8 Bls
3MYF 3fhal BT B el & | How can you sell the country? <9 # e ot e
e &, o Wt Whelesd &, ...(FaYM)... IR SdT 9re] & foa= @Y feam
ST 8, H YAR®AG <1 d8dl g, Wagll SR HE, 4R A9gR 9H, WRA
fpar wa, ¥ 39! e iR 75 AT & Ryee @< <9 § oY &R B T |
AR F AR Al 93 B, AR & Jfex IR QT I BN Iqred Ao, e
DI I HIA H S 11 e, BIdifd 511 S BICT f6AM 8, g9d1 & AT 4
UHs Bl holarg H, IRIEDH! H S| 8, 3R I 37 GRM Al 9 9901 81 a1 IS

it Suumafey : @rY Sft, @S PR | Now, please conclude

#t &. M. AR W, F T B IET G | T IS Bel © (b I SgI_i B
ot 8, R A @1 §9 R7e far | FaR g9—<m T8l 9ddl, T8l 98¢ | qaR g —
ST TAH TR, TAH B IR AR MN—NLIT BT DIl TH B, 25 WRAS W)
M AT | o 3= Tl Sit iR #3 wErear fhd qrdl & arell wilive, drell Eikie
B T, T 39N I AT {6 §HY 9¢1 I SMQ? MU FHefsy IR 1986 AT T | 39
T BT At fhat o2 § o9 Al 996) M o1, &9 Sl 91 3MY o, a9
BH 1985-86 W & BOIR YU HeHT field & | 319 Y fhami & oy a1 welvsy §3R
1986 AFRT 3R U= FATHT F AU 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016 ANIRI | A 39 <A BT Y
RATE 8 S %81 & | § 39 - a1 Tl fAE | HEr drsdn g . (@au).
RAMCE TS S96 &, et frdten. forar & 1 M g srearr e foar 8 1 9
AR 3ABIell G & aRd o | I §AR AU 37 ol & foy oed I 3R o9 | SR
W E A TEA FH ZER B A1, 99 ¥ IR 3R 3% 919 H W PR B R T
a1 f=d ddtan. €, ar o ¢ uRe iffd ardll & #)1 fae ® {5 g8 dren
BT 8, S S & <A H BT MY ¥, I8 < B el AR fHAMl $I a=al=
HM | H FHI & Y, IAE 9A1 A8l § | 9g4-9gd gdls | ... (FaEH). ..

Y afdraex Riz Yo (@9i@): W, Al & e § &9 9t 396 91 § |

SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY (West Bengal): Sir, first of all, what I

am going to submit should not be taken as a criticism of or as opposition to the

Government’s policy, but it should be treated as a concern because, I think, it is a
national concern. With the advent of WTO and the way the economic expansionism
of developed countries is being perpetuated through WTO, it is very difficult for
developing countries like India to withstand the onslaught. So far as the clarification
made by the hon. Minister is concerned, before her, Shri Anand Sharma, when he
was the hon. Minister, tried to make some headway. He made some headway but not

to the extent that it was expected. Similarly, even after the hon. Commerce Minister,
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Nirmala Sitaramanji, doing overtime, the expected result is very much gloomy, and

I am giving two or three points to that effect.

Though the present Agreement with the U.S.A. is an improvement over the WTO,
the Bali Agreement, there are many issues remaining which are not good for India.
For instance, the formula for calculating support for public stockholding called ‘food
security’ is unreasonably loaded against the developing countries. As rightly pointed
out by Mr. Tyagi, when we look at the 1986-88 prices, — we are in 2014 — since
1986-88, the price of foodgrains had gone up manifold. Now if the Government of
India raises it to 31,400 per quintal to farmers for procurement of wheat, and the
price of wheat was 3385 in 1985-86, then, what will be the consequence? It will
be assumed that the Government is giving a subsidy of 31,015 per quintal of wheat.
Thus there is a need to change the WTO rules. But this price mechanism cannot

work. This is my first point.

The second point is that the member countries, through a process of consultation,
will also have the right to scrutinize the Food Programmes of India or, for that
matter, of any country. So, the member countries will invade into India to assess
the fall-out of the price mechanism and, in case of any breach, the same could be
disputed. All these provisions of the Agreement clearly suggest that internal policy
matters within India will be subject to foreign scrutiny and, hence, add up to erosion
of our sovereignty. This is highly objectionable, Sir. This is a matter of great concern

for us that India’s sovereignty will be compromised in that way.

Thirdly, Sir, the final Draft agreed in Bali mandated developing countries to
ensure various measures of trade facilitation. Now it is unfortunate that no cost
assessment has been made by the Government about implementing the provisions of
trade facilitation. What is happening is that by providing trade facilitation, imports
from the rest of the world may flood India, further worsening the already difficult

external payment position. This is another area of concern for India.

And, finally, in reality, this agreement reached by the BJP Government has,
actually, eroded the sovereignty of the nation on the one hand and put a ceiling
on the freedom of future regimes to announce any such food security programmes.
Because, in the Trade Facilitation Agreement that I have mentioned, the entire money
will be cut from the prime allocation on health, on food and other areas and that
will be adjusted with the trade facilitation arrangements. Therefore, Sir, I would
submit and I would appeal to the hon. Commerce Minister to clarify these points
in this august House so that the nation can have a clear picture on this issue.

Thank you.
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SHRI A. NAVANEETHAKRISHNAN (Tamil Nadu): Sir, I would like to quote
the great poet Bharatiyaar* That means even if a single person does not get food,
the entire world must be destroyed. So, I hope the Central Government is taking
proper steps to protect the Indian farmers. Now the general opinion is — subject
to correction and approval — the WTO is helping the rich countries to exploit the
poor countries. So, that impression must be removed. Now, because of World Trade
Organisation, our Government is not able to provide subsidies to the farmers and
they are not able to give relief to the needy people. In this context, I would like to
mention one point that in Tamil Nadu, the Public Distribution System is functioning
very well. Another important fact I would like to refer to is — Amma Unavagam
— Amma Canteen that is providing quality food to the needy people. That is the
brainchild of our Amma. 1 hope, like our Amma, the Central Government would

protect the poor farmers and the poor people. Thank you, Sir.

SHRI SATISH CHANDRA MISRA : Sir, I would not repeat what has already been
said by all the Members. Instead of that, I will straightaway come to one clarification
which I want to seek from the hon. Minister with respect to para 10. Para 10 says
that “The General Council has also unequivocally agreed to delink the negotiations
for a permanent solution on public stockholding for food security purposes from the
agriculture negotiations on other issues under the Doha Development Agenda. This
would ensure that the negotiations for a permanent solution would continue if the
negotiations on such other issues are delayed.” Now, I would only like to ask the
hon. Minister whether there is a special and any differential mechanism for the other
issues and what these issues are. Are they industrial goods or the market excesses?

I would request the hon. Minister to clarify this.

DR. E. M. SUDARSANA NATCHIAPPAN (Tamil Nadu): Sir, I just want to
quote US trade representative Michael Froman who read the statement after meeting
of the USA President and the Prime Minister of India. I am just quoting. “Efforts
to put the TFA in place were dealt a setback in July, when a small group of
countries, led by India, raised concerns about the status of the WTO’s work on
food security issues and blocked consensus on implementing the TFA. We have
overcome that delay and now have agreement with India to move forward with full
implementation.” Further, in the last paragraph, in the Statement, he says, “This has
been a good week for trade and the growth and jobs it supports here in the United
States. The U.S. worked with China to achieve a breakthrough on the Information
Technology Agreement, worked with India to move forward with the implementation
of the Trade Facilitation Agreement, and worked with our TPP partners to bring the

end of these landmark negotiations clearly into sight. Together, these will provide a

* The Hon. Member spoke in Tamil.
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major boost to the global trading system at a critical time in the world's economic
recovery, a central focus of the upcoming G-20 Summit." This is the intention of
USA. When Shri Anand Sharma was leading the team to Bali, 93 countries were
supporting us and when we raised this issue in the Parliament, your negotiation
deadline was going to be over. You were waiting for the clearance of the new Prime
Minister. For one man’s clearance you have lost your time. Therefore, you have lost
your friends. Finally, you end up with — I quote the US word — ‘small group of
countries.” You have come down from 93 countries to a 'small group of countries!'
Now, there is no one else to support us in the WTO talks; we have to act only
at the command from the USA. There is no doubt the USA's friendship is needed.
But, we should not be at the command of the USA. We should not surrender our

sovereignty to any country.

Secondly, Sir, in the name of public stockings and not taking the issues to the
WTO's Dispute Resolution Forum, you are going to allow 75 per cent of Indian
market to be flooded with agriculture produces from all other countries and you
are going to make agriculturists in India to suffer. They are not going to have the
competitive price. The flooding is going to happen, because the TFA allows you to
have 'allowed tariff and you are allowing in and out flow without any hesitation.
Therefore, within a year, you are going to have a catastrophe on agriculturists in
India. So, I would like to know from the hon. Minister in which way are you going
to protect the interests of the agriculturists, their produce and also the labourers who

are depending on agriculture. Thank you.

SHRI ANANDA BHASKAR RAPOLU (Telangana): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
this is the time know from the hon. Minister on her 19 point statement what are
the escape channels and routes we have to come out of the complications of the
cobweb - ThYg - which is called the World Trade Organisation.

Our nation's GDP covered by trade is to the tune of 35 per cent. A great shift
has taken place between 1950s and now. Sir, services are now having a greater role
by almost 55 per cent. Those were the days in 1950s when agriculture was ruling the
roost with 58 per cent. We are on the stronger side as far as services are concerned.
We are authority in export of services. In the recent one decade, our export capacity
in services has grown to 40 per cent. But, at this juncture, we are an infrastructure-
deficit nation. We are having population which depends on agriculture to the tune
of 50 per cent. Given the ground reality, it is quite impossible to have any sort
of compromise on food security and agrarian platform. Still, we are yet to attain,
as mentioned by our hon. Deputy Leader and our senior colleague, Natchiappanji,
them and are friendless. We are almost something like Abhimanyu in the IHg. In

this IhYg, how are you going to enlarge your capacity to come out of the escape
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[Shri Ananda Bhaskar Rapolu]

channels without compromising interests, particularly agrarian interest, of our nation?

This is the first clarification I wish to seek from the hon. Minister.

Besides that, Sir, we are having economic growth and we are getting complication
not only from the WTO but also from the Multilateral Agreements and the FTAs.
These complications are eating into the question of sovereignty of our nation. For
that, even at global platforms, discussions are going on about the utility and the
effectiveness of the WTO as far as agrarian sector is concerned. On this front, we
are yet to attain the proper position since those were the great days of Argentina,
Brazil and India -- ABI trio -- but, now, we are a loner. So, how this Abhimanyu

-- India -- will come out of the complicated cobweb of the WTO? Thank you.

SHRIMATI KANIMOZHI (Tamil Nadu): Sir, Peace Clause does not come without
conditions. The Bali decision on public stockholding requires that countries using this
facility should have provided and continue to provide, on an annual basis, information
for each public stockholding programme that it maintains for food security purposes.
India’s food security programme under this would come under strict monitoring by
the WTO. The Peace Clause also has conditions attached that the country will have
to establish that food procurement programmes being protected don’t distort the
world trade. It will be difficult for India to prove this when challenged by any other
country. How do we protect our farmer subsidies from them and our food security

programmes, and protect the local agriculture and food security? Thank you.

2 qfier Riz (@Nfsem): ST IIRAT WR, 39 2 W fUoell arR @Y 5,
B o9 WAL S 7 el gg[ e o1, 99 g WG9l gs ol | 59 Be9 H o6
=gl gs o 99 HE T A fH §H b BN guE Q9 £ | SART @A B
JTST BHP! ST SITGT IS < U1 & fb B9 oMol fooell <91 & I+ STdhx 81U
M @I SeRd T8l 8 1 39 g2 W, 39 8o A 9 uifédl @t U 3@ 7, 9 @R
S WNBR $ W &, G4 B! Uh I & | S Pl dbx 891 b a1 gol ol
5 &9 fod g8 w M mE QU usd <d € 2 899 ofudl sl IR &1 weHe
<T@ o JUEY H 80 YT % Alews! fHaml B < &, 9 AN 80 URHC dd I
fPami @1 AfE! T Fad 8, dfdbT d 8N HWR Fleds! a7 & folg gfedy o
g, IR U hurdles TR &xd & &6 a9 o forami &l 99 SureT Afeqs! T8l
T FqHd |

TR, 39T 3MYA B8 H @I BN o1 USIdd 3R SIofdl & $UX Idl daof &l
o | gART foae St Bt UsT dxal g, o Al US1aR &_al g, S9a! dofg 9
B < B SO Bl GRT PR U & | SF &9 AT g iR @ 9 exd
g, A 98 ¥ feael 3 7879 & SIRY | 81 01 & 8, I9H SARI Bls He-Id Jel &,
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8 BAR foU S9&T 9UIe § | 39¢ U 89 99 &I Udh &l €ftc 81 91T | o9
e a1 B, O ART S A1 § R o9 A guar B, 9 11 g g9 B,
9 fham @1 ¢ gedl 8, a1 R < B A gedl &, 3R <9 &l e gedl 8, df
PIs WHR 4l T8 & Ul & iR AWPR @ A de e Srdl & | gdife § vsp ar
fx 1 faes w2 6 e Juic oigd 3 S §9YeH 9 AN oSl < &, S
gl SIIG] HIFd 9¢ T8 8, 98 918 WicalsoR 8, 918 Siold 8, 98 $HRIEH g,
IR 3T &I, a® e 8l | & AT Wed, 89 Ulidedra o) B 91
P B, IR $9h R H, § I8 [T BT @l § {6 ARPR Bl AT S
Hec el 8, 919 39 WTO # 370+ <9 &I foR dax dod €, d1 99 94 J8f Dl
et ST T8l Jodt 7, fosdt Mifdieda ardl &1 Rusiefea a8t Sirex & Jear ®,
g8l 39 <9 &1 Ruciefed ey Jod1 & | s9¢ U I8 86y 3R 9RT 39 S9¢
9IS Y&l § | gifere &6 f5ell & e S[d @ STeXd T8l § | U ST o i
B STHR SMRBT & A g b oy 81 Helld & | A B9RT 991, BART fHar,
AR AN 99 WR WR T8l 8, I9A PGB! 3 Ugd gb © | H 31qdh A1egq d Je
31 St A fFraes w1 9r8dn g fb 519 d Ugel IS 59 B89 H Y ¥ a9 H 39
FEl o7 {6 oM fFae & TRe ToR IRIY | 3FR fHAE gl ke, O 39 Q9 A
DIy AR el T FHdT T |

TR, 3T S BRI o 3T g # T&f W Jidvell AThE BT 8, 919 A& hae &
TR H ISR il ¥ d9 d& didhell AThe & BIS-BIC AMIRGT BT BH Teidl 8, =IAT
Jgt WY M Y B AT 2 | 98 R W AR BT FH T8 g GEHdT § | FR 37
TPl IR Blefoll § 89 gdi Bl ggd & oy 491 Uy &, a1 1 98 {5 31 Aoigd iR
Iad N & A9 UY € 1S9 A & U 19 U 2SI, O S9! aed] SR
Eﬁqﬁﬂqﬂﬂﬁéw%Imﬁgﬂﬂ?{m%mminimumsupportpriceaﬁ
FETY | 3R 3T ARST F AR TR 7T YR 81 PR U7 I8 &, ql AT minimum support
price BT 9GSV | 374 SIAT AT FM S #iR AR A 9wl 3 @el § 5 o
T %1@1@Wﬂlédglwmﬁelection sloganﬁ‘eﬁww%ﬂ\’ioow
S | ... P CES))... AT G & TRH ol dled © b g9 fRaE B g
AfeqSt 1, AP ISP I9 AW T Y S € 2 W), V4l T B @Ry | S
TH 98} O €, A1 987 X <l &9 9§ S9GT /g AN fh @197 31+ Tog 94T
H 396 SR 919 R AL DI, AU S W Il FGI el BI? B WHR Bl qUIC
W%,ﬂm%%@@%lwmimemaﬁonal forumﬁWéB_cﬁ%,
Al YT human rights (Wiﬁﬂ?ﬁ)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Okay, all right.

ﬁﬁﬁa?ﬁi's’:WWWWQKhumanrightszﬁﬁﬁa?WWTOﬁ
EECCIESECINEC IR CICE

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, hon. Minister.
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THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND
INDUSTRY (SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN): Hon. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
thank you for giving me this opportunity to respond to the questions and seeking
of clarifications by hon. Members. Let me, at the outset, say a very big ‘thank
you’ to every Member who chose to spoke because the interest with which they
have gone into the details of the Statement made, Bali Agreement before this, and
also on the issue of our rights as a nation to protect our poor farmers and also
to ensure the decisions, as critical as those which affect agriculture have got to be
the sovereign right and that has to be protected. Sir, I am indeed very grateful to
all Members who have taken part in this debate passionately and raised very many
issues on which I would seek to give as much as I can, and if there are any,
which I have missed out, I hope, I will, still be able to be reminded and I can
answer all of them. My predecessor, hon. Member, Shri Anand Sharma, has gone
into great details to say either he is right or I am right. I think what is important
here is, India has got to be right and we have only tried to keep Indian position
strong, building on what possibility. If I can just crisscross and go to hon. Members,
Dr. E.M. Sudarsana Natchiappan, who said, and also Shri Ananda Bhaskarji said,
“Oh! is India like Abhimanyu, getting into a Chakravyuha, not able to come out.”
In fact, Dr. Sudarsana Natchiappan had very clearly said, we had 93 friends then,
we have none now. I just want to respond and begin with that; if you want to
compare India with Abhimanyu, who got into a Chakravyuha, I would like to tell
you here in no uncertain terms, under the leadership of Shri Narendra Modi, the
Prime Minister, we have gone in as an Abhimanyu, but we came out successfully
with 160 friends, building on our predecessor, who had 93 friends. So, Sir, the
approach here is, yes, we are not talking about party politics when we are outside
the country; we are ensuring that our sovereign right, which is being taken care of
by either so many Governments before us, now is being strengthened, and if there
are any corrections to be made in the process, we, as a Government, representing
the people of India, have a sovereign duty to do the course correction and ensure
that our farmers or any such interests are kept intact and protected. So, we may
be Abhimanyu, but that Abhimanyu, successfully came out of the Chakravyuha with
more friends and not less. So, let me be sure that the track of our argument is not
to say, ‘that was terrible and this is better.” No; we are very clearly saying, Bali
was imperfect and there is no way that I am retracting that statement. It was an

imperfect agreement. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: This is a new agreement. That is all. Please confirm
that you have reached a new agreement.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: I will come to that. That is one of the

points that you have raised, and I will certainly come to it. I am only beginning
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my answer. Bali was an imperfect Agreement, and it required a course correction,
and it was that course-correction that this Government had engaged in from July.

And in doing so, we ensured that a new decision, I am addressing your answer...

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: You address the Chair, and the rules of this House...

...(Interruptions)...

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: I thought, I started with you, Sir. I
thought, I started by saying, “Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, problem; you proceed.
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Okay; §Iferg, @ifely, &I 39 7Tel gl

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: It is a new decision, and I would
certainly underline the fact that it is a new decision because the WTO’s General
Council said very clearly, and 1 will read it. What was done in Bali is read like
this, Bali Ministerial Decision of 7th December, 2013, and I quote; “Members agreed
to put in place an interim mechanism, as set out below, and to negotiate on an
Agreement for a permanent solution for the public stockholding for food security
purposes, for adoption by the 11th Ministerial Conference”, which, if I may remind,
it is not mentioned here, it is 2017. And the next paragraph, which is paragraph 2
says, and I quote, “In the interim”, the word ‘in the interim’ is used there, “In the
interim, until a permanent solution is found, and provided that these conditions and
so on...” So, it goes on like this. This is Bali 2013.

What is now? Again, I am reading; I am quoting from Decision of 27th November,
2014. The General Council having regard to paragraph 1 of article 9 of the Marrakesh
Agreement, establishing the World Trade Organization and so on, conducting the
functions of the Ministerial Conference in the interval between meetings pursuant
to paragraph 2 of article 4 of the WTO Agreement, and recognizing the importance
of public stockholding for food security purposes for developing countries, mooting
the Ministerial decisions, so and so, 7th December, 2013 on public stockholding for
food security and so on, decides that”, please note the word, “decides”. Therefore, let
us be clear, this is a new decision with a new date, and I am quoting it. It is not
as if I am giving an interpretation. So, that issue, which was raised by Shri Anand
Sharma is answered. What did we achieve out of this? The Peace Clause extended
not just for four years, but for perpetuity. So, is that ambiguity which prevailed
going to be till the 11th Ministerial which is in 2017? Is it only for four years from
2013, when the Agreement was signed? Is it just interim? And, after the interim, if
a permanent solution is not found, what is going to happen? All that has been very

clearly said; the ambiguity has been removed. The new decision, as I very clearly...
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SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Mr. Deputy Chairman, through you, can I just ask

one thing from the hon. Minister?

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: Can 1 just finish? ...(Interruptions)... 1

am not yielding.
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Because she said,...

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: I am not yielding here; I am not
yielding here.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: She is not yielding.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: I think, courtesy requires that I finish

and answer.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: After she finishes. She is not yielding.
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Let her complete.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: The ambiguity which prevailed has
been removed, and for that, I will just take two pointed examples. The language,
the hon. Member, my predecessor, repeatedly spoke about, is simple English. I am
a student of English; I try to keep learning English. I submit here that English here
now, to me, and to my understanding, is unambiguous. Please correct me, if I am
wrong. Unambiguous language, I just want to put it in front of the hon. Members.
"..shall not take to dispute' is the word which is being used now instead of 'in the
interim will exercise due restraint'. I am quoting from 2013 Bali. 'In the interim will
exercise due restraint' were the words used whereas what is now being used is 'shall
not take to dispute’. To me, this seems to be fairly unambiguous. ...(Inferruptions)...
Second, unambiguous again, in 2013 the language which was used was 'in the
interim till a permanent solution is found'. Now the language which is being used,
which many Members, of course, do remember highlighting that what if a solution
is not found. 'Found' is the word on which we were playing; therefore, I am trying
to tell you that 'found' is not the word any longer used. It is now 'till a permanent
solution is agreed and adopted'. And here I would immediately like to draw your
attention, many of the Members who have raised that legitimate question, what if
a solution is imposed on us, or what if a solution is going to encroach into the
sovereign rights of Indian decision making. There cannot be a solution found which
is 'unagreeable' to us. The solution which is going to be found now is a permanent
solution whenever it is found for, which Mr. Raja referred to it, what is this best
endeavour, maximum, all of us have to work for it. But when a permanent solution

is going to be worked out it has to be 'agreed upon' by all us and then adopted. It
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is not a permanent solution which is going to be found from somebody's hat as it
were like a rabbit in a magic show and given to us. It is something which all of
us will be working on and that which will be agreed upon and then subsequently
adopted. So, my simple English tells me that the ambiguity is largely removed. If
there is still any ambiguity in anybody's mind, I would like to be informed about
it. So we will work on it after that. So, there is no ambiguity in the language.
What is better now again between 2013 and 2014? 2014, Sir, has an accelerated
mechanism to get a permanent solution in the sense dedicated sessions are going to
be held of the Special Session of the Committee on Agriculture, supervised by the
TNC, in the sense by the General Council. So, there are going to be mechanisms
which are very well in place through which accelerated processes will work out for
a solution for agriculture related matters. Therefore, this new decision has improved
upon the Bali of 2013. Then again the negotiations for a permanent solution are
now certainly on a separate track. Many hon. Members referred to paragraph 10 of
what I had spoken in August, separate track from the agriculture negotiations so that
under the Doha Development Agenda, it ensures priority, it brings in greater focus
and it brings in continuation for negotiations for a permanent solution. This 'interim'
is no longer being there, we have a peace clause given in perpetuity, and, therefore,
this is much better, improved and a new decision. There are no conditions, no new
concessions and no new compromises made. That in passing I want to ensure the
House. So, any question about this is no good, this is no different, it is this, it is
that, no, I am making it very clear on what course we are very clearly improved
upon the 2013. On the issue of General Council and its role, I just want to be
sure that I read that paragraph so that there is no ambiguity on it. "The General
Council..'" again from the World Trade Organisation's document, '..is fully acting as
the Ministerial Council conducting the functions of Ministerial Conference in the
interval is completely mandated.' So, we do not need to worry. The need for me
to state it in my August statement was to inform the House that we are not going
to the General Council which may not have the powers to ensure the Members of
the House that the General Council is not being approached which does not have a
mandate and the Ministerial Council is what has to be approached. No. We knew,
we worked on it, we understood and the WTO has also confirmed it. Therefore,
they are fully in a position to take a decision, which is happening between two
Ministries. So, I wanted to assure my predecessor that we have certainly not done

anything that is very differently placed.

I would not have the courage to speak in as much Hindi as the hon. Member,
Shri Derek O'Brien, has spoken. But I would certainly say QFIE'T ?ﬁ?{ﬂ? has not
been obtained. fdepel | TV AP Bl 3R & 8F S I8 © | I a1 379 gs
3R Sl SRS Brefiat # arfl Tt 81 w1 B, U8 99 UKl H B S R@T ® | A
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b @ & fb R 2017 d AfHG €l 8, o9 fl dReFe dleged g, 89 At
W%Qﬁﬁﬂﬁ,wmm,%m,ﬁwgﬁm%,mpeace
clause perpetuity%ﬁ%mﬁmw%\'IWWEWW@W@W@
T | ...(HAU)... AR BRI ST X& | ...(ae)... On the TFA, hon. Member,
Shri Derek O'Brien, has raised a question as to what is the benefit of the TFA.
The TFA would give us reduction of cost of our imports into India, making Indian
manufacturing slightly more competitive. It will also lower the cost of our exports
in our export markets. More than that, our ports will be lots more transparent. The
arbitrage, which happens in the ports because of the delay, will be cut down. More
frequency of ships, which come to the ports, will mean that there is more earning
for the Customs. And, all this happening in a real time with data available on the
net and so on. It is going to lead to transparency. So, trade facilitation has benefits
for our country and it makes sense to go through the trade facilitations because it
also does not immediately open up without conditions. The hon. Member also referred
to much respected Shri Arun Shourie's statement, almost as if to conclude his own
presentation. I would like to build on that. Quoting Arun Shourieji, he said, "All is
said and done, but at the end more is said than done." I would like to assure the
hon. Member, through you, Sir, that all will be said and all will also be done under

this Government. So, let us be sure that that will be fully taken up.

Now, I move to hon. Member, Shri Sitaram Yechury. He had raised very important
issues. He referred to an Ambassador's statement and said that probably that statement
of the Ambassador and the Minister's statement in this august House do not have
anything in common. They, probably, have some contradictions. I would like to
assure the hon. Member by only reminding him that that statement was made by the
Ambassador on 2nd July, when this whole position was taken by this Government.
Post that statement, we have negotiated, we have worked, we have come up with
solution. And, my statement, which was made in November this year, has definitely
moved from the statement made by the Ambassador at the beginning of this whole
issue. So, if it did not have a concurrence then, the position has been made clear
through my statement. Therefore, the statement made by the Ambassador then, saying
that India's position on permanent solution and the 'peace clause' is not dealt with
by the WTO, we may not be able to move along with the consensus on the trade
facilitation. The position has changed subsequently and we have, at least, a certain
sense of getting relief in terms of 'peace clause'. He also raised this issue about
Western countries giving a whole lot of subsidies that are never discussed. Yes, I
agree. Since Uruguay Round, we have been raising this and I am sure most often
the Indian Ministers of Trade — several of them who had gone to different places
to negotiate, whether in Cancun or, later on, in Bali — have periodically raised the
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issue that — I have also raised it in every one of the meetings that I have had —
the US spends more than 120 billion dollars. This is an approximate figure that I
am giving you. And, so does the EU. We have raised this issue as to why those
subsidies that are being given to farmers are never on the agenda to be discussed.
We should be discussing them, as has been raised by us, and we should continue
to raise them in the forthcoming negotiations also.

On the direct benefits' transfer, it is not just me, I think the other Ministries
also will have to talk about whether that kind of a transfer is happening, how and
when it is happening, etc. So, I won't take the liberty of taking this debate as an
opportunity to talk about it. But I am sure my senior colleagues will do that a bit

later.

Hon. Member, Shri D. Raja, raised questions based on my paragraphs 3, 8 and 10.
For seeking a permanent solution, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, negotiations will have to
happen. Now, it will be happening. Sir, there is no commitment to a particular date,
and there is no schedule. Now, of course, we have got institutionalized mechanisms
to expedite on meetings of the Committee of Agriculture. So, there will be more
frequently sittings and talking about what we want. Sir, the expression 'best endeavour'
is more used because we want to work through to get a permanent solution but it
is not as if it is tied to the deadline. We shall make all the required efforts for it
and not sit back just because we have got a Peace Clause in perpetuity. We will not
sit back. We shall, definitely, move forward and work towards getting a permanent
solution. I assure hon. Member, Mr. Raja, that we shall put the national interest on
the top. There shall never be a compromise from our side on the national interest
question which you raised, so genuinely, and rightly so. We have not been isolated and
it has never been the case that we did not have the support. Mr. Deputy Chairman,
Sir, let me assure you that there were several countries who kept in touch with us.
But, for whatever reason, they did not open up or speak loudly in public. But we
knew many nations felt that on the public stockholding of foodgrains, people were
concerned and nations were concerned. They did not speak up but we were in touch
with them. Today, I am happy to say that the entire General Council has agreed to
understand the issue, appreciated, and you saw the Press - release. Therefore, it is
not as if we have been isolated. You also questioned about the Work Programme
for negotiation in the Doha Round. It is to be finalized by 31st July, 2015. It is
just the Work Programme and negotiations will be going on on that.

One last assurance for hon. Member, Shri D. Raja, is, we may be dealing with
FTAs , we are working on FTAs, because we see some merit in some FTAs, with
which we want to work and move forward. But we strongly support multilateralism. We

feel that FTAs are a way in which we are further building blocks for the multilateral
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system to survive and continue. So, our commitment to multilateral system continues
even if we are going ahead with FTAs, with blocks of some countries. At this stage,
I do not need to name each and every country with which we might discuss. But
as and when there is an occasion, we will, certainly, talk about it. Shri K.C. Tyagi,
as always, very passionately spoke, saying that it should not be a disaster for our
kheti and kisan. 1 assure him and I am sure by now he would have appreciated
that it is in the interest of kheti and kisan that we have taken this position from
July. With the support of the House and with the support of all the Members, we
will manage to succeed in the WTO General Council and we shall move in those
lines even further. You can be assured, K.C. Tyagiji. Hon. Member, Sukhendu Sekhar
Royji, was expressing his concern. I heard him carefully, and I am grateful to him
for having said that the present Agreement is certainly an improvement over the
Bali. I am very grateful, Sir, that you mentioned that.

The permanent solution that we have to work is definitely a long road in which
a lot of details and issues related to India will have to be taken care of. We shall
keep that in mind and move forward in ensuring that no compromise is made in

keeping up the interest of India.
Hon. Member from Tamil Nadu, Shri Navaneethakrishnan, quoting Bharathiar said*.
SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY: Please translate it in English.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: Quoting Bharathiar, Shri Navaneethakrishnan
had said that ‘if the single individual man doesn’t have right for his food, Bharathiar
had said that he will destroy this entire world.” That’s the seriousness with which
Bharathiar, who is a very revolutionary poet, had spoken about the right of an
individual man for his food. Of course, he was talking about in the context of some
programmes in Tamil Nadu. I assured him by saying ‘understanding that fiery spirit
of Subramania Bharathiar, BJP and the Government of India, today has chosen to
go to the WTO to fight for the right of individual citizens of India for his food
and for the farmers of India; and we did not destroy the world, but, before that,
we constructively engaged with the WTO and got the right that we need. I assured
the Member from Tamil Nadu that we would be inspired by Bharathiar; we certainly

went and ensured that.

Satish Misraji had raised issues about Doha Development Agenda. It covers
agriculture, industrial goods, services and so on. In every area, there will be special
and differential treatment provisions, and this is an integral part of areas of the WTO

negotiations. So each area will be negotiated for itself.

* The Hon. Member spoke in Tamil.
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And, then, reference was also made to para 10 talking about the delinking of
the negotiations for a permanent solution from the rest of the negotiations, and this
will ensure that this can continue ever even if other areas are stagnating. There

will, of course, be dedicated sessions with regular review. We can keep informing.

I think, I have briefly answered the questions raised by hon. Members,
Dr. Sudarsana Natchiappan and Ananda Bhaskarji. I think, majority of the issues
raised have been addressed. Shrimati Kanimozhi had raised this issue that the peace
clause comes with a certain compromise. No, Madam, there is no compromise as
far as I know. Peace clause is certainly something which gives us relief till we
find a permanent solution. Till such a time, even if you cross the cap, which is
based on 86-87 prices, you are still not going to be able to be drawn to litigation
in the WTO courts. Therefore, that peace clause comes without any compromise.
And, BJD Member, Shri Bhupinder Singh, very clearly spoke — and I am going
to try again in Hindi. & f<fl & oy Sax R T80 S[@MT | YRR S
8l EiCdRI g ...(F9YT)... I want to be sure. Government of India has not done

anything ...(Interruptions)... ‘Government of India’ is what I have also added there.

...(Interruptions)... No. ...(Interruptions)... Can 1 answer? ...(Interruptions)...Government

of India’ is what I added there... ... (Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, Mr. Bhupinder Singh. No, no; sit down.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: The Government of India, as I have
said, fHAT & AHT STHR F R g 81 &, ST TIRAT AR, 3P gRT HaR
qftier Riz @1 § I8 TN <1 =18 &l g |

Sir, T hope, I have answered most of the questions which have been raised

seeking clarifications. Thank you very much. ...(Interruptions)...
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, I wish to seek a clarification.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay; I will allow you. ..(Interruptions)... Yes,

yes; one clarification. Do you want to put a question, Mr. Sharma?

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, through you, I thank the hon. Minister, Shrimati
Nirmala Sitharaman. I would like to say two quick things. I think there is some
mix-up in the papers somewhere. I am just pointing it out. You talked about ‘due
restraint’ with reference to Bali-I. I think ‘due restraint’ mechanism was the initial
proposition which India had rejected at Bali, and the words ‘due restraint’ are not
there in the Bali formula. It is there in the interim — which has been removed

now — in the General Council. “Till a permanent solution is adopted, and provided
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1)

that conditions set out below...” and those conditions remain the same, whether in

the General Council or the MC-9 decision.

Secondly, Sir, I had specifically referred to one thing. You referred to the WTO
documents and I too refer to the same WTO documents. I actually started from
the General Council, which you have also read, from 27th November, 2014. I did
say that this is the statement by the Chairman of the General Council, Ambassador
Jonathan Fried of Canada, and I would read that just to underscore, “With respect to
the decisions on post-Bali work circulated in this document, Members are collectively
acting on the premise that the entire Bali package can and must be pursued.” I am
not going to read the full paragraph because I have read it earlier. Para 2 is very

important:

“Therefore, in adopting the three Decisions on Public Stockholding for Food
Security Purposes, on the Protocol of Amendment for Trade Facilitation, and on
Post-Bali work simultaneously, we are re-affirming” — my English may not be so
good — “the entirety of the Bali Ministerial mandates” — ‘mandates’, that is the
word — “including the priorities that the Ministers identified at Bali”. So, what you
have said now, shall we take it — just for my clarity — that the Chair of the General

Council’s statement is wrong?

Lastly, the DG, WTO’s statement’s first decision — again, I am reading from
the same document which you read from — clarified the Bali Decision on Public
Stockholdings for Food Security Purposes. It makes clear that peace clause which was

113

agreed in Bali...” — So, it is clarifying; you have got that clarification “...will remain

in force until a permanent solution is found.” I am not going to read the rest of it.

So, what I am saying is, first, the ‘due restraint’ was not there in Bali and
secondly, what I have read, and is on record, is part of the WTO documents of
the 27th of November, 2014. 1 had earlier also read the 11th December, 2013 Bali
declaration. I did ask, when I was seeking clarification, to confirm, accept or reject,
whether the Chair’s statement is wrong or whether the DG statement is wrong. Forget

about my statement being right or wrong.

Sir, 1 thought that I must put this record straight, that there was no ‘due
restraint’ and these are the three paragraphs. I have much more of the 27th November

documents; I have got all the documents here.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay. Now, Mr. Yechury.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, I have one question. ...(Interruptions)...
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2 AT AT (SR Ya¥): HelGd, F&d HI 3R Al HRIAE! & | Y IR g
F 9% 39 R AFRER &1 R 9 81 T | 319 R 3R wead go o) 7y | R
ar s B W wfcfiate &t | ... (caagT). .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is an important subject. ...(Interruptions)...

This is a very important subject.
SHRI NARESH AGRAWAL: Sir, other important ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is an important subject. Don’t do that.

...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY: Sir, I have a point of order. Should there
be supplementary clarifications? I want a ruling from you. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is only raising a doubt. It is not put as a
clarifications. The Minister may oblige. That is all.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, through you, I only want to clarify to
Mr. Sukhendu Roy and others that there is no further clarification. All that I am
saying is, there are certain points on which we are not satisfied. We want to express
that very clearly. When I mentioned the Ambassador at WTO making a statement
and the Minister making a statement, I was fully aware that some time has passed
and as time passes things change. We are grateful for being reminded of that
knowledge or of that fact. But the point at issue is what? The point at issue is,
if we agree to allow this discussion on this particular issue of Food Subsidies and
Public Stockholdings for Food Subsidies for the poor to be delinked from the rest
of the Agreement on Agriculture, the bargaining capacity, that we have to force the
rest of the world on the WTO to accept what we are saying regarding our poor
and the food security of our poor, reduces. What the Minister confirms is that 'Yes',
we may agree to a final settlement on Agriculture but this negotiation will continue.

That is what is my objection. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Minister says that there will be no compromise

...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, that is my objection. Once you agree to a
General Agreement on Agriculture, then your bargaining capacity on what you want
to continue to talk about is lost. That is why the final peroration that was made
about the BJP. I don't mind, whatever they want to say, they say. But, in this
House, that is about the Government's commitment. Remember, according to our
constitutional scheme of things, the only place where the Government is accountable

is in the Parliament. So, therefore, we are here concerned with the Government's
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concern. If this contradiction remains, if we have allowed our bargaining capacity to
be abandoned by saying we will agree on General Agreement on Agriculture, then

that is not acceptable.

# TR WA : AEAG ITFHAR Sff, UH FIRfBhe &9 W g8 od 2 |

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: How can you ask? You are opposing the

clarifications. ...(Interruptions)...
it R IREATE : 59 3T FIH] TATS B B &, o &8 fl /1T | ...(cqaem). ..

sft Sy - I8 R®7 o9 §_§, you are opposing clarifications and you are
asking a clarification. ...(Interruptions)... qj%rq, El(ﬁé"(’ I

# TR WA : FEIGY, I o ...(JAYM)... 89 I Ugell IR B T © |
#ft NIRM I : T b TS nft Frt B LL(H@EM)...

it <R AT : TG IS Bl &I IS, Al Uol Bl A I IA3S| ... (FIH)....

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This subject is very important. That is why a

detailed discussion is allowed. ...(Interruptions)...

sit &. 4t @l : W, UE IS 7, U R B, Yo ol SER 99T | ... (HAU)...
2 ITUTART @ 7SI, TR S, AUB! $B IS 872

it TR snmETe : S, 4B E |

At STl : SR gedl &, 1 gel, |El d 9o |

st N9 ETe : AR, W 29 9 Niaa O Feolae 9y § v o @ 8, 9
gWIce &, Wiell I8 sHIce -8l § |

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I agree. You please stop. The Minister will reply.

...(Interruptions)... 1 take your point. ...(Interruptions)...

S} X AT : AR, B I Ul IR YV I2 © | H T o) W MUBT Swpe
G RET A1, i gHH g3 agd SAEl S el & | Ay HaA ofl, § Ry &1 el
ST 9Tl § | 319 i QT PR ST ]8T 8, 379+ el & 30 S, 2015 dF SHARI
QI BIgTd BN, O R S99 @R § 1 9@l @ RS 8RN, Td df 39 < A
S aferet fdami b1 & o I8 8, 98 AfedS] SR Ale] eI AT HEl 3T 30
S T IH bl I TE1? GART, [HA Bl U Bl ABICT BT RIT FaRAT HRAI?
MU dJodhx X dos H A @I 7, A R favg # fFAE @1 IuS d= B SR
HRIg-HRId G I H TaHE b B W 7 | O R 39 UHE & 91 59 <% &
i o1 Sust b1 oI faa @l R WReR @1 s8R a1 7817
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3t &. A @h AR, b FIRMGBE 991 A ger B | e &A1 931 gevEe
S BT ... (AYH).... T, HicT $ G ST & 3G s+ SA&T AR Y & b IR |
PR BENEIE I [BAMI & GATSS R Bl WaR 375 © | -1 (A8 § ...(qaegm)...
AR, I 9ael 9 dR d18% A8l Hol 9T, 3R $fY & &5 § §H o’ BT ol
IET | 3T Sl HE I8 T ...(FIUH)...

it SumuTafr : TN S ST gERT UiEe iRy | ...(aU)...

2 HA. A W, H GH PR I § | dlell b e} A 1 AUB.. P fog
<aTd AT, IFH H I§ Hel dredl § & Qhidcdid Sadudc & Sl dR 1o I, 9
AN & oy v fAu 17 9, a1 519t ¥ et M BF L..(@ae)... AT 39
ot g1 fae 2 ...(cgam)... e fds ... (Fau)... IR, S STIRM W St 99
BU T, ®d & BT SMISHR Si 7 qIhTIRT TAARIRAHE DI bR, FId! ql AT
@I | $AfY W7 A4 ABIGAT W IE HEAl § B 99 o g &1 Rusic #dl
g, 1 Al TAR) HAE 9 SY .. (Q@agH)... H IS Ug 8T A7 {6 SRm <He Sff
& TI39 W BEYR A I8 B TN, Bl S8 I8 Bl AT ...(FAYUM)... A T A8 Bl
wdleys AR {3 &1 1 8l | S 9re) WY,  fEgI @l spirit I dd} oMY |

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is a valid point. There should be a consensus

on all these issues. Yes, Minister, whatever you want, you can answer.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN : Sir, I just want to give a bit of
clarification. Regarding the points raised by my predecessor, I just want to say that
what he has read out is correct in so far as it is the Chairman’s statement which
was made. He is quoting from the Chairman’s statement of 27th November which
does not have the value of force of the General Council’s decision. He comes and
says it, but then the General Council’s decision is what I have read. So, what has
legal sanctity is this statement where it says, “It decides that”? Therefore, I am
playing on that word. I just want to make sure that they are not the same. That
is just a statement. Then, the statement of DG, WTO, says that it is clarifying the
matter. Therefore, it is only a clarification; it is not a dual decision. I just want to
say that the clarification given by the DG, WTO, was in a Press conference, and
again, it is not the decision of the WTO; it was a Press conference where words
can be used. I am not questioning what he said, but it is not the GC’s decision,
which is what I have read out here.

Then, Yechuryji talked about permanent solution, Ambassador’s statement and
that time has passed. Sir, time has passed and I brought in that line here because
in June, the position was that we would not go ahead with the consensus reached as
per Bali 2013 and that if there is a change in the priority by giving the permanent
solution and Peace Clause a pramukhyata, that is when we would want to consider.

...(Interruptions)... Can 1 finish?
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You finish what you have to say.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: Then, it is the ‘Government of India’
that I have added here. Let me underline that. On telling us, “Oh no, it is the
Government of India and not the BJP”, I would like to say that I certainly added
that. After having said, ‘BJP’, I said, ‘and the Government of India’. So, let me just
draw the attention of the hon. Member that I have not ignored saying ‘Government

of India’ here.
SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: The Government of India is not an addition to BJP.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: So, that is one thing to which I would
like to draw the hon. Member’s attention. As regards cotton and other things, they
are decisions which are very much being taken by the Government of India now,
and as regards WTO’s negotiations and about food security, I probably think that it

is not directly linked to this clarification, but that is a different issue.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But that is an important suggestion.

SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: Yes, it is important and I know the
Ministers were all called on an urgent meeting about two or three weeks ago, about
which the Agriculture Minister, Shri Radha Mohan Singh, came and gave a statement

here. So, that may not be for me to talk about it in this context.

GOVERNMENT BILL
The School of Planning and Architecture Bill, 2014

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, let us go to the next item of the Business,
that is, the School of Planning and Architecture Bill, 2014.

THE MINISTER OF HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT (SHRIMATI
SMRITI ZUBIN IRANI): Sir, I beg to move:

That the Bill to establish and declare Schools of Planning and Architecture as
Institutions of National Importance in order to promote education and research
in architectural studies including planning of human settlements, as passed by

Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration.

Sir, it is said that planning is to bring the future into the present so that you
can do something about it now, but this Bill seeks to address certain challenges
that through the past, are presented before our students. I am sure that the esteemed

Members of the House are aware that the Schools of Planning and Architecture were



