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AND IN THE MINISTRY OF FOOD
AND CIVIL SUPPLIES (DR. M. S. SAN.
JEEVI RAO) : (a) and (b) The Central
Government has been fixing the all-India
minimum prices of sugarcane payable by
sugar factories from the 1950-51 season
onwards. Prior to that, these prices were
fixed by the State Governments.

The fixation of prices by the Central
Government was initially done under the
Essential Supplies (Temporary powers) Act,
1946, The Act was repealed in 1955, There-
after, these prices began to be fixed under
the Sugarcane (Control) Order, 1955, issued
in exercise of powers derived from the
Essentia] Commodities Act, 1955. The 1955
Order was, later, replaced by a comprchensive
Order of 1966, which has been amended
from time to time to make it more compre-
hensive.

(c) 1t would not be desirable to restore
the power of fixation of minimum prices of
sugarcane . to the State Governments for the
following reasons :

(i) Sugar is an essential commodity of
everybody consumption by the
common man and it is, therefore,
essential that it should be available
at a reasonable price to the consu-
mer. Under the pegsent system,
levy sugar (659, of the sugar pro-
duced) is distributed at a uniform
vetail price throughout India. The
uniform price scheme is controlled
and operated centrally by the Union
Gov:rnment,

To achieve the above mentioned
objcctive, it is essential to fix the
grice of cane also centrally and
by a uniform method,

(ii)

The method adopted by the various
State Governments for fixation of
sugarcane prices were not uniform
and mostly lacked explicit ration-
ale. Any reversion to the old
practice .of cane prices being fixed
. by the States, would disturb the
level of uniformity achieved and
~might bring in imbalances in the
sugare economy to the ultimate
detriment of the interests of the

(iii)

cane farmers and the producers

and consumets of sugar.
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(nv) A proper and well coordinated
development of the sugar industry,
which is necessary in the national
interest, may not be Possible,

feedt fawrg sufastor &7 anEw
- afafa gt N of Tw

9291: st T fa=ra. quaaA : AT
faator 3k wiate w0 ag T F] Far

& fa :

(%) feeet fasra srigw<on £ g&1-
gw1T afafy gru foew & aqt & T,
feadr da® a1 T R A fFA-fam
w2l q% fa=i¥ faasr fivar aar;

() #ar ag =9 g (& @ |EAREIT
gfafa % faq fAatfsa go9z g2 & wir
FAIT TEAT FITAT 1T §;

() feeeft faswra sfamwor &Y aa-
gwIx afafa &1 atfeey &; o

(=) 7ar feeet fawra arfgwo §
2qred WA ¥ geafeaa fwdt amms «)
gg afafs #1 Tz% €Y Fgga I F0
afmfag fear mar § eqar gq a3 afaly

- Ft foe} 73% & F47 991 A 1§ AR

afg gi, ar wa ?

& frvre §, fantor sl arana |ar

aq A auTHayYe wrg fawir § Igws (f
Rfew®Ts A) (F) FTARFT FEIF 5.4.
1982F4T 24.8.1982 # XY a5 g& Y |

feseht fasra arfasor %1 ag gfafefan
37 wfqe gaig § a7 @ ¢ f& {afowy

#r of arfasr amg wa ey fE

. GTEHIT 99T Y dz%1 &7 fAafa &9

¥ araT feararad |
(=) oY, «g )

(w) feeet fawre afafaam, 1957 %1
g1 5 (1) ¥ s foeet fawre wify
07 qgF GraAr A AR faww W



79  Written Answers

ATNSAT AT €9 Ffufga, & gwaT §
LT+ 1A AT AT EAF  GE H I
g1 qr qTASl, S wifeso 1w Iq
aY s7rg, § wifusco # qA@@ [T F

FqrA ¥ GATGHIT qfwg 1 T Far
2
() <, agi

JIARI Scientists receiving awards from‘ Private
Bodies '

9292, SHRI R.L.P. VERMA : Will the
Minister of AGRICULTURE be pleased to
state :

(a) whether it is a fact that certain
scientists at JARI have received awards
like Borlaug award, Sanjay Memorial award
and othrer awards from private trusts or
private bodies ;

(b) if so, whether it is permissible under
Goverament rules and whether these scien-
tists have sought official permission to
receive such awards ; and

(c) if not, what action is being proposed
against them ?

THE MINISTER OF AGRICULTURE
(RAO BIRENDRA SINGH) : (a) Yes, Sir.

(b) and (c) These awerds are given by
recognised institutions for outstanding work
done by the scientists in their respective
fields in accordance with their rules and
regulations, There is nothing specific in the
rules which prohibits acceptance of such
awards and as such the scientist concerned
does not need to seek permission to accept
such an award,

Loss to FCI on import of Fertilizers

9293, SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA :
Will the Minister of AGRICULTURE be
pleased to refer to news item ‘Fertilizers
Rebate Scheme' appearing in Economic
Times, New Delhi, dated |1 February, 1984
and state :

(a) whether - Food Corporation of India
suffered a loss of Rs, 30 crores for importing
fertilisers, which remained in godowns for
two years, for want of marketing arrangements
and as such Food Corporation had to give
‘rebate of 10 per cent in addition to the
satlier rebate of 7} peccent ;
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(b) if so, the additional loss in this deal
towards interest on the amouat involved,
storing charges and staff charges ; and

(c) what action has been taken to fix
responsibility for the loss so suffered ?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE (SHRI
YOGENDRA MAKWANA) : (a) to (¢)
Till 1978-79 Food Corporation of India was
the only agency for the distribution of
imported fertilisers on behalf of the Govern-
ment of India for meeting the requirements
of the farmers and for mantaining buffer and
pipeline stocks of fertilisers. After 1978-79
a number of other Pool Handling Agencies
were inducted to handle imported fertilisers,
These agencies were either fertiliser manu.
facturers or other companies which had a
well-knit distribution network for marketing
fertilisers. Consequently, Food Corporation
of India, who used to market fertilisers with
the help of State institutions started finding
it difficult to sell fertilisers and huge stocks
accumulated with them. There were dangers
of the old stocks losing nutritive value if
they were allowed to be stored for long.
Besides Government of India was losing
huge sums by way of inventory carrying and
storage charges on these fertilisers. It was,
therefore, decided that such standard stocks
of Food Corporation of India- which were
more than two years old would be sold
through fertilisers manufacturers and other
agencies having well-knit marketing network
at a rebate of 109}, for the farmers. This
rebate was in addition to the 749} reduc-
tion in prices announced by the Government
of India on 29th June, 1983. Rebate was
allowed on this stock to ensure a quick
turnover of the fertiliser with the distributing
agencies and also to give flaancial relief to
the farmers on such fertiliser. Since Food
Corporation of India distributes imported
fertilisers on behalf of the Government of
India, the question of Food Corporation of
India suffering losses for the imported
fertilisers does not arise. A six-moathly
review showed that by launching this Scheme,
the Government of India have saved an
amount of Rs. 150/- crores over a period
of five years in inventoy carryiog and storage
charges due to faster turnover of these
fertilisers, Out of this Rs, 30 crores have
been passed on the farmers by way of 109
price reduction in Urea and Di-ammonium
the Government





